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New Directions in US
Military Strategy

JAMES P. McCARTHY

The past two years have witnessed extraordinary flux in the international
security environment. We have transitioned rapidly from an intense
superpower rivalry marked by bloc-to-bloc confrontation to a constructive
partnership between former adversaries in search of enduring peace and
stability. The United States has responded to this dramatic turn of events by
crafting a new national defense strategy to cope with evolving challenges to
our nation’s vital interests for the remainder of this decade. The product of
this endeavor constitutes the first fundamental change in American strategy
since the flexible response doctrine was enunciated in the early 1960s.

In October 1991 I joined military leaders from 37 other nations at
the second Vienna Military Doctrine Seminar sponsored by the Conference
on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). For nearly a week, we
engaged in straightforward discussions about our respective military policies,
force structures, and training activities in a concerted effort to reduce tensions
and enhance stability in Europe. My purpose was to present America’s new
strategic vision, the concepts that underlie it, and its particular application to
Europe. This article encapsulates the views thus presented.

During the initial Doctrine Seminar in January 1990, the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Colin Powell, spoke of an unbounded
American faith in democracy, individual freedom, and the rule of law; of the
unique role of the American military in protecting and defending the Constitu-
tion, the rights it guarantees, and the institutions it establishes; and of how we
respond to the will of the people as expressed through their elected political
leaders in Congress and the White House.'

Those lofty ideals still hold true today. Our armed forces continue to
serve as the nation’s sentinels. They encompass Americans from every walk
of life and are imbued with a firm commitment to democracy, freedom, and
justice. As military professionals, we are dedicated to safeguarding our
nation’s vital interests in a complex, still-dangerous world. That dedication
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includes the willingness to give the last full measure of devotion, just as 148
brave young Americans did during the Persian Gulf War.

The American people recognize the significance of this ultimate
sacrifice made by their citizen soldiers. Moreover, they acknowledge the vital
contribution made by military professionals to our nation’s victory in the long,
bitter Cold War. However, they insist upon America’s armed forces adapting
to the sweeping transformation of the security environment as we embark
upon a promising new era in international relations. We have responded to the
will of the people with a revamped national defense strategy, prudent cuts in
military force structure, and dramatic changes in our nuclear posture.

These initiatives will enable the United States to continue to play a
key leadership role in promoting peace and stability on the changed global
scene. In that role, President Bush has committed our nation to strive toward
a New World Order based on democratic values, the rule of law, and respect
for human rights. In conjunction with our friends, allies, and international
security organizations, we will labor to create a more secure world in which
political and economic freedom, democratic institutions, individual rights,
and justice can flourish.” We dare do no less.

It is not America’s intention, however, to become the world’s gen-
darme. Rather, we will seek to mobilize the community of nations to address
world security problems and to promote an environment conducive to the
growth of democratic ideals and free-market economies. We anticipate work-
ing with friends, allies, and collective security organizations in future en-
deavors to encourage regional political stability and counter aggression.”

Emerging Realities for the United States

America’s new defense strategy has been devised to support Presi-
dent Bush’s vision of a New World Order in light of several emerging and
enduring realities of the geopolitical environment. The most significant emer-
gent factor is our new and encouraging, yet still-evolving relationship with
the successor states of the Soviet Union. Regardless of the ultimate nature of
the Soviet states, the bipolar superpower rivalry that formed the basis of our
defense policy over the past 40 years has disappeared. The Soviet people have

General James P. McCarthy is the Deputy Commander in Chief of Uniied States
European Command. He graduated from Kent State University and received his commis-
sion through Air Force ROTC in 1957. In his 34-year career. he has flown more than
6000 hours in 28 different aircraft, including 152 combat missions in F-4Cs during the
Vietnam War. He has served in several key Air Force positions including Bombardment
Wing Commander, USAF Director of Legislative Liaison, SAC Deputy Chief of Staff
for Plans, 8th Air Force Commander, and USAF Deputy Chief of Staff for Programs and
Resources. As DCINCEUR, he directed EUCOM involvement in operations Sharp Edge.
Desert Shield/Storm, Proven Force. Patriot Defender, and Provide Comfort I and I1.
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championed political and economic reforms that facilitated the liberation of
Eastern Europe, unification of Germany, withdrawal of Soviet forces from
East Europe, dissolution of the Warsaw Pact, and implementation of landmark
accords on conventional and nuclear arms. Far-reaching changes in Soviet
political, economic, military, and foreign policies since the failure of the
August 1991 coup have marked a watershed in US-Soviet relations.

In late September, President Bush took this historic opportunity to
move to a safer, more stable relationship with the Soviet Union. He directed that
the United States eliminate its entire worldwide inventory of ground-launched
short-range theater nuclear weapons. Consequently, we will withdraw and
destroy all of our nuclear artillery shells and short-range nuclear ballistic missile
warheads. However, we will preserve an effective air-delivered nuclear capa-
bility in Europe to ensure NATQ’s security. In recognition of monumental
changes in the international military landscape, the United States will withdraw
all tactical nuclear weapons from surface ships and attack submarines as well
as nuclear weapons associated with land-based naval aircraft.’

President Bush also implemented further stabilizing measures in
America’s strategic nuclear posture. He directed an immediate stand-down
from alert of all US strategic bombers and those intercontinental ballistic
missiles scheduled for deactivation under the START agreement. Elimination
of the affected missiles will soon follow. The President also terminated
development of the mobile Peacekeeper ICBM, the mobile portion of the
Small ICBM program, and the replacement short-range attack missile carried
by strategic bombers. Moreover, he proposed discussions with Soviet leaders
on eliminating all ICBMs with multiple warheads.’

President Bush also endorsed greater efforts to curb the growing
threat from nuclear and ballistic missile proliferation as well as immediate,
concrete steps to permit limited deployment of non-nuclear defenses to pro-
tect against limited ballistic missile strikes. Finally, he proposed that the
United States and Soviet Union cooperate to ensure safe and secure command
and control, handling, dismantling, and destruction of nuclear weapons.®

We are consulting with our allies on the implementation of these
sweeping initiatives, which fit well into NATO’s new strategy and force
posture. We welcome comparable initiatives being undertaken by the Soviet
successors and trust that ongoing discussions will result in actions that move
us closer to a new world of peace, stability, and security.

Enduring Realities for a Global Power

America’s new defense strategy recognizes that our security is inex-
tricably linked to that of Europe. The transatlantic partnership is embodied in
the Atlantic Alliance, which remains at the center of our security relations
with all of Europe. This collective defense organization is indispensable to
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security and stability on a rapidly transforming continent. NATO’s recent
emphasis on dialogue, cooperation, and collective defense has promoted a
constructive partnership with Central and East European nations seeking
democratic governments and free markets. Moreover, the Alliance is making
an essential contribution to the formation of a Euro-Atlantic security com-
munity founded on CSCE, NATO, and the growing integration of Europe.

We remain concerned over potential political and economic in-
stability in Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. The
delicate evolution to democracy and a more integrated Europe is endangered
by the resurgence of fear and hostility, competing territorial ciaims, extreme
nationalism, ethnic rivalries, and historic antagonisms. The Yugoslavian civil
war is but one manifestation of the centrifugal forces that threaten to disrupt
the peaceful transformation of Europe. Continued US participation in a strong
and reliable Atlantic Alliance will play a vital stabilizing role during this
pivotal time of instability and uncertainty in Central and Eastern Europe.

The enduring interests of the United States and our allies dictate that
we also remain engaged in the Middle East, Southwest Asia, and the Pacific,
as well as the Western Hemisphere. Our new strategy will support America’s
continued efforts to enhance regional security and stability, promote dem-
ocratic reforms, support economic progress, and fulfill our obligations to
other nations in these vitally important regions.

Furthermore, that strategy anticipates we will collaborate with allies
and coalition partners to resolve a variety of unexpected, fast-rising crises in
the future. For many, the world remains a place of danger, turmoil, tyranny,
and conflict. Continued global proliferation of nuclear, biological, and chemi-
cal weapons and the means to deliver them threaten regional peace and
security. In addition to Kuwait and Iraq, recent crises in Liberia, Somalia,
Ethiopia, and Zaire, as well as natural disasters in Bangladesh and the
Philippines, drive home the need for US military assistance and the difficulty
of predicting when that assistance may be required.

A Revamped US Defense Strategy

The improved security environment in Europe has enabled us to
move from a strategy based on containing communism and deterring global
conflict to a more diverse, flexible strategy that responds to regional threats
to peace and stability. Our new defense strategy is based upon four founda-
tions to ensure we can respond to tomorrow’s challenges as we streamline our
military force structure today.’

® Nuclear Deterrence. The central concept that guides our military
strategy remains deterring potential adversaries from using force against the
United States, our friends, and allies. We will continue to field modern nuclear
forces to convince potential adversaries that the cost of aggression will exceed
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any possible gain. Modern strategic nuclear forces combined with a defensive
system against limited strikes will provide a credible deterrent against the use
of nuclear weapons. Advanced fighter bombers and air-delivered nuclear
weapons will help underwrite NATO security in Europe.

e Forward Presence. We will maintain a meaningful, albeit smaller,
presence of US military forces in key regions of the world. The diminished
threat of global conflict makes it possible to scale back forward-based US
troops, yet still demonstrate America’s commitment to allies; contribute to
regional stability. and provide an initial capability to respond to unfolding
crises. In Europe, we plan to cut our forces by more than half, to approximate-
ly 150,000 troops by mid-decade.

e Crisis Response. We have refocused our strategy to deal with regional
crises as the most likely threat to security and stability in the world. The potential
crises we may face are many and varied, and could arise on short notice. We fully
expect that the United States, our allies, and coalition partners will be called upon
to deter regional aggressors, mediate regional economic and social strife, and
promote the stability necessary for fragile democracies to flourish. Thus, Ameri-
can forces must be able to respond on short notice to a variety of crisis situations
and conduct operations ranging from disaster relief to combat.

® Reconstitution. As we draw down our forces, we will pay close
attention to the vital elements of military potential necessary to reconstitute large,
competent forces in the event a global threat resurfaces. We will do the necessary
planning and invest in the required assets to enable our nation to mobilize
manpower, form and train units, and activate the industrial base on a broad scale.
We will monitor the world situation for indications of a resurgent threat that
would require the United States to begin rebuilding its global defenses.

Underlying Military Strategy Concepts

These four foundations are underwritten by a broad set of military
strategy concepts designed to capitalize on our enduring military strengths
while exploiting the weaknesses of those who might challenge our interests.

® Readiness. America’s streamlined forces will maintain a high state
of readiness to provide the capabilities required for deterrence and rapid
response. They must be able to respond on short order, deploy to the flash
point, and conduct effective operations upon arrival. Moreover, they must be
capable of prosecuting complex military endeavors in conjunction with allied
and friendly forces. Therefore, our armed forces must continue to engage in
realistic training and rigorous exercises with our friends and allies to ensure
they remain ready for action.

During the Persian Gulf Crisis, the US VIIth Corps deployed from
Germany to Saudi Arabia to spearhead the coalition offensive that expelled
Iraqi forces from Kuwait. Realistic training alongside Allied forces in Central
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Europe prepared the corps for this crucial mission which entailed integrated
combat operations with coalition forces.

e Collective Security. We expect to strengthen the world community’s
response to crises through multilateral operations under the auspices of inter-
national security organizations. Collective security arrangements coordinate
common security interests; codify commitments, roles, and responsibilities;
enhance combined doctrine and interoperability; and provide integrated com-
mand structures. We will rely on international security relationships to further
mutual interests in a future marked by declining defense budgets and reduced
forward presence.

As we saw in the Gulf War and Kurdish relief operations thereafter, the
United States seldom responds to a crisis on its own. We consult with our allies
and friends, then work together to prevent a crisis, manage it, or resolve it. In
early January of 1990, NATO members agreed to dispatch Allied Command
Europe’s Mobile Force-Air to eastern Turkey to serve as a warning to Iraq against
attacking an Alliance member. This historic first deployment of NATO’s immedi-
ate response force proved effective in deterring Iraqi aggression against Turkey.

e Arms Control. Arms control agreements can bound uncertainty and
reduce nuclear, chemical, biological, and conventional arsenals. The United
States engages in arms control not as an end in itself, but as a means to enhance
national security. We seek to reduce military threats to our national interests,
inject greater predictability into military relationships, and channel force
postures in more stabilizing directions while we retain vital military cap-
abilities for defense of our interests.

Over the past several years, we have worked with our allies and
former adversaries to establish a series of treaties which provide the founda-
tion of Europe’s developing security architecture. These precedent-setting
agreements include the 1986 Stockholm Document on Confidence and Se-
curity Building Measures (CSBMs), the 1987 Intermediate-range Nuclear
Forces Treaty, the 1990 Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty,
and the 1990 Vienna Document on CSBMs. The CFE Treaty brings us closer
to a stable balance of conventional military capabilities in Europe. Moreover,
CFE follow-on negotiations seek to establish manpower limits and stabilizing
measures to further constrain the capability of nations to regenerate combat
power and jeopardize stability in Europe.

o Security Assistance. We will employ security assistance programs
to enhance collective security, demonstrate US commitment, reinforce alliance
cohesion, stabilize regions, strengthen developing democracies, and contribute
to allied military professionalism. Investing in the security infrastructure of
allied and friendly nations greatly enhances their ability to resist coercion or
aggression while facilitating coalition assistance in the event of a crisis. In
particular. the United States has extended military education and training
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programs to officers from Europe’s new democracies to further their profes-
sional development, while NATO has offered an Alliance familiarization course
that addresses civilian oversight of defense matters.

The military strategy concepts described above are designed to
promote conditions that help prevent crises and deter conflict. If it becomes
necessary to invoke major military force to resolve a crisis, then the following
military strategy concepts are especially applicable.

e Maritime and Aerospace Superiority. As a trading nation, the United
States must maintain assured access to the airways, space, and sea-lanes. The
economic health and well being of our country depends upon the free flow of
goods and people between nations. During a crisis, the capability to establish
and maintain control of the air, space, and seas en route to and within an affected
region is vital to an effective response and sustained operations.

Given the criticality of Mediterranean sea-lanes, NATO acted to
prevent Iraqi mining of key choke points during the Gulf Crisis. Forty Allied
ships serving in four naval formations guarded the Mediterranean lines of
communication in conjunction with more than 30 maritime patrol and airborne
early warning aircraft. The integrated efforts of this combined air-sea task
force assured the safety of the Mediterranean sea lanes and kept supplies and
combat forces flowing to Southwest Asia.

e Power Projection. Our reduced forward presence makes it impera-
tive that we have the capability for rapid movement of forces from the United
States and forward bases to regional hot spots. The certain knowledge that we
can reach out and affect a situation with military capability should deter
would-be aggressors, assure friends and allies in volatile regions, and rein-
force our contribution to collective security. If all else fails, then the capability
to employ America’s military power around the globe will help resolve a crisis
in favor of US and coalition interests.

The rapid deployment of American Patriot missile units from Ger-
many to Israel during the Desert Storm air campaign vividly demonstrated the
importance of a robust power projection capability. From the time European
Command received the tasking order from the Joint Staff, it took only 28 hours
and 35 minutes to have the first Patriot firing battery in place and operational,
defending innocent civilians from Iraqi SCUDs. That rapid response was
crucial to the morale, not to mention the physical security, of our friends, and
it assured continued coalition solidarity against Iraq.

e Decisive Force and Strategic Agility. Once America’s leaders
decide to respond to aggression with military power, we will assemble on
short notice the necessary elements to apply the decisive force required to
prevail in the shortest feasible time and with minimum loss of life. That
capability rests on the strategic agility of forces based in the United States
and overseas to deploy anywhere in the world in response to a crisis. We are
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structuring our military forces abroad and in the United States to be more
responsive while continuing to invest in the airlift and sealift required to
deliver those forces in a timely manner to a crisis flash point.

The massive deployment of coalition forces to Southwest Asia and
their victory over Iraq reflected the importance of possessing both strategic
agility and overwhelming force when responding to crisis situations. Amer-
ica’s success in this endeavor hinged upon the strong support from friends and
allies in Europe who enhanced the movement of our forces bound for the Gulf
in the largest US military deployment since World War Il

e Technological Superiority. The United States will continue to
focus on technology to offset quantitative advantages of potential adversaries;
to reduce the risk to US and friendly forces; and to increase the potential for
a prompt and successful termination of a crisis. In peacetime, advanced
technology is a key element of deterrence. In war, it enhances combat effec-
tiveness and reduces loss of life and equipment.

Our experience in the Gulf with stealth fighters, precision-guided
munitions, M1 A1 tanks, Patriot missiles, multiple launch rocket systems, and
other advanced weapon systems demonstrated the efficacy of fielding forces
with modern weapons and advanced support systems. The United States must
remain on the leading edge of modern technology to fulfill security obligations
to its citizens, to its friends and allies, and to the international community.

Principal Directions in US Defense Strategy

We will follow three key directions in implementing the concepts that
make up our revised defense strategy. Those include contending with the continu-
ing Soviet reality, adopting a regional orientation, and emphasizing flexibility.

The United States is pleased with the general direction being taken
by the former Soviet Republics in political and economic liberalization,
foreign policy, and military reform. However, we realize the transition to free,
democratic societies may be a difficult one fraught with instability and
violence. Thus, the United States will continue to maintain a strong defense
posture with the capability to reconstitute America’s global defenses if a
major threat to our security resurfaces.

While the political and economic transformation of the former Soviet
Union progresses peacefully, we will continue to adapt America’s defense
strategy and force posture to the improving security environment, much as
President Bush did in his recent nuclear policy initiatives. Continued expansion
of Soviet cooperation with the community of democratic nations, combined with
the flexibility of our national defense strategy, will enable us to do much more,
together, to resolve regional crises and promote peacetime engagement.

Our new defense strategy emphasizes the importance of democracy.
regional stability, the capability of friends and allies to resist aggression or
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coercion, and reducing the need to employ military force. We will seek to
strengthen the bonds of friendship and alliances through activities that assist
governmental and socioeconomic development. These activities extend beyond
increasing indigenous military capabilities to assisting countries in building
their national infrastructures. In concert with the needs and desires of host
nations, our forces can help improve a country’s capability to perform public
functions and services in response to societal needs.

Moreover, we will engage other nations in peacetime activities of
broader significance to the world community. Those endeavors include detect-
ing and significantly reducing the production and trafficking of illegal drugs;
deterring, monitoring, and neutralizing terrorist threats while protecting vul-
nerable targets; and conducting humanitarian assistance, civil affairs, and
disaster relief operations.

As one of the few nations in the world with the means to respond
meaningfully to disasters, the United States will continue to help nations when
they request assistance. Not only must our forces be prepared to provide
humanitarian aid, but in cases such as the resettlement of Kurdish refugees in
Northern Iraq, they must be capable of employing force to assist and protect
those in need.

Prepared for the Future

America’s revamped defense strategy is designed to cope with sweep-
ing change in a remarkably different but no less challenging world. The United
States is responding with new approaches to security that seek to build construc-
tive relationships with former adversaries, reinforce regional stability, and
counter remaining threats through multilateral coalitions. Moreover, bol¢ initia-
tives in the nuclear arcna by Presidents Bush and Gorbachev promise a more
peaceful, hopeful future for all mankind.

America is prepared for the challenges of the future. We will remain
engaged in the world, as a friend, as a reliable ally, and as a leader in the
pursuit of peace and stability within a New World Order.

NOTES

1. Speech by Genera! Colin L. Powell to CSCE Military Doctrine Seminar. Vienna. Austria. January 1990.

2. National Security Strategy of the Unired States {Washington: GPO. August 1991). p. v.

3. Ihid.. p. 2.

4. George Bush. “Unilateral U.S. Nuclear Arms Drawdown Seizes Historic Opportunity,” Defense
Issues. 27 September 1991 p. 2.

5. Ihid.. pp. 2-3.

6. 1bid.. p. 3.

7. George Bush, National Security Strategy of the United States. 1991-1992 (Washington: Brassey’s
[US]. 1991). pp. 98-127. A fifth foundational principle—""A Smaller and Restructured Force "—is. of course.
self-evident.
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Theater Ballistic Missile
Defense and US Contingency
Operations

MICHAEL W. ELLIS and JEFFREY RECORD

© 1992 Michael W. Ellis und Jeffrev Record

“As is clear from the . . . crisis in Iraq, the growing sophistication of mis-
sile arsenals in countries that may be willing to risk attacking US forces
can complicate decisions about whether and when to intervene in
regional conflicts. The arsenals have already prompted concern about the
safety of Western military installations and forces overseas.”'
—Janne E. Nolan
Brookings Institution

The coalition war against Iraq in early 1991 marked the first time that theater
ballistic missiles were fired at US forces engaged in a contingency opera-
tion. The threat of theater ballistic missiles (we'll refer to them as TBMs) to US
contingency operations is, however, almost certain to grow in the future.

During the 43-day war, Iraq fired a total of 86 Scud or modified Scud
ballistic missiles at targets in Saudi Arabia and Israel. They had negligible
military impact and, with one exception (the successful attack on a US
military barracks near Dhahran), inflicted little damage and loss of life.

The ineffectiveness of the Iraqi Scuds during the war was attributable
to at least four factors. First, the missiles themselves were relatively primitive.
They were inaccurate, incapable of maneuvering in flight, lacked decoys. and
carried small conventional (and, in desperation, even cement) warheads.
Second, they were fired singly or in twos or threes rather than in barrage,
which simplified available defenses against them. Third, the US Patriot PAC-2
anti-TBM proved capable of intercepting and destroying many Scuds. Fourth,
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Saddam continued to “hit us where we (the Patriots) were.” He could have
targeted locations, especially in Israel and Turkey, where no Patriots were
deployed.

Iraq’s use of Scuds, though having no influence on the war’s outcome,
initially endangered the political cohesion of the coalition by encouraging
possible Israeli intervention in the conflict. The Scud threat also compelled
diversion of a sizable number of coalition air sorties toward their detection and
destruction; this diversion, coupled with some bad weather, delayed the launch-
ing of offensive ground operations by at least six days.’ The United States and
its allies were nonetheless lucky to be dealing with what technologically
amounted to little more than souped-up versions of the old V-2 German rocket
of World War I1. Had the Iraqis possessed more advanced missiles, and had they
mounted chemical or biological—to say nothing of atomic—warheads on them,
coalition casualties and perhaps even the outcome of the war itself might have
been different.

Indeed, the war against Iraq signals a turning point in the traditional
technological milieu of US military operations in Third World regional contin-
gencies. Given the experience with Iraqi Scuds as well as the continuing
proliferation in the Third World of ballistic missile technologies (and munitions
of mass destruction),’ future US contingency operations must be prepared to
deal with the threat of ballistic missile attacks not only upon in-theater US
military forces and installations as well as civilian population centers of coun-
tries hosting US forces, but also upon allies and US bases in allied countries
outside the immediate war zone. This means that US power projection forces
must be endowed with a capacity to deter such attacks, and should deterrence
fail, to defeat them. As House Armed Services Committee Chairman Les Aspin
recently observed of the Gulf War,

Saddam Hussein and his Scuds should teach us two lessons about theater defenses.
First, we are increasingly likely to face adversaries who are not deterred by the
possibility of terrible retaliation.’Saddam wasn’t. He used his Scuds anyway. This
is an important lesson. Second, although no Third World country can hit the United
States with a missile today, short-range missiles abound. Theater defenses against
these missiles are needed to protect our own forces and allies.’

The Threat

The Third World ballistic missile threat is pervasive and growing.
The recent war and the terms of the US-imposed cease-fire will deprive Iraq
of both TBMs and weapons of mass destruction for the foreseeable future.
‘But at least 15 other Third World countries now have or are trying to acquire
ballistic missile capability. Libya, Syria, India, North Korea, and Pakistan are
also known to have, or to be pursuing, a nuclear weapons capability—as was
Iraq before the recent Persian Guif War.
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Third World missiles already threaten such US allies as Israel, Egypt,
Turkey, and South Korea, as well as US military installations in Turkey and
southern Europe. Saddam Hussein could have fired Scuds at the US air base
at Incirlik, Turkey; in April 1986, following punitive US air strikes against
Libya, Gadhafi did launch two Scuds at a US facility on Lampedusa, an island
off the coast of Italy.

For the time being, the TBM threat is limited largely to short-range,
Scud-type missiles. A preview of capabilities to come, however, is already on
the scene. For example, in addition to the Chinese 1600-mile-range CSS-2,
India is testing the 1500-mile-range Agni missile, which has the range to hit
Diego Garcia and targets deep in China. China is also reportedly marketing
its 180-mile M-11 missile to Pakistan (complete with mobile launchers) and
its 375-mile-range M-9 missile to Syria and possibly to Iran.” Strategic
Defense Initiative Organization Director Henry F. Cooper also estimates that
by the year 2000, at least six countries in the Third World will have ballistic
missiles with ranges of 1800 to 3300 miles.®

Especially important, these longer-range missiles may soon be armed
with nuclear warheads. Recent UN inspections of Iraqi research facilities have
shown conclusively that Iraq was pursuing both a biological and a nuclear
weapon production capability. It is likely that Saddam Hussein is stiil bent on
developing such weapons. India, Pakistan, Israel, South Africa, and North
Korea are also suspected of having nuclear weapon development projects. US
intelligence sources reportedly believe the Chinese are secretly buiiding a
nuclear reactor for Algeria capable of producing plutonium for nuclear weap-
ons, and that China has supplied Pakistan the complete design of a tested nuclear
weapon with a yield of about 25 kilotons.’

There does not, moreover, appear to be much hope for arms control
solutions to proliferation. The weaponry and munitions of the Iragi army on the
eve of Operation Desert Storm stand as testimony to the ineffectiveness of
national and international controls on the transfer of TBM and mass-destruction
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weapon technologies to Third World countries having the money and determina-
tion to acquire them. The Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) estab-
lished in 1987 by the United States, Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, and
Great Britain has retarded ballistic missile proliferation, but China and North
Korea are not party to the MTCR. Indeed, the MTCR may have actually
accelerated cooperation among governments seeking ballistic missile capa-
bility. For example, in the late 1980s, Iraq, Argentina, and Egypt were jointly
developing the 480-mile Condor 2 missile. (The program subsequently fell apart
because of the Persian Gulf War, Egypt’s withdrawal for reasons of cost, and
Argentina’s abandonment of it under strong US pressure.)*

Diplomacy certainly has an important role to play in limiting and
retarding the proliferation of ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruc-
tion. But the main deficiency of the MTCR is that it addresses only the “supply
side” of the problem; it does nothing to reduce demand. Third World demand
for TBMs stems from a variety of motives, including legitimate defense
considerations and desire for national prestige. TBMs also offer a relatively
cheap substitute for manned bomber forces and, given the proliferation of
sophisticated air defenses, a higher probability of reaching their targets and
causing at least some damage, even if the targets are defended by anti-TBM
systems such as Patriot. Nor does the MTCR contain any enforcement mech-
anisms. There are no sanctions for violating the regime, and some US alljes
have been less than scrupulous in enforcing it. Senator John McCain has
concluded that the “magnitude of [ballistic missile proliferation) compels us
to be frank about the MTCR. It is . . . a nearly toothless agreement.™

Policy Dilemmas and Choices

The expanding TBM threat to future US interests, allies, and contin-
gency operations poses major policy dilemmas for the United States. Until
the war against Iraq the United States firmly abjured preventive military
actions against hostile countries known to be seeking TBM, chemical, and
nuclear capability. In late 1988 and early 1989, the Reagan and Bush Ad-
ministrations even refrained from attacking the huge chemical munitions
facility nearing completion near Rabta, Libya, despite the fanatical, overtly
hostile, and unbalanced character of the Gadhafi regime.

However, during the war against Iraq, which was waged on behaif
of Kuwait’s liberation, the United States took advantage of hostilities to attack
Iraq’s chemical munitions facilities, nascent nuclear weapons capacity, and
TBM production sites, even though few of those targets had a direct bearing
on Iraq’s ability to defend its occupation of Kuwait. In effect, the United
States, under cover of a war fought ostensibly for other objectives. undertook
a military action, like the 1981 Israeli strike on Iraq’s Osirak nuclear reactor,
aimed at denying Iraq certain kinds of weapons in the future.
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All of this raises the question of whether the United States (and other
like-minded countries) should adopt a policy of preventive armed response to
forestall the proliferation of TBMs and other dangerous military capabilities, at
least among monster regimes and outlaw states. The United States has always
rejected the doctrine of preventive war; at a minimum, strong domestic and
international political criticism would attach itself to preventive military actions
undertaken by the world’s only remaining superpower against “helpless” Third
World states. On the other hand, not until recently has the civilized world
confronted the highly dangerous phenomenon of politically maniacal regimes
armed with weapons of mass destruction and ballistic missiles to deliver them.

An alternative to preventive action would be preemptive action: to
await a military confrontation or crisis but to strike first in an attempt to
disarm the enemy. This was, in effect, what the United States did in attacking
Iraq on 17 January 1991. The main drawback of preemption is, of course, the
likelihood that the enemy has already produced and fielded TBMs and weap-
ons of mass destruction, as had Iraq. Denying an opponent an ability to acquire
proscribed weapons is a militarily less exacting task than trying to eliminate
weapons already deployed.

Preemptive strikes also risk higher levels of collateral damage than
preventive ones, especially against enemies like Iraq which have no compunc-
tion about using their own civilian population to shield valuable military
assets—although this dilemma may be lessened (as it was in Desert Storm) by
the emergence of brilliant precision weapons. Strikes on already functioning
nuclear reactors and chemical munition production facilities also entail risks of
catastrophic collateral damage. Though both the Israeli attack on Osirak and
Desert Storm strikes on other Iraqgi nuclear facilities have demonstrated the
possibility of taking out nascent nuclear weapon capabilities without unleashing
radioactive debris in the environment, the possibility of a misdirected bomb
(producing a Chernobyl) can never be discounted. In any event, preemption is
likely to be only partially effective, even in the best of circumstances. If the
enemy is alerted, or very cautious, he will normally disperse or conceal his
assets so that the effectiveness of preemption is reduced.

Another, if more traditional, policy option would be deterrence based
on the threat of retaliation. The problem here is: retaliation with what? The
moral and political onus attached to a US use of either nuclear or chemical
weapons against even the most despicable Third World state probably pre-
cludes them ever being used even in retaliation for a strike in kind against US
military forces; during both Desert Shield and Desert Storm the United States
made it clear that, come what may, it would not resort to chemical or nuclear
weapons. Moreover, assuming the continuing obedience of US military doc-
trine to the principled avoidance of inflicting unnecessary damage on enemy
civilian populations, and given the revolution now unfolding in the delivery

Spring 1992 15



of brilliant conventional munitions, it is far from clear that chemical or
nuclear retaliation would afford any practical military advantages over con-
ventional responses, and certainly none that would outweigh the countervail-
ing political negatives of their use.

There is. too, the fact that successful deterrence is predicated upon
an assumption of prudent rationality on the part of the object of deterrence.
Unfortunately, this assumption cannot be taken for granted with respect to the
likes of a Moammar Gadhafi, Ayatollah Khomeini, Idi Amin, Pol Pot, Kim Il
Sung, or Saddam Hussein. In the case of Iraq, US threats (implicit and
explicit) to expand its war aims—e.g. to take Bahgdad or try Saddam as a war
criminal—may have deterred him from using his chemical TBM warheads. "
But there is no guarantee that this type of escalatory threat will deter a similar
aggressor in the future.

Nevertheless, it is probably safe to conclude that deterrence of even
crazy Third World regimes was significantly reinforced by the stunning display
of US military power against Iraq. Most TBM-seeking countries are, like
pre-Desert Storm Iraq, relatively well developed. They have large and valued—
and vulnerable—economic infrastructures, while lacking any effective capacity
to defend them against the kind of massive, sophisticated air campaign visited
on Iraq by Desert Storm. The threat of such an air assault will be implicit in any
future US confrontation with a relatively developed Third World state. This
threat may not deter war or the use of conventionally armed missiles. However,
it might be possible to use the threat of a less restrained air campaign, or attacks
specifically directed against the aggressor’s leadership, to deter employment of
TBM-delivered munitions of mass destruction. As a note of caution, however,
another air campaign of Desert Storm’s magnitude would, of course, require
weeks if not months of preparations, as well as access to a robust network of
in-theater air bases, which might not be available. Moreover, the example of
Desert Storm provides no foolproof deterrence; future US adversaries in the
Third World are drawing their own lessons from the recent war against Iraq, and
the advantages the United States enjoyed in Desert Storm—such as several
months for deployment uninterrupted by enemy action—may not be available
in other contingencies.

In sum, policies of prevention, preemption, or deterrence offer no firm
protection against the emerging TBM threat to US military forces engaged in
contingency operations in the Third World. Neither Iran nor Iraq was deterred
from launching as many as 870 TBMs against each other during their eight-year
war; nor did a war against virtually the entire rest of the world deter Saddam
Hussein from shooting as many Scuds as he could against Saudi Arabia and
Israel. A policy of crisis preemption against already-deployed TBMs provides
no guarantee of their complete eradication—witness initial US underestimation
of the number of mobile Iraqi Scud launchers and the subsequent difficulties
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encountered in locating and destroying them. Nor could an avowed and imple-
mented policy of prevention, even assuming its domestic and international
political acceptability, provide foolproof guarantees; repeated heavy British
aerial bombardment of Peenemiinde during World War 11 disrupted, but did not
forestall, German development, production, and use of thousands of deadly V-1
and V-2 missiles. Moreover, preventive military action is not a one-time enter-
prise; the Israeli strike on Osirak set back, but did not forever eliminate, Iraq’s
progress toward developing a nuclear weapon capability; Iraq’s nuclear facili-
ties had to be revisited by US air power ten years later, and it is still not certain
that coalition forces and the UN inspection teams were successful in destroying
all of Iraq’s nuclear materials.

Indeed, one lesson that Saddam and other Third World dictators will
probably draw from Desert Storm is the importance of having nuclear weapons.
A second lesson that Third World planners will likely draw from the Gulf War
is that ballistic missiles are indispensable components of their military forces.
While Saddam’s TBMs had little direct military impact on the campaign (in part
because they were employed with so little skill), they achieved a significant
political impact, nearly bringing Israel into the war—an event which would have
had dire consequences for the solidarity of the coalition. As a result, the great
Scud hunt became a military obsession for the coalition, diverting an enormous
number of allied air sorties from other missions. And, despite this unprecedented
air and ground effort, as well as total coalition air supremacy, Saddams mobile
Scuds proved highly survivable (unlike his air force).

The TBM Defense Challenge

There will be no substitute for providing US military forces direct.
active protection from TBM attacks. But ballistic missile defenses in contingen-
cy operations will have to defend more than the forces themselves. Four
categories of assets will have to be protected: (1) US (and allied) military forces:
(2) the in-theater installations that permit them to operate (e.g. ports, air bases,
encampments, ammunition and POL dumps); (3) host-country civilian popula-
tion centers and critical economic assets; and (4) extra-theater allies, coalition
partners, and third countries where the United States has bases.

Third World host countries willing to permit their territory to be used
by US military forces for either deterrence or warfighting invite hostile
retaliation against their own populations, and if a reasonable measure of
protection cannot be guaranteed, an invitation to intervene or permission for
base access might not be forthcoming. Apparent Saudi lack of confidence in
US resolve and ability to shield Saudi Arabia from Iraqi ground and air
(including ballistic missile) attack contributed to an initial, four-day hesita-
tion in Riyadh to request US intervention following the fail of Kuwait. In the
event, Saddam Hussein did not invade Saudi Arabia, and though he launched
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Scuds against the kingdom after the beginning of the coalition’s air offensive,
their potential military and political impact was severely restricted by inac-
curacy and negated by the seemingly magical (at least in Saudi eyes) perfor-
mance of the Patriot PAC-2.

But what if Iraq had fired chemically armed Scuds at Saudi airports
and seaports at the beginning of the US deployment to the Gulf? This would
not only have delayed and disrupted our deployment, but would have also
shaken Saudi resolve at a time when Operation Desert Shield was still
politically as well as militarily vulnerable. Moreover, what if Saddam Hussein
(or one of his allies, like Gadhafi) had had missiles capable of reaching
Naples? Would that have affected Italy’s willingness to join coalition forces
in Saudi Arabia and to allow the US Sixth Fleet to operate from its naval bases
in Italy? Or what if Saddam had fired Scuds at Turkish as well as Saudi
Arabian and Israeli cities? Turkish President Turgut Ozal’s decision to support
the coalition and to permit Turkish bases to be used by US F-111 bombers was
strongly opposed by his foreign and defense ministers—both resigned. Iraqi
Scud attacks could have threatened Ozal’s political survival.

The specific TBM defense capabilities needed for US contingency
operations will differ, depending on scenario-specific political and military
conditions, including the particular character of the TBM threat and the
number and types of assets which must be defended. Point defenses which are
effective against small numbers of unsophisticated Scuds will not suffice
against a larger and more robust attack by more modern TBMs. Moreover,
nuclear- and chemical-armed TBMs will require different interception pro-
files than conventional-warhead TBMs in order to minimize chances of
unwanted collateral damage resulting even from successful intercepts.

Additionally, levels of acceptable protection will likely differ according
to the relative value of assets being threatened and the type of TBM munitions
threat. Against conventional or chemical ballistic missile attacks, relatively
higher leakage rates would probably be acceptable for most military assets (ships
in port being a major exception). On the other hand, political considerations
would argue for lower leakage rates against civilian population centers, even if
the threat is only conventional. Generally speaking, the more destructive the
warhead on hostile TBMs, the lower the permissible leakage rate; for example,
the successful penetration by any nuclear-armed TBMs targeted against a main
military operating base or a friendly city would be unacceptable.

There are four key components to a comprehensive response to the
TBM threat: (1) counterfires to disrupt and destroy the adversary’s TBM
launch capabilities; (2) passive defenses—such as hardening, dispersal, and
improved repair/recovery measures; (3) active defense to intercept ballistic
missiles in flight; and (4) the command, control, communications, and intel-
ligence (C3l) needed for these other components to work most effectively.
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e Counterfires. Counteroffensive operations to destroy an adversary’s
TBM launching complex directly and to disrupt TBM logistics support via
interdiction strikes will be a necessary complement to active and passive defen-
ses. Moreover, counteroffensive efforts may include, as they did during Desert
Storm, ground action in the form of extensive special operations inside enemy
territory aimed at detecting and destroying TBM launchers. Indeed, large-scale
conventional ground operations aimed at occupying TBM launch areas cannot
be ruled out (they are the only sure way of eradicating the mobile TBM launcher
threat). During World War II the German V-1 air-breathing and V-2 ballistic
missile threats to London and Antwerp were effectively eliminated only by Allied
ground force occupation of their launch areas; the small V-1 with its simple and
mobile launch rail, and the larger though bunkered (until launch) V-2, survived
the full attention of the British Bomber Command and the US Eighth Air Force.

Air power, however, is likely to remain the principal instrument of
US counteroffensive capabilities against contingency TBM threats. Air action
is usually politically and militarily preferable to ground operations, and the
relative importance of manned aircraft in contingency operations has been
inflated by the steady erosion of US TBM capabilities. The Army’s new Army
Tactical Missile System (ATACMS), which reportedly performed well in
Desert Storm (though it encountered some pre-Desert Storm congressional
opposition and may yet fall prey to the budget-cutter’s axe), can also be used
to attack enemy missile launchers in some circumstances, though its range
(roughly 90 miles) is too short to ensure adequate coverage of the launch areas
for most Third World TBMs, which have significantly longer range. Unfor-
tunately, the United States has foresworn, in the 1987 INF Treaty, future
possession of any and all land-based surface-to-surface missiles with ranges
falling between 500 and 5500 kilometers, and the Bush Administration’s
subsequent cancellation of the follow-on to Lance leaves only the ATACMS
in the US surface-to-surface missile arsenal."

Critical to any counterstrike capability, of course, will be excellent and
timely target acquisition. This is less of a challenge for fixed-site TBMs than it
is for mobile TBM launchers, which can be concealed until perhaps just a few
minutes before launch, and displaced within a few minutes after firing. During
Desert Storm. in which the United States enjoyed satellite intelligence and
virtually complete air supremacy over all of Iraq. the US and allied air forces
were able to maintain robust combat air patrols—uvirtually unhindered by Iraqi
air defenses—over Scud launch areas, which enabled US fighters to strike
mobile Scuds within moments of their detection. Nevertheless. though the rate
of Iraqi Scud launches declined during the war, the Iraqis still managed to launch
16 missiles in the conflict’s last week, with some reports indicating that Iraq
still possessed scores of launchers and was preparing for a massive Scud attack
against Israel at the very end of the war." There is, too, the fact that the United
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States cannot count in future contingency operations on being able to replicate
the ease and swiftness with which it gained air supremacy in Desert Storm.

Thus, it is only through the combination of offensive and defensive
capability that it will be possible to achieve effective TBM defense.

® Passive Defense. Passive defense is another important component
of a comprehensive defense against TBMs. Passive defenses may include
reliance on hardened command and communications nodes and main operat-
ing bases of the kind that were available in Saudi Arabia during Desert Storm;
mobile facilities when and where possible (e.g. aircraft carriers), dispersion
and cover, concealment, and deception; and measures to enhance an asset’s
ability to recover after an attack. Against the threat of TBM-delivered chemi-
cal munitions, such standard passive responses as protective masks, in-
dividual protective suits, overpressure systems for command bunkers and
armored vehicles, and stockpiles of decontaminants are important. As for
threatened host country civilian populations, Israel has pointed the way to
some measure of protection via shelters, mass distribution of gas masks, and
the creation of hermetically sealed rooms in family residences. Nevertheless,
it seems unlikely that most other countries will bear the financial expense or
political and social costs of adequately preparing passive defenses for their
civilian populations; in this regard, Israel is probably unique, because its
people have lived under the near threat of imminent attack for so long.

Moreover, chemically armed TBMs would still be highly disruptive
of military operations and logistics support. For example, an airfield which
has been attacked with chemical weapons will certainly have its sortie genera-
tion operations disrupted for some time, even if it is well-stocked with
chemical protective gear and decontaminants. Or, to take another example,
what if Saddam Hussein had fired a few TBMs with chemical warheads at the
port of Jubayl during Desert Shield/Desert Storm—how many civilian steve-
dores would have reported to work the following day? At the very least, such
attacks would have disrupted the flow of shipborne forces and logistics
severely. Some types of passive defense can also be costly and politically
difficult. For example, one passive measure to enhance the survivability of
air bases against TBM attack is simply to build more runways—a very
expensive proposition in places like Europe and other areas where land costs
are high and environmental concerns compete with security interests.

® Active Defense. Active defenses involve neutralization or destruc-
tion of TBMs already in flight. Currently, the Patriot PAC-2 surface-to-air
missile is the free world’s only existing anti-TBM system. Despite the public
hoopla touting its success in the Gulf War, even the PAC-2 version of the
Patriot missile has limited effectiveness against most kinds of TBM threats
because of its relatively small and narrow engagement area.'"’ The current
Patriot also requires an excessive amount of airlift for strategic deployment
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(it cannot be moved while assembled except in a C-5), and subsequent analysis
has shown that Patriot’s effectiveness against the Scuds in Desert Storm was
not as great as would be desired—especially if the threat includes TBMs with
chemical, biological, or nuclear warheads.

An improved version of the Patriot, the PAC-3, will upgrade its
missile (and air) defense capabilities, but will still not provide reliable defense
against all classes of TBMs. Far more promising is the THAAD (theater
high-altitude area defense) system, now being developed by the US Army with
Strategic Defense Initiative Organization funding. The THAAD, unlike the
Patriot. is designed exclusively as an anti-TBM interceptor, and has a much
larger engagement area than the Patriot. An anti-TBM architecture combining
Patriot and THAAD would provide coverage against both long- and short-
range TBMs as well as cruise missiles and manned aircraft (the Patriot’s
specialty). Patriot’s limited battlefield mobility also argues for the US Army’s
corps surface-to-air missile concept (i.e. a new air defense- and anti-TBM-
capable missile) specifically designed to support US corps- and division-level
forces and Marine Corps amphibious operations.

Also worth considering are the ERINT (extended range intercept
technology), another Army anti-TBM under development, and the Arrow,
which is being developed by Israel with US funding. ERINT’s main ad-
vantages are that it is a hit-to-kill missile, i.e. it destroys its target with a direct
hit, imparting massive kinetic energy, and is also fire-and-forget, i.e. it guides
itself to its target. It is also much smaller in diameter than Patriot, so that more
missiles can be mounted on a launcher. ERINT’s main drawbacks are its
projected cost, which is likely to exceed that of the Patriot, and the fact that
in the Patriot it is competing with a deployed system of proven worth. The
final decision on whether ERINT is needed and cost-effective will have to
await further testing and analysis. The Arrow, though having greater coverage
than the Patriot, is also a much larger system, and therefore too logistically
cumbersome for rapid strategic mobility in support of US contingency forces.

A key feature of any anti-TBM system designed to accompany US
contingency forces overseas is that it be readily compatible, in terms of size
and weight, with existing US C-5 and C-141 strategic airlifters, and preferably
with the tactical C-130."* To cover initial US Air Force and Army deploy-
ments, as well as the ports and air bases for their disembarkation and logistics
support, anti-TBMs must already be present or must be among the first items
deployed, which means that they must go by air. The implications of this new
requirement for early anti-TBM deployment in contingency operations, for
both existing and planned strategic and tactical airlift capabilities, are as yet
unclear, and the subject merits proper analysis.

There may also be circumstances requiring heavy or even exclusive
reliance on sea-based ballistic missile defenses—for example, in support of
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US Marine Corps or Army amphibious operations. Sea-based anti-TBMs may
be applicable too in situations in which a threatened ally or client requires
protection but is unable for political reasons to invite US forces ashore, or
when we do not want to put forces ashore."

The Global Threat ana Longer Term Requirements

The presumption of continued proliferation in the Third World of
ballistic missiles of ever increasing range and sophistication suggests that at
some point in the not-too-distant future, perhaps before the end of the century,
US forces and allies will confront both Third World short- and intermediate-
range ballistic missiles, and even ICBMs.

This increasingly long-range ballistic missile threat will have important
consequences for theater missile defense. First, the missiles will address much
larger geographic areas, threatening US bases and allies much farther from the
missile-armed state. Second, longer-range missiles have much higher reentry
speeds, which effectively reduce the area protected by short-range defensive
systems such as the Patriot—i.e. many more Patriots are required to defend an
area of given size or collection of assets against longer-range missiles. Third, the
coupling of long-range missiles with chemical, biological, or nuclear warheads
means that devastating damage could be inflicted on a target country with only
a very small number of missiles. This means that more effective, longer-range
interceptors are required, and also argues for a multi-tier defense composed of
two or more weapon types. Moreover, a Third World terrorist missile strike may
come with little warning, so that strategic warning times needed for the deploy-
ment of surface-based defensive systems must be very short.

Since ERINT is much smaller than Patriot, four missiles might be packaged in each
canister on the existing Patriot launcher, as shown in this artist’s conception.

22 Parameters

Strate sic Defense Commund




The Bush Administration’s reorientation of the Strategic Defense
Initiative toward Global Protection Against Limited Strikes (GPALS) was
driven in large measure by concern over the growth of ballistic missile capa-
bilities in the Third World. There is also concern, as Daniel O. Graham has put
it, over “the increasing danger that civil war or other violence in the Soviet
Union can put strategic nuclear weapons in the hands of irresponsible elements
and that shaky discipline in Soviet forces sharply increases the danger of a
military Chernobyl—the accidental launch of a deadly missile.”'* The perfor-
mance during Desert Storm of the Patriot PAC-2 has spurred confidence in
GPALS' feasibility. Moreover, Strategic Defense Initiative Organization Direc-
tor Henry Cooper believes that with requested funding levels, deployment of
GPALS" space-based components could probably begin by the late 1990s—just
about the time that some Third World countries are expected to be acquiring
intermediate-range ballistic missiles and nuclear weapons.

The principal obstacle to GPALS is congressional opposition. Some
critics still question GPALS feasibility and cost; others, including Les Aspin
and Sam Nunn, support the need for theater missile defense, and even the
desirability of national missile defense against small attacks (including ac-
cidental or unauthorized Soviet launches), but oppose GPALS" Brilliant Peb-
bles component. But by far the most potent and emotional source of opposition
is the fact that depioyment of Brilliant Pebbles (and perhaps even Brilliant
Eyes alone) would violate the 1972 ABM Treaty in its present form. GPALS
proponents claim that the treaty was designed for the Cold War confrontation
between the superpowers, and point out that there was no Third World ballistic
missile threat 20 years ago. In their view, the treaty has been rendered obsolete
by events, by technology. and by the Third World ballistic missile threat.

However, some opponents of GPALS still regard the ABM Treaty as
an important, almost inviolable symbol of arms control as well as an effective
barrier to an unwanted and costly strategic defense arms race with the Soviets.
Others fear possible Soviet reactions to a unilateral US abrogation of the treaty,
including withdrawing from START, bringing their submarines armed with
nuclear ballistic missiles up close to American shores and relying on depressed-
trajectory launches. concentrating their faster-burning mobile §S-24s and SS-
25s in one region of the country so as to overwhelm space-based US defenses.
and/or developing sophisticated and relatively cheap penetration aids for their
missiles. GPALS proponents argue that it is as much in the interests of Moscow
as Washington to be able to negate the Third World missile threat. Indeed, some
already see signs of a Soviet volte-face on the ABM Treaty." They also argue
that GPALS would be (intentionally) too limited to threaten Soviet assured
destruction of the United States. However, their critics argue that the Soviets
would view GPALS with Brilliant Pebbles as but the first installment in a far
more extensive space-based missile defense.

Spring 1992 23




Soviet concerns that GPALS is but the first step toward a comprehen-
sive strategic defense aimed at defeating a large-scale, deliberate Soviet
attack might be allayed by a new or revised ABM Treaty that placed verifiable
caps on the number of deployed space-based interceptors: enough to handle
limited attacks. intentional or unintentional, but insufficient to defend against
large attacks. A new agreement also might restrict deployment of space-based
interceptors and sensors to cover only those areas of the globe between, say,
the 10th and 40th parallels in the Northern Hemisphere, wherein lies the bulk
of the Third World ballistic missile threat; this would bar boost- or post-boost-
phase intercept coverage of the Soviet ICBM threat (though not necessarily
the Soviet submarine-launched ballistic missile threat), whose launch sites
and polar trajectories fall well north of the 40th parallel.

GPALS, even without space-based interceptors, may be the most
effective long-term solution to the Third World ballistic missile threat posed
to US contingency forces and allies. Brilliant Pebbles is but one type of
space-based weapon that could be deployed, and a clear distinction must be
made between space-based weapons (of whatever configuration) and sensors.
Though both have ABM Treaty implications, the future effectiveness of even
exclusively ground-based ballistic missile defense weaponry is almost certain
to rest on space-based sensors.

Moreover, ballistic missile defense coverage by Brilliant Pebbles or
some other form of space-based weaponry would be essential for global
ballistic missile defense missions, i.e. in areas where: (1) theater missile
defense requirements cannot be anticipated in advance, (2) the United States
cannot—or chooses not to——deploy ground-based defenses, or (3) the United
States cannot deploy them in time, Arguably, these three conditions are often
present in most places in the Third World, and there are few countries outside
of Western Europe, Israel, and perhaps Japan to which the United States is
likely to transfer technology adapted for theater high-altitude area defense.
However, when any or all three of these conditions are present, then space-
or sea-basing of ballistic missile defenses becomes critical, and space is the
more attractive of the two because ships require days or even weeks to deploy
to some geographic areas. Moreover, if ICBMs (e.g. the Chinese CSS-3/4 or
Soviet SS-19s) are part of the theater threat to Europe and other strategic
theaters. and if we are unwilling to count solely on offensive retaliation to
deter this threat, Brilliant Pebbles would provide an essential second layer for
theater defense (ground-based theater missile defense systems capable of
intercepting ICBMs would also violate the ABM Treaty).

Thus, the main attribute of Brilliant Pebbles is that it provides global
reach and instantaneous response capability, against all exo-atmospheric trajec-
tory missiles. Brilliant Pebbles (like sea-based weapons) might be particularly
valuable as a theater missile defense umbrella for contingency operations,
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before land-based weapons can be deployed. Brilliant Pebbles could also offer
important deterrent leverage against Third World dictators who, having their
missiles intercepted, would suffer political humiliation (as did Saddam Hussein
via Patriot intercepts of his Scuds). Moreover, the presence of US space-based
ballistic missile defense could have a salutary, stabilizing influence on a crisis
between two missile-armed Third World states; the prospect that the United
States would use its space weaponry to intercept either party’s missiles would
reduce incentives to strike first, and increase the possibility of a negotiated end
to the crisis. A global ballistic missile defense capability might also dissuade
some Third World leaders from investing their scarce resources in ballistic
missiles, and could support future nonproliferation treaties.

In any event, the Gulf crisis of 1990-1991 has, for the moment at
least, added a sense of urgency to the long-term need for more comprehensive
and integrated ballistic missile defenses. Henry Kissinger has concluded that
“limitations on strategic defense will have to be reconsidered in light of the
Gulf War experience; no responsible leader can henceforth leave his civilian
population vulnerable.”"*

Summary

The Third World ballistic missile threat to US contingency forces is
expanding, and can no more be wished away than the Soviet ICBM threat to
the United States itself. Indeed, as W. Seth Carus has pointed out, “There is
no longer any question of keeping the missiles out of the hands of the Third
World. Nor it is possible to prevent the indigenous production of missiles.”"

What is certain beyond doubt is the inadequacy of the Patriot PAC-2
to provide adequate protection in the future for US contingency forces and
host-country civilian population centers. Patriot is inadequate because it: (1)
covers too small an area, (2) does not intercept chemical or biological warheads
high enough to prevent possible massive collateral damage, (3) lacks adequate
battlefield mobility to move with tactical maneuver forces, (4) has decreasing
capability against longer-reaching intermediate-range ballistic missile threats,
and (5) cannot deal with ICBMs at all. The improved PAC-3 version of Patriot
will redress some of these deficiencies, and Patriot will remain a key element
of US theater missile defense long into the next century. But no one weapon
system can be adequate to deal with all aspects of the TBM threat. The need to
supplement Patriot—and the wide variety of theater missile defense threats—
argue for the corps surface-to-air missile for battlefield missile defense, plus
the theater high-altitude area defense system and a ship-based counterpart,
Brilliant Pebbles (or some other type of space-based weapon), or some com-
bination of these weapons for higher-altitude, area theater missile defense.

The performance of the Patriot missile against primitive Iraqi Scuds
during the Gulf War, dazzling though it appeared, underscores the deficiencies
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of present US theater ballistic missile defenses against far more sophisticated
and longer-range missiles either already deployed or under development by
other thug regimes in the Third World. Neither counteroffensive operations nor
passive defenses, alone or together, provide a military panacea to the theater
ballistic missile problem. Nor can the United States rely on arms control or
appeals for voluntary restraint to curb the proliferation of ballistic missile
technologies among countries whose record of political and military sobriety
makes one nostalgic for the Cold War. The United States and its allies must look
to their own resources to protect themselves and their forces overseas, and
improved active missile defense will be a necessary ingredient in future US
contingency planning.
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NATO Force Planning
Without the Soviet Threat

TED GREENWOOD and STUART JOHNSON

In November 1990, the 22 member states of NATO and the Warsaw Pact
signed a document that declared, among other things, that they were “no
longer adversaries” and would “refrain from the threat or use of force against
the territorial integrity or the political independence of any State.” The event
was hardly noted in the press. Coming as it did on the heels of the collapse of
communist governments in Eastern Europe and the decision to unite East with
West Germany, and with an apparently benign government ruling in Moscow,
the Declaration seemed to do no more than confirm the obvious.

At the same Paris meeting of heads of state and government of parties
to the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), the alliance
members also signed the treaty limiting their conventional forces in Europe
(CFE).” and the full 34 participants in CSCE signed a new agreement on
confidence- and security-building measures in Europe.’ These latter docu-
ments, years in the making, attracted the primary attention. Only later, as
NATO set about the serious business of articulating the new strategic concept
that the NATO countries had promised at their London summit meeting the
previous July,' was the problem that the Declaration posed for NATO force
planning realized.

The problem can be simply stated: in the absence of its traditional
adversaries, NATO can no longer do force planning in its accustomed manner.
For over 40 years, NATO force planning began by identifying military threats
posed by the Soviet Union and the Soviet-led Warsaw Pact. These threats were
translated into particular scenarios, which included detailed estimates of the
size and quality of the forces that NATO might find arrayed against it, the
length of time that NATO might have to prepare its defense after detecting
hostile activities, and the strategy and tactics that the adversary might use in
its offensive operations. These scenarios, in turn, were employed as a basis
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for sizing and structuring NATO's forces. For example, the primary scenario
that NATO long used for force planning envisioned a Warsaw Pact attack
against the Central Region employing some 90 to 100 divisions, preceded by
an air attack against airfields, nuclear facilities, command and control __istal-
lations, and other fixed targets, all with no more than 14 days’ warning time.

NATO might well be in for a turbulent decade on its periphery, as
many expect, but in the absence of identifiable adversaries, threat scenarios
are no longer adequate as the basis for NATO force planning and certainly are
not sufficient to win public support for national defense budgets. Yet no
alternative basis for force planning has emerged. The abandonment of the term
“threat” in the alliance’s New Strategic Concept’ and its replacement by the
term “risk” acknowledges the problem, but does not yet suggest a solution.
Risks, by their nature, are highly uncertain and elusive; they do not suggest
a methodology by which NATO and national military bureaucracies can do
serious force planning. If the alliance’s force planning process is to survive,
a new conceptual basis will be required, one that does not rely on the outdated
concept of threat scenarios but, at the same time, offers planners something
more substantial than elusive risks.

In many ways, not only force planning but also the survival of NATO
itself is at stake. The annual force planning exercise, in which almost all
member nations participate, is the central business of the alliance and the glue
that holds it together. Through the mechanism of combined force planning,
NATO members share information about their military forces and coordinate
their defense plans. What would otherwise be independent national planning
is transformed into alliance planning, encouraging each member nation’s
security debate and national forces to reflect alliance-wide interests. Uni-
lateral national defense policies and the attendant risk of misunderstanding—
or even arms races among member states—are avoided. For all these reasons,
NATO’s force planning process is as important to preserve as NATO itseif.

Dr. Ted Greenwood is the Director of the International Security Policy Program
of the School of International and Public Affairs at Columbia University. where he
teaches courses on conventional forces, arms control, and quantitative methods for
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Dr. Stuart E. Johnson is Director of Regional Programs for the Institute of
National Strategic Studies at National Defense University. He has served as Director
of Systems Analysis at NATO Headquarters in Brussels and as principal analyst of the
Europe Division of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Program Analysis and
Evaluation. He also has been a research fellow at the Brookings Institution and a
NATO post-doctoral fellow.
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Making NATO more political would not compensate for its loss. Without a
meaningful force planning process, NATO, while not likely to disappear,
would certainly risk drifting into irrelevance. Because NATO is the primary
institution for guaranteeing European security and stability, preserving its
vitality serves the interests not only of its own members but also of the rest
of Europe and the world. Therefore, achieving a new conceptual basis for
NATO force planning is indeed both an important and an urgent task.

The purpose of this article is to articulate such a new conceptual basis
for NATO force planning and to illustrate in a general way its utility to force
planners as a guide for sizing and structuring NATO’s conventional forces.
Detailed force sizing and structuring, which are properly done on a classified
level through the NATO force planning process, will not be attempted here.

Underlying Principles

The proposed conceptual basis for NATO force planning is based on
three principles. The first and most important is that NATO should no longer
seek to define detailed threat scenarios but rather seek to prevent excessive
imbalances between NATO military capabilities and those of nations on its
periphery, including both the confederation of former Soviet republics® and
others. The balance of forces in Europe is important for two reasons. The
presence of an excessive force imbalance would harbor the seed of instability
and provide the temptation, if not the motivation, for stronger states to employ
their forces to coerce or intimidate others or even to initiate hostilities. Over
the long term, this is an unstable basis for a lasting peace. Even a state with
a benign intent one day could have hostile intent another, and the ability to
act out that hostility might well increase the likelihood of such a transforma-
tion.” In addition, the balance of forces between states has always been an
important determinant of the psychological context for interstate relations in
peacetime, influencing not only perceptions of security but also the conduct
of day-to-day diplomacy over issues to which military forces are not imme-
diately central. This will remain true in Europe for the foreseeable future.

The second principle is that the military capabilities of those coun-
tries on NATO’s periphery, other than the confederation, that could pose a
threat to NATO members must be taken into account more explicitly in NATO
force planning than they have been in the past.® The third principle is that
NATO’s force posture must continue to be supportive of the alliance’s military
strategy and political objectives, and must continue to accommodate national
requirements, including the continued viability of their military organizations
and, in some cases, non-NATO requirements.

Because of the number of largely separate military capabilities that
must now be taken into account, NATQO’s overall conventional force posture
must in the future be cobbled together from a series of separate requirements,

Spring 1992 29



each one tied to a particular military capability of a potential enemy that must
be counterbalanced. The table below lists these various capabilities. Each will
be discussed in order to demonstrate how the proposed conceptual basis for
NATO force planning could be employed.’

Conventional Military Capabilities NATO Must Counterbalance

Confederation:
Peacetime Force Deployments
Medium-Range Bomber Force
Forces Potentially Oriented Toward NATO’s Central Region
Forces Potentially Oriented Toward North Norway
Forces Potentially Oriented Toward NATO'’s Southern Region

Other:
Conventional Capabilities of Turkey’s Southeastern Neighbors
Mass-Casualty Weapons Within Reach of Southern Europe

It is worth noting initially that several of the military capabilities that
NATO must counterbalance are tied to the Southern Region: confederation or
other successor state forces in the Caucasus and the Ukraine; forces of
Turkey’s southeastern neighbors; and mass-casualty weapons within range of
Southern Region countries. In addition, NATO countries are concerned about
instability in southeastern Europe and out-of-area contingencies in Southwest
Asia and North Africa. NATO’s Southern Region clearly will play a growing
role in NATO force planning in the future.

Counterbalancing Confederation Military Capabilities

Despite the changes in Moscow’s foreign and defense policy of the
last five years, the recent turmoil within the former Soviet Union, and the
possibility of more fragmentation than now seems likely, the confederation
will probably possess the largest military forces in Europe. Five different
conventional military capabilities can be identified, each of which must be
counterbalanced by NATO forces.

o Peacetime Force Deployments

Unless interstate relations in Europe are transformed and a security
arrangement is established that does not rely on military forces, the peacetime
force balance in Europe, as indicated by quantitative measures, will remain
an important component of security for NATO countries. With the demise of
the Warsaw Pact, the most relevant balance will be between NATO forces and
those of the confederation.
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The CFE treaty provides equal aggregate entitlements to NATO and
former Warsaw Pact states in five categories of treaty-limited equipment:
battle tanks, armored combat vehicles, artillery, attack helicopters, and com-
bat aircraft. Moreover, as a result of the CFE sufficiency rules, NATO’s
entitlement to this equipment exceeds the Soviet Union’s entitlement.'® De-
spite these provisions of CFE, however, the confederation’s conventional
force inventories in the Atlantic-to-the-Urals region could remain larger than
relevant NATO forces. NATO’s current inventories of artillery, attack helicop-
ters, and combat aircraft are below its CFE entitlement, and NATO inventories
are programmed to decrease over the next several years in all of the treaty-
limited equipment categories.

Not all numerical disparities are cause for concern, however. There
will be no more reason in the future for NATO to field conventional forces in
peacetime that numerically match the confederation’s than there has been in the
past. NATO’s technological advantages, superior training, and the advantages
of being a defender can compensate to some extent for numerical inferiority.
Nonetheless, because of the political saliency of the peacetime Europe-wide
quantitative force balance, NATO should continue to pay attention to it and
avoid conventional force reductions, either on land in Europe or at sea around
it, that will result in an excessive force imbalance favoring the confederation.

Deciding what constitutes an acceptable peacetime conventional
force posture in Europe and even how to measure it will continue to be
problematic. The attention given in the CFE negotiations to the Atlantic-to-
the-Urals geographic region, various subregions, and particular categories of
equipment suggests that these will remain salient factors. There is, however,
no logical or empirical way to decide what degree of imbalance would be
excessive. This is necessarily a policy judgment, subject to debate in Brussels
and all NATO capitals.

o Medium-Range Bomber Force

The confederation’s Fencer and Backfire medium-range bombers
need not be reduced under CFE. Although uncertainties abound, there is every
reason to expect that it will eliminate primarily older and short-range ground-
attack aircraft. As a result, the number of Fencers and Backfires within range
of Europe is unlikely to decline and could even continue to grow as Badgers
and Blinders are retired. Flying from airfields in Belarus, Ukraine, or Russia,
they can reach and therefore hold at risk almost all of Europe. After CFE
reductions are complete, these aircraft will be the only forces capable of a
short-warning attack against the Central Region of NATO. They also con-
tribute significantly to the confederation’s military capability relative to
North Norway and southern Europe.

Although an air attack in isolation is unlikely, if this residual capability
is not countered, the prospect could foster feelings of insecurity in Western
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Europe. As NATO’s peacetime deployments are reduced, therefore, adequate
air defense capability, including surface-to-air missiles and interceptor aircraft,
should be maintained at high readiness in Europe to provide a counterpoise to
confederation Fencers and Backfires.

e Forces Potentially Oriented Toward NATO’s Central Region

Even after withdrawals from Eastern Europe and CFE-mandated
force reductions, the confederation could still retain a military force capable
of posing a threat to NATO's Central Region. However, depending on how its
ground and air forces are ultimately configured, a good six months and
possibly more of highly visible mobilization would be needed before an attack
could be launched against the Central Region.

The size and configuration of ground and air forces needed to
counterbalance this Soviet capability could be derived only from detailed
analysis by NATO force planners. However, assuming that NATO would react
in a timely fashion to a threatening mobilization and would possess adequate
strategic mobility assets, some of the general features of such a force structure
can be discerned:

e Fewer ground and air units will be needed than in the past.

e Only minimal forces need be forward-deployed because time will
be available to move ground units from western Germany and elsewhere to
establish positions well east of the traditional NATO defense line.

e Much of NATO’s main defense forces needed to counterbalance
this capability could be held as reserve in peacetime.

e Fewer US augmentation divisions and tactical fighter squadrons
would be needed and fewer of the former would need to have equipment
prepositioned in Europe.

All of the above features are consistent with the outlines of a future
force structure for the Central Region now agreed to by the NATO Defense
Miuisters."

Of particular note in the changed strategic geography of Europe is the
fact that the southern approaches to Denmark are now well buffered by eastern
Germany and Poland. In consequence, the allied ground and air augmentation
forces programmed for Denmark have diminished military significance and thus
from a purely military perspective are candidates for elimination. However,
political imperatives might argue for retaining a small commitment.

Mobility assets will remain crucial to ensure that adequate US
ground and air forces could be moved to Europe during mobilization. How-
ever, because of the increase in expected warning time, heavy reliance can be
placed on sealift to move unit equipment, and only modest reliance need be
placed on prepositioning and airlift, the latter primarily to move tactical
fighter squadrons. Time will be available for multiple trips of sealift assets
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and for numerous trips for airlift assets. Therefore, current and programmed
government-owned and government-controlled assets, including the C-17 and
the Ready Reserve Fleet, would be adequate to the task when augmented by
privately held equipment that would be requisitioned for the purpose. Little
to no additional sealift assets would be necessary to meet NATO needs.

The ability to defend sea lanes of communication will also remain
an essential part of NATO'’s hedge. In the unlikely event of mobilization, the
sea lanes across the Atlantic must be secure for the initial surge of unit
equipment moving to Europe and later for sustainment shipping. Adequate
naval forces must be retained to accomplish that task. However, more anti-
submarine warfare assets than at present could be kept in the reserves.

e Forces Potentially Oriented Toward North Norway

In some respects, the potential for North Norway to be threatened
has declined. An attack against Norway in isolation is improbable, and its
likelihood has diminished along with that of aggression against the rest of
Europe. Similarly, warning time available to Norway prior to a ground
offensive has lengthened, as it has for all of NATO.

However, the actual military capability facing North Norway has
declined less than for the Central Region. Under the CFE Treaty, force
reductions in the Leningrad Military District can be minimal. Moreover, there
is ample modern equipment to upgrade ground forces in the region, and
combat aircraft, most notably Fencers, have been relocated to the Kola
Peninsula.”” The Northern Fleet is being modernized with new and improved
combatant vessels, even as the numbers decline modestly. Norway remains
concerned about the “predominant Soviet military power” in the north and the
potential threat it poses."

Because of its small size and exposed geographic position, Norway
is incapable on its own of maintaining forces adequate to counterbalance
forces across its border in peacetime or to defend successfully in the unlikely
event of conflict. Therefore, in order to ensure an adequate balance of forces
in the north, Norway should avoid excessive reductions in its own forces, and
other NATO countries should maintain most forces now committed to the
defense of North Norway. NATO reaction forces and their transportation are
especially important to demonstrate NATO solidarity and resolve in support
of Norway. Naval forces must be adequate to defend sea lanes across the
Atlantic and through the Norwegian Sea.

e Forces Potentially Oriented Toward NATO'’s Southern Region

In some respects the potential threat to NATO’s Southern Region has
also declined. As in the case of North Norway, a confederation attack against
the Southern Region in isolation is most improbable. It is unlikely that the
confederation would be supported by Bulgaria or Romania, either through use
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of airfields or for troop transit. This makes a ground attack against Greece
and European Turkey much more difficult than in the past. Longer warning
time also applies in the Southern Region. In particular, the ground threat to
Italy has all but vanished, especially as a result of the withdrawal of Soviet
forces from Hungary. As in the case of Denmark, from a purely military
perspective, the allied ground and air augmentation forces programmed for
northern Italy are candidates for elimination. Again, however, political im-
peratives might argue for retaining a small commitment.

However, the confederation’s military capabilities facing Greece and
especially Turkey have declined less. Under the CFE Treaty, ground forces in
the Kiev, Odessa, Transcaucasus, and North Caucasus Military Districts of
the Soviet Union can be reduced disproportionately less than in the Western
Military Districts. Units in the old Southwestern and Southern Theaters of
Operation can be upgraded with equipment being withdrawn elsewhere.

Greece and Turkey, like Norway, are incapable on their own of
maintaining forces adequate to counterbalance confederation forces in peace-
time or to defend successfully in the unlikely event of conflict. Therefore, in
order to prevent an excessive imbalance of forces facing the Southern Region,
Greece and especially Turkey should avoid excessive reductions of their own
forces. The US Sixth Fleet should be maintained in the Southern Region in
peacetime. NATO countries should maintain most forces committed to the
defense of Greece and Turkey. NATO Reaction Forces and assets to transport
them are especially important to demonstrate NATO solidarity and resolve in
support of Greece and Turkey. Maritime forces must be adequate to defend
sea lanes across the Atlantic and through the Mediterranean. The plan to base
US tactical fighter squadrons at Crotone, Italy, now killed by congressional
action, would also have been very useful.

Counterbalancing Military Capabilities of Others

The military capabilities of countries that have traditionally not been
primary concerns of NATO must now also be taken into account in the
alliance’s force planning to ensure that excessive imbalances do not occur.

e Conventional Capabilities of Turkey's Southeastern Neighbors

Turkey continues to face instability and uncertainty across its south-
eastern borders. NATO must therefore provide an adequate balance to the
military power of Turkey’s neighbors—Iran, Syria, and Irag—to deter in-
timidation or military adventurism and to hedge against the possibility that
deterrence might fail. Turkey plans to maintain a large military force and
would be able to deter or deal with small contingencies on its own. However,
planning for military assistance from allies at an early stage would enhance
deterrence by demonstrating alliance solidarity and resolve. To meet larger
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contingencies and to defend successfully should deterrence fail, Turkey would
need to count on military assistance from its allies.

The military capacities of Turkey and other NATO countries needed
to counterbalance confederation capabilities relevant to Turkey and Greece,
including especially NATO Reaction Forces and the US Sixth Fleet, would be
adequate to counterbalance other capabilities as well. Therefore, this case
does not generate any new force structure requirements. Nonetheless, it does
underline the importance of NATO’s maintaining a robust capability to rein-
force Turkey.

o Mass-Casualty Weapons Within Reach of Southern Europe

Several states on NATO's periphery now possess ballistic missiles
capable of attacking NATO’s southern states with conventional or chemical
munitions." During the 1990s, the number, range, and sophistication of such
missiles is likely to increase. Moreover, unless the effectiveness of the missile
technology control and nuclear nonproliferation regimes improves markedly
and unless an effective global ban of chemical weapons is achieved, which
now seems improbable, missile, chemical, and perhaps nuclear capabilities
are likely to spread to other Middle Eastern and North African states.

This ability to attack southern Europe with mass-casualty weapons can
be countered in two ways. First, their use can be deterred by maintaining a
credible retaliatory capability. In the absence of maintaining chemical weapons,
which most NATO countries are reluctant to do, a credible retaliatory capability
would require US and allied aircraft carriers in the Mediterranean capable of
attacking hundreds of miles inland and land-based, ground-attack aircraft based
in or programmed for reinforcement to southern Europe. Some of the latter
should preferably be American to demonstrate US commitment and enable a
rapid reaction. Some should also possess nuclear strike capability in order to
deter nuclear attacks. Second, defensive capabilities can be deployed to reduce
the effectiveness of mass-casualty weapons. NATO should deploy adequate
chemical warfare defenses and develop an anti-tactical ballistic missile system
deployable across southern Europe.

Forces Employable Out of Area

European members of NATO have been unwilling to give NATO
out-of-area missions or even to discuss within NATO the coordination of
national military operations for out-of-area contingencies. Some prefer coor-
dination of operations by European forces through the West European Union.
For the foreseeable future, therefore, NATO is unlikely to generate an alliance
military capability with acknowledged out-of-area missions.

Nonetheless, NATO states have economic, security, and other rea-
sons to be concerned about instability and conflict outside the NATO area,
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especially in southeastern Europe, Southwest Asia, and the southern and
eastern Mediterranean littorals. Only under the aegis of NATO can European
and US forces train and prepare for combined out-of-area operations. Al-
though unacknowledged, there is broad understanding of this critical role for
NATO, and generic planning might be possible. The NATO Reaction Forces,
intended for NATO missions, could be employed and would be adequate on
their own for most out-of-area contingencies, either as coordinated national
forces or as a NATO force, should member countries ever decide to do so.
Their missions might include dispute mediation, crisis management, peace-
keeping, conflict suppression, or conflict containment. Larger contingencies
would require allocation of additional national forces, including US forces
deployed from the continental United States.

Conclusions

In the future NATO’s force planning can and should be based not on
threat scenarios, but on the need to avoid excessive force imbalances between
NATO forces and those of others, including especially the confederation and
other countries with a capability to strike NATO members. In surveying the
many conventional military capabilities that NATO forces must counterbalance,
several general conclusions emerge about NATO’s future force structure:

e Southern Europe will play a more central role in future NATO
force planning than in the past.

e NATO must avoid excessive quantitative imbalances relative to
the confederation in its peacetime force deployments in Europe.

e NATO must maintain adequate air defense capability, including
surface-to-air missiles and interceptor aircraft, at high readiness in peacetime.

e Allied ground and air augmentation forces programmed for Den-
mark and northern Italy have diminished military importance.

e NATO forces needed to counterbalance confederation forces po-
tentially oriented toward NATO’s Central Region will require fewer active
ground and air units than in the past, including the US augmentation which
will itself require less equipment prepositioned in Europe.

e Norway, Greece, and Turkey should be encouraged to avoid ex-
cessive reductions in their own forces, and other NATO countries should be
encouraged to maintain most forces committed to the defense of North
Norway, Greece, and Turkey.

e NATO’s Reaction Forces and transport are especially important to
demonstrate NATO solidarity and resolve in support of Norway, Greece, and
Turkey.

o NATO’s Reaction Forces would have the capability to be em-
ployed out-of-area for dispute mediation, crisis management, peacekeeping,
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conflict suppression, or conflict containment, either as coordinated national
forces or as a NATO force, should member countries ever decide to do so.

e NATO should deter the use of mass-casualty weapons against
southern Europe and take actions that would reduce their effectiveness if used.

e For augmentation forces, greater reliance can be placed on sealift
and less on airlift and prepositioning. Current sealift assets and planned airlift
assets, including the C-17, seem adequate to meet NATO mobility requirements.

e Maritime forces must be adequate to defend sea lanes across the
Atlantic, through the Norwegian Sea, and through the Mediterranean.

Most important, we have sought to demonstrate that as a conceptual
basis for NATO force planning, the concept of force balancing, unlike the
concept of risk, can be a useful guide to NATO force planners as they continue
day to day to carry out the alliance’s most important function.
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The Preparation
of Strategic Leaders

GEORGE B. FORSYTHE

As fierce gusts of wind lashed the early morning rain against the win-
dows of Southwick House, the lone standing figure paced the floor.
pondering the weight of this momentous decision. . . . As he paced. he
considered the options. Finally, quietly but clearly and confidently he
spoke. "O.K.. let’s go.” Immediately, a cheer went up as his commanders
rushed to their command posts to oversse the invasion. The liberation of
Europe had hegun.l

World events brought General Eisenhower quickly from obscurity to this
critical moment in history. Indeed, his advancement to strategic-level
leadership was meteoric—from lieutenant colonel to general of the army in
four years. However, the significance of Eisenhower’s story is not in his
advancement, which was accelerated by the requirements imposed on an army
at war, but in the fact that he was so well prepared to assume the respon-
sibilities of strategic-level leadership when the nation called. It is a story of
strategic leader development, a career-long process involving experience,
formal professional education, and self-study.

Strategic leadership and strategic leader development have recently
attracted considerable attention in the Army, as evinced by the publication of
DA Pamphlet 600-80, Executive Leadership (1987), the publication of Field
Manual 22-103, Leadership and Command at Senior Levels (1987), and the
Army War College’s Strategic Leadership Conferences in February and Oc-
tober 1991. What does it mean to develop officers as strategic leaders? This
article explores the concept of strategic leader formation from the point of
view of developmental psychology, addressing in the process two fundamen-
tal questions: What is development? and What can the Army do to foster the
development of strategic leaders?
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Before turning to these questions, two prefatory issues deserve men-
tion: Can leaders be developed? and What is meant by strategic leadership?

Scholars have invested years of study in pondering whether leaders
are born or made, but the scientific evidence they have amassed is equivocal.’
Common sense alone, however, w' Id tell us that neither explanation by itself
is sufficient to account for the complex phenomenon of leadership.’ Leaders are
both born and made; or, more accurately, stable attributes of the leader establish
certain boundaries within which further development can occur. Thus even
so-called “natural” leaders can benefit from the studied pursuit of leadership
enhancement. In sum, the Army’s concern for leader development surely must
rest on the assumption that a soldier’s capacity for leadership can be improved
by the intelligent application of educational and training procedures.

What is strategic leadership? In the civilian sector, scholarly work
in the area of strategic management signaled an interest in leadership at the
top levels of the organization by arguing that the work of senior executives is
qualitatively different from the work of lower-level managers and therefore
deserves unique emphasis in theory as well as in practice. Research emphasis
shifted away from leadership in the context of small groups and focused
instead on studying the job requirements and management practices of busi-
ness executives.

With the publication of FM 22-103, Leadership and Command at
Senior Levels, and DA Pamphlet 600-80, Executive Leadership, the Army gave
formal recognition to the idea that leadership at higher organizational levels
differs substantively from leadership at lower levels. Unfortunately, FM 22-103
does not provide a delineation of senior levels, leaving the reader to infer that
the differentiating factor is the reliance on indirect as well as direct forms of
influence.’ However, DA Pam 600-80 is more explicit, defining the executive
level (more recently, the term “strategic” has come to be used in lieu of
“executive”) as the top one or two echelons in a large, multi-layered organiza-
tion." Furthermore, DA Pam 600-80 argues that leadership, regardless of level,
aims to achieve “understanding and commitment of subordinates for the ac-
complishment of purposes, goals, and objectives envisioned by the leader,
beyond that which is possible through the use of authority alone.” Hence,
strategic leadership involves the building of understanding and commitment
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among followers by incumbents at the top. Both DA Pam 600-80 and FM 22-103
acknowledge that leaders at the top of an organization direct demanding systems
in the context of complex, dynamic, and uncertain environments. Consequently,
strategic leader development should focus on developing officers for the unique
mental, behavioral, and emotional requirements of leadership in such milieus.

What is Development?

With all the recent interest in leader development, it is surprising
how little empirical research has been done on the subject. Although consid-
erable attention has been devoted to leadership and to the study of human
development across the life span, leader development is a relatively new field
of inquiry. Most studies of leader development are retrospective; they attempt
to understand leader development by studying the experiences of successful
executives. For example, a study of Eisenhower’s career might reveal how his
childhood and early education at West Point molded his character. Or Ike’s
assignment experiences and the mentorship of Generals Connor, MacArthur,
and Marshall might show how he acquired the technical and professional
expertise and interpersonal acumen that made him so effective as Supreme
Commander.” Scholars interested in executive development might survey or
interview successful corporate leaders to learn how experiences on the job
contribute to executive advancement.®

Although these methods inform our understanding of leader develop-
ment, their broader application is limited. Unfortunately, relatively little
longitudinal research has been conducted on the subject. The best we can do
now is to extract certain concepts from what is known about human growth
and relate them to strategic leader development. Two theoretical traditions for
understanding such individual change—Learning and Developmental—pro-
vide a framework for the discussion that follows.

Learning. One way to conceive leader development is simply as the
acquisition of knowledge, skills, and values associated with what is generally
acknowledged as effective leadership. This approach is primarily concerned
with what leaders do. From this perspective, leader development is a con-
tinuous process of building a knowledge base and a behavioral repertoire. The
Learning approach might be called the “kit bag” view of leader develop-
ment—development involves adding tools to the leader’s kit bag.

This way of looking at leader development is similar to the approach
often taken to shape other aspects of job-related performance. It rests on an
analysis of the job and its requirements—the knowledge, skills, and values
required of leaders at different organizational levels. For example, Clement and
Ayres identified nine competencies associated with leadership at each of five
organizational levels.’ These competencies include the following: communica-
tions, human relations, counseling, supervision, technical skill, management
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science, decisionmaking, planning, and ethics. Other researchers have gene-
rated similar lists. From a Learning perspective, competencies form the basis
for training programs, with specific training objectives tailored to the needs of
individual learners. For example, a training program on the subject of group
dynamics might serve leaders who need to work on intra-group communications
and consensus-building techniques, which are two competencies associated
with strategic-level leadership.

The Learning method of leader development should be familiar to
all Army officers. It is the basis for the Military Qualification Standards
(MQS) program and is embedded in the “Be, Know, Do” framework of FM
22-100, Military Leadership." It is also the underlying basis for executive
development workshops offered in industry as well as in the military (e.g.
precommand courses). This view of leader development is relatively straight-
forward and certainly helps us understand how we can shape leader behaviors
modifiable by learning infusions of relatively short duration. However, this
approach cannot account for changes in more complex leader attributes that
may take years of experience to bring about.

In practice, leadership is more than the sum of accumulated know-
ledge and skills; therefore, leader development is more than the process of
filling the leader’s kit bag. Focusing simply on Eisenhower’s knowledge and
skills might cause us to miss the richness of his leadership as the Supreme
Commander and the essence of his greatness. Leadership at higher organiza-
tional levels requires not just more knowledge and skills, but qualitatively
different ways of doing business.'' The Learning approach to leader develop-
ment is inadequate for describing how these qualitative changes occur. Con-
sequently, we must look to the second approach to human maturation to gain
a complete understanding of strategic leader development.

Developmental. The complexity of the process of making leaders
may be understood as an integral part of the larger process of individual
development. (In speaking of the Developmental approach, we will capitalize
the term to distinguish it, as a particular formal theory of human change, from
the broad general sense of the term, which is lower-cased.) The Developmen-
tal approach is concerned more with who the leader is and how the leader
makes sense out of the world than with what the leader does. A Developmental
paradigm has been applied to a variety of areas, including: moral develop-
ment,”” cognitive development,'’ and personality development.” Recently
some scholars have begun to apply this framework to leader development as
well."* Because the Developmental framework is less familiar to most military
officers, the remainder of this article will be devoted to it, including some
implications for strategic leader development in the Army.

Psychologist Robert Kegan points out two separate Big Ideas that
underlie a number of Developmental theories.'® One is the idea that people
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In practice, leadership is more than the sum of
accumulated knowledge and skills—more than
the process of filling the leader’s kit bag.

construct their own reality rather than having it thrust upon them. Humans, in
this view, seek to impose sense on their experience. The second idea is that
human beings evolve through patterned stages or periods according to prin-
ciples of stability and change. Taken together, these ideas suggest that de-
velopment is a life-long process involving progressive patterned changes in
peoples’ understanding of themselves and their world. From these general
ideas come a number of important Developmental concepts that shed light on
the process of making leaders.

How do we organize and understand experience? DA Pamphlet
600-80 introduces the concept of a frame of reference to conceptualize how
we structure and interpret experience.'’ A frame of reference is a mental map
that we use to construct our understanding of reality and to make sense out of
life’s experiences. We rely on frames of reference to recognize patterns
formed by events, to understand cause and effect, and to make decisions and
solve problems in a wide variety of areas. For example, a shortstop would use
a softball or baseball frame of reference to decide what to do with a ground
ball hit between second and third base when there are two outs and a runner
on first base. Without a relevant frame of reference, events become difficult
to understand. A softball frame of reference would be of little value for
understanding a cricket match.

We have many frames of reference. Some are associated with our job
(e.g. operational doctrine, weapon systems, unit organization, training doc-
trine); some are associated with what distinguishes us as individuals (e.g.
personal values, career experiences, self-identity); others are associated with
interpersonal relations (how to behave at a party). We also have frames of
reference about leadership that have been formed over the years through
formal study, practical experience, and observation. From a Developmental
perspective, leader development can be viewed as adaptive changes in the
soldier’s leadership frames of reference as he progresses through successively
higher organizational levels.

What causes change? Developmental theory suggests that the im-
petus for change results from a recognition that existing frames of reference
are inadequate to deal with new situations. Novel experiences and new
information that cannot be understood in terms of existing frames of reference
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create the conditions for change. The inability to make sense out of experience
often brings with it strong emotions—{frustration, confusion, and anxiety—
because it makes us vulnerable to unanticipated events and makes adaptation
to life’s demands more difficult. The resultant disequilibrium sets the stage
for development, because it forces a restructuring of our frames of reference
to take into account the new experience.

How do frames of reference change? Change often occurs through a
process of accommodation, where existing frames of reference are altered to
take into account new information.'* Accommodation leads to a reorganiza-
tion of frames of reference; old elements are reinterpreted and previous
structures are rearranged to deal with the new information. For example,
frames of reference concerning tactics and operational art developed during
the Vietnam War had to be restructured to make sense of AirLand Battle
doctrine when it was first published in 1982. AirLand Battle doctrine offered
a qualitatively different way of conceptualizing operational art, thus requiring
a restructuring of the way in which Army leaders viewed combat operations.
In leader development, accommodation helps account for qualitative and
structural changes in a person’s understanding of the leadership requirements
at succeeding levels of responsibility—from face-to-face influence at the
small-unit level all the way up to system management at the strategic level.
Accommodation is closely related to the leader’s ability to empathize with
different points of view (i.e. to accommodate to alternative ways of under-
standing) when faced with novel situations or competing demands, which is
a critical feature of strategic leadership."”

Hence, change in our frames of reference involves both the addition
of new elements and the reorganization of old elements in a way that leads to
greater understanding of experiences.’” Adding new elements permits us to
differentiate or discriminate between things that we originally saw as the same
and to see parts of a larger whole.”' Reorganization of the frames of reference
permits us to recognize patterns when we saw only parts before. To show how
frames of reference influence understanding of events, consider the case of a
young captain, newly appointed as one of the aides to a service chief, who
accompanies his boss to a meeting with the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the
national military strategy. The captain’s frame of reference for national
strategy is likely to be relatively simple (not very many elements and not well
organized), while the Joint Chiefs probably possess highly complex frames
of reference. The captain may view military strategy in terms of units,
weapons, and tactical doctrine. In contrast, the service chiefs’ strategic frames
of reference may include both military and nonmilitary factors, such as
demographics, trends in the industrial base, technological developments in
non-defense related research, political considerations, fiscal constraints, and
world security trends. The captain may not even be able to recognize the
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relevant features of the national security environment that affect our military
strategy, much less know what to look for ten years into the future. On the
other hand, the Joint Chiefs will see both great detail as well as patterns and
interrelationships.

It is important to recognize that development is not simply a quan-
titative change in the frames of reference, that is, the addition of more
elements. Development also involves qualitative change (reorganization and
restructuring), whereby we come to understand the world in fundamentally
different ways than we did using less advanced frames of reference. Develop-
mental theory suggests that restructuring of the frames of reference is always
in the direction of increased complexity, leading to more sophisticated ways
of understanding. Higher levels of development are considered to be more
adaptive than lower levels because they permit us to make sense out of an
increasingly wider range of experiences.

Developmental Theory Vis-a-vis Producing Strategic Leaders

What are the implications of the Developmental perspective for the
development of strategic leaders? There are at least three. First, because
development is progressive, with each level building on preceding levels.
strategic leader development actually occurs over the course of an entire
career. If the services delay attention to strategic leader development until an
officer matriculates at a senior service college, it may be too late. Develop-
ment is a life-long process. The ability to deal with the complexities inherent
in the strategic environment are related to a number of developmental char-
acteristics that take considerable time to mature. For example, Lewis and
Jacobs argue that the extent to which a person can view his work environment
objectively—to step back in a detached fashion—is essential for strategic-
level leaders.”” Psychologist Siegfried Streufert has made a similar case,
suggesting that the ability to discriminate among new elements of information
as well as organize them in some coherent fashion characterizes successful
executive performance.”

Second, Developmental theory suggests that the formation of strategic
leaders is facilitated when existing frames of reference are challenged. As

If the services delay attention to strategic leader
development until an officer matriculates at a
senior service college, it may be too late.
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suggested earlier, the intellectual, interpersonal, and technical requirements of
strategic-level leadership are fundamentally different from the leadership re-
quirements at lower levels of the organization. If development is to occur,
officers must be challenged to think and act in ways that go beyond the
requirements of their current level in the organization. We will return to this
subject shortly.

Third, development occurs as we interact with the environment and
attempt to make sense out of our experiences. This implies that the formation
of strategic leaders is enhanced when officers at lower levels are exposed to
experiences, even on a modest scale, that give them a glimpse of and feel for
the organization’s strategic environment. These experiences can be provided
on the job or they can be simulated in educational settings.

What Can the Army Do?

There are a number of ways in which the Army can incorporate
Developmental theory into its programs for preparing strategic leaders. Three
broad areas will be discussed here: professional education, on-the-job de-
velopment, and self-development.

Professional Education. As mentioned earlier, strategic leader de-
velopment occurs over the course of a career. The Army cannot afford to wait
until War College attendance to lay the foundation for leadership at the
strategic level. The foundation must be established early on in the officer
education system and must be built upon at each subsequent educational level.
Despite the practical requirement to focus on technical training during the
basic and advanced courses, some steps must be taken even at those levels to
provide the kinds of developmental experiences that help shape strategic
leaders. Furthermore, such developmental experiences must become progres-
sively more central to the professional school curriculum as one moves to
higher levels in the educational system. The emphasis should shift from skill
training to education and development as an officer progresses.

Listed below are a number of ways to incorporate Developmental
concepts into the officer education system. These can be applied at all levels,
from the basic course through the War College; however, they become increas-
ingly more important at the higher levels.

e Officers must be exposed to multiple points of view in the cur-
riculum. They should be encouraged to consider alternative explanations and
alternative ways of doing business. Learning experiences should give students
the opportunity to argue the merits of competing solutions to complex prob-
lems. Single approved solutions should be avoided, especially when students
are dealing with complex conceptual tasks (data-assimilation, evaluation,
decisionmaking, problem-solving).
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e Learning exercises should cause students to engage in synthesis
as well as analysis. Analytical tasks help students add new elements to their
frames of reference, but synthesis fosters the ability to integrate and thus
reorganize their frames of reference. Both are important, but Army education
tends to be weighted toward analysis rather than synthesis. Case studies, for
example, are a common feature of officer education. The central intellectual
task is analysis—the student identifies the relevant features in the case in
order to see how specified principles are applied or specific concepts are
illustrated. Less frequently in education do officer students derive principles
based on a synthesis of different cases where the facts may be contradictory
and ambiguous. Studying the ethical climate in the My Lai case, for example,
requires analysis; deriving characteristics of an ethical command climate
based on a review of several cases requires synthesis.

e Learning experiences that challenge existing frames of reference
are more likely to foster development than those that do not. A by-product of
this may be student discomfort and frustration. Few officers like to have their
opinions challenged and their logic critiqued. Such challenges can lead to
defensiveness and anger directed at instructors. Consequently, sufficient
supports should be available to help officer students work through the emo-
tional responses that accompany threats to their customary modes of thinking.
Explicit feedback, opportunities to modify and resubmit written work, and
one-on-one coaching are possible support mechanisms.

e Wherever possible, students should be challenged to deal with
demands that are characteristic of the strategic environment—complexity. am-
biguity, and uncertainty. Donald Schon refers to simulating the context of
professional practice as creating a *“virtual world” in professional education.”
A virtual world is a representation of the real world that permits the student to
experiment with new ideas and techniques, while real-world variables are
purposefully manipulated. Officer students should be encouraged to undertake
open-ended projects on complex topics of contemporary relevance to the Army.
Recent changes in the international security environment provide a perfect
opportunity to explore the implications for national military strategy in the
coming decade. Strategy-formulation simulations and crisis scenarios used at
the senior service colleges are good examples of learning exercises that take
into account the strategic leadership environment. The more, the better.

e Time must be provided for reading, reflection, discussion, and
writing. All too often, military educators confuse quality with quantity in their
drive to improve educational standards. They add more subject matter but fail
to provide opportunities for the students to actively use what they have learned.
If development is to occur, and indeed, if we are to encourage self-development,
then officer students must be given the opportunity to build and modify their
frames of reference by truly engaging the subject matter with their minds.
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Time must be provided for reading, reflection,
discussion, and writing.

e Students should be given the opportunity to engage in collabora-
tive tasks. Army education has recently made extensive use of small-group
instruction. However, in most cases, the collective tasks can actually be
accomplished by a single student. True collaborative tasks cannot be ac-
complished by a single individual (e.g. a situation where each group member
has different information, which they must synthesize in order to solve a
problem). Collaborative tasks encourage the development of interpersonal
skills that are critical for successful strategic-level leadership.

Officer education based on Developmental theory has significant
implications for the selection and preparation of service school faculty.
Traditional methods of instruction still remain necessary tools in the in-
structor’s kit bag, but they are no longer sufficient. They must be sup-
plemented by educational and developmental concepts that equip the faculty
to provide the kinds of experiences that lead to true growth. They must become
educators as well as trainers.

On-the-Job Development. A number of scholars have argued that
most significant development occurs on the job, not in the schoolhouse.’* On
the job, leaders are faced with the actual requirements of leadership rather
than a virtual world of practice. Job experiences that challenge existing frames
of reference are more likely to have developmental value than experiences
that are comfortable. In studies of successful executives, Cal Wick found that
novelty and challenge were the two most frequently mentioned developmental
features of work experience.”®

What kinds of experiences foster strategic leader development on the
job? A number of practices that have been suggested for leader development
at the battalion level apply equally to strategic leader development.”’ Assign-
ments may be based on developmental needs. For example, the emphasis on
joint service experience illustrates a policy that links assignments to develop-
mental requirements. However, regardless of the particular job or position,
officers at all levels might be assigned tasks and responsibilities based on their
specific developmental needs (considering strengths as well as shortcom-
ings). For example, officers who need to broaden their perspective on civil-
military relations may be given tasks that require interaction with local
community leaders. Strategic vision might be fostered by assigning a team of
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officers to prepare a strategic assessment for the organization to which they
are assigned. Mentoring and coaching as well as private reflection also have
the potential to enhance the value of job experiences. Self-evaluation, in
particular, enhances one’s ability to learn from experience, which is itself an
important feature of strategic-level leadership.

Self-Development. Ultimately, each officer is responsible for his or
her own development. Professional education and on-the-job developmental
experiences can greatly facilitate leader preparation, but in the final analysis,
the burden rests with each individual. Much of Eisenhower’s development,
for example, was self-directed. Throughout his career he engaged in dis-
ciplined, purposeful, self-directed study and reflection.” The same applies to
George S. Patton, Jr., perhaps more so even than in Eisenhower’s case.”

What can the individual officer do in this regard? A number of ideas
come to mind. First, involvement in an active reading program is highly
advantageous, not only in the military field but in areas outside specific
professional interests. Broadening horizons enhances the ability to dis-
criminate and expands frames of reference. A second technique is to seek
challenging assignments in the service that provide opportunities for stretch-
ing one’s abilities, with resultant professional growth. This may sound overly
idealistic, since our assignments are often beyond our control. Nevertheless,
within a particular job, the potential generally exists to assume respon-
sibilities that stretch current ways of thinking and behaving. Third, it is
desirable to seek challenges outside the job, as well as at work. Community
service, for example, provides exposure to different points of view and
broadens one’s understanding of domestic issues as they influence national
security. Finally, writing for publication is certainly a promising avenue of
self-development. Professional writing forces us to organize and communi-
cate our thoughts, and it provides a vehicle for serious discussion among
professional colleagues. These are only a few examples of techniques that can
be used by the individual officer to prepare himself for the responsibilities of
strategic-level leadership.

Conclusion

Despite all the rhetoric regarding leader development, we have a
great deal more to learn, especially concerning the preparation of strategic
leaders. The Army’s approach to leader training based on Learning principles
is sound and has served us well. However, the field of developmental psychol-
ogy offers important insights which have, until recently, gone unrecognized.
This is a fertile area for systematic study. Fortunately, our sparse under-
standing of the process of leader development does not prevent well-qualified
people from ascending to strategic leadership positions. As we come to
understand more about this complex phenomenon, the Army will no longer
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have to leave the preparation of its strategic leaders to chance or to prov-
idence. Instead, the Army will be able to provide planned developmental
opportunities for more of its officers and, as a consequence, have a larger pool
of talent from which to select its top leaders.
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It’s not easy to make a case for reform of an organization flushed with
victory. Still, that is just what this essay will endeavor to do. But perhaps
reform is not the right word, summoning up as it does the military reform
movement of the 1970s and ’80s, in which a host of external critics urged
fundamental change upon what they labeled a stubbornly conservative body
of military professionals.

In fact, significant changes for the better have been made within the
armed services and the defense establishment since the Vietnam War. Leader-
ship skills have been strengthened, individual training has been systematized
and unit training made more realistic, and high standards of troop discipline
have been restored. The readiness of our forces deterred Soviet expansion and
our military assistance blunted communist adventurism in the Third World,
contributing to the collapse of Marxism-Leninism as a force in international
politics. In the Persian Gulf War, so-called gold-plated weapons more than
proved their worth, an extraordinary excellence in joint staff planning was
displayed there, and maneuver operations worthy of a Hannibal or a Napoleon
precipitated the rout of a numerically superior enemy. Whether part of the
credit for all this should go to external critics is academic—it was profes-
sionals who implemented the needed changes and produced those victories.

So, rather than urging reform because of alleged failure in the past,
this essay will suggest that we adapt America’s profession of arms to the
changes wrought by victory. Specifically, it will explore whether the current
military career system, created in the aftermath of World War II and based on
preparedness for massive expansion against a monolithic enemy, is suitable
for the non-bipolar, New World Order of the future.
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Origins of the Current Career System

The mobilization for World War II entailed a fortyfold expansion of
the services, causing extraordinarily fast promotions within the officer corps.
Among the legends from that period is Army Chief of Staff George Marshall’s
little black book, from which he rapidly advanced those who would become
the senior ground leaders of the war. (It goes almost without saying that
similar apocryphal lore exists within the Navy and Air Force concerning
Admiral King and General Arnold.) Less well known is that all of the service
departments concurrently boarded out large numbers of officers judged to be
too old or otherwise not up to the demands of the coming conflict. Then, as
the mobilization and the war itself progressed, it was discovered that many
officers, including some whose performances had been exemplary in peace-
time, could not cope with the turbulent reassignments and varied stressful
duties required during hostilities. A life-or-death struggle did not permit
second chances, so there were many personal failures as well as successes
attendant upon America’s worldwide victory.

Having experienced two great mobilizations in their lifetimes, and
foreseeing the emergence, in Soviet communism, of yet another major adver-
sary, service leaders were determined to make their institutions readier for the
next international confrontation. Among other lessons learned, they seem to
have perceived a correlation between success in the rapid reassignments of
wartime and a previous pattern of varied experience in peacetime. This
became the “generalist ideal,” and led to its administrative manifestation, a
new and elaborate system of career management. Officers’ careers would be
directed to ensure them varied experiences, and those who could not cope with
variety would be eliminated. Peacetime service would thus approximate, at a
reduced risk to national security, the developmental stresses of war.

The means for quality control, an up-or-out promotion standard, was
institutionalized in the Officer Personnel Act of 1947. Lieutenants not pro-
moted to captain (Army/AF/Marine titles of rank are used here for simplicity)
would leave the service in their twenties; captains not promoted to major, in
their thirties; majors, lieutenant colonels, colonels, and brigadier generals
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would retire in their forties or early fifties, in each case a few years after
having been passed over. Except for a small number of very senior generals
and admirals, the military would no longer be a lifetime career.

It is curious to note that the same age/rank relationship was made to
apply to all officers, regardless of function. For example, those whose duties
did not require any particular degree of physical vigor (e.g. a lieutenant
colonel of the adjutant general’s corps managing an administrative office)
would be held to the same up-or-out standards as those whose duties clearly
did (e.g. an infantry lieutenant colonel commanding a combat battalion). The
principal rationale of the act apparently was not, contrary to conventional
wisdom, a need for youth and vigor, but simply a desire for rapid peacetime
advancement—opossible only if those not advancing got out of the way—as a
means of testing adaptability to rapid wartime advancement. The services
would thus be more ready for the next major expansion, having (to use a
business term) an “inventory in motion” officer corps.

A factor not taken into account by the creators of the new system was
that of institutionalized large-scale overseas stationing of our armed forces.
Following promulgation of the Truman Doctrine in 1947, communist power
seizure in Czechoslovakia in 1948, the Red Army’s victory in China’s civil
war in 1949, and North Korea’s invasion of South Korea in 1950, we deployed
and long maintained between a quarter and a third of our forces overseas. The
result was an increase of turbulence in officer career patterns. In addition to
changing jobs upon promotion (on average, every fourth year) and upon each
assignment to and from resident schooling (about every fifth year), the
successful officer would be assigned overseas and back perhaps three times
in a 20- to 30-year career. It is not necessary to wrestle with the mathematics—
arandom survey of, say, colonels with 25 years’ service will show that average
tenure in each duty position has been scarcely a year and a half. This appears
to have been the case regardless of the criticality of the position; a case in
point (and one can find many such) is that the Army’s M-1 tank had nine
program managers in its 12 years of development.

Does Up-or-Out Make Sense?

Speaking from the standpoint of business (which this writer does,
after a decade of managing executive development in a major corporation),
such turbulence would be regarded as absurdly counterproductive. An execu-
tive in charge of a typical factory, marketing organization, research labora-
tory. or sales force would just be getting truly effective after a year and a half
on the job. Moreover, that short a time would not be enough to judge an
executive's performance or to determine his readiness to advance to higher
levels of responsibility.
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But, it will be argued, the military is not a business organization.
True as that may be, the suspicion remains that rapid reassignment, even given
its advantages as a winnowing device and in preparing officers for mobiliza-
tion expansion and wartime turbulence, has been overdone.

For one thing, it appears to have resulted in a requirement for vastly
larger numbers of officers. If each officer in an organization has arrived there
so recently as to still be on the learning curve, it will take many more officers
to provide the skills and knowledge for effective operation. A case in point—
obvious to an observer from the business world—is the astonishing profusion
of officers in positions labelled “deputy,” “executive officer,” “special assis-
tant,” and “aide.” Statistically, the proportion of all officers in the services
has burgeoned from 9.4 percent to 15.5 percent since World War I, with that
of the field grades—major through colonel in the Army, Air Force, and
Marines, lieutenant commander through captain in the Navy—more than
quadrupling, from 1.3 percent to 5.4 percent.

In 1983, the President’s Private Sector Survey on Cost Control (the
“Grace Commission,” for which I directed manpower analysis on the Depart-
ment of the Army Task Force) estimated that the services could, by a moderate
reduction in reassignment frequency, substantially lower officer require-
ments. Steps recommended were replacement of lengthy resident schooling
by short courses on a TDY-and-return basis, lengthening of “desirable”
overseas tours, extension of tenure in command and key staff jobs, and
flexibility in hewing to a position’s prescribed rank (with, say, a year’s limit)
for those promoted while in the position. Action has never been taken on those
recommendations; and, to no one’s surprise, the current drawdown, temporari-
ly put on hold by the Persian Gulf crisis but now gathering momentum,
reduces officer strength far less proportionally than overall manpower.

Now, it should be noted that there has indeed been an expansion of
the services with every major crisis but the most recent, and an attendant
speedup in the promotion of officers. This would appear to make somewhat
of a case for the sort of turbulence-conditioning we have been talking about.
In the future, however, it is probable that such expansion, with or without
reserve-component mobilization, will become a distant memory. There is no
imposing enemy to the United States on the horizon, nothing at all comparable
to the Central Powers of World War I, the Hitler-Tojo Axis, or Moscow-
centered communism at its height of aggressiveness. To be sure, Japan and
the European Community threaten our international economic competitive-
ness, but it strains imagination to foresee a role in either case for armed
intervention.

Before further discussing rapid reassignment, rapid promotion, and
up-or-out attrition, let us dispose of what I consider to be a side issue—the
question of “youth and vigor” that I raised earlier. In today’s Army, a junior
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officer remains in grade as a lieutenant for only four years. (All of these
figures may be stretched out somewhat during a drawdown, but experience
indicates that the effect will be temporary.) This is necessary, it is argued,
because only someone in the vigor of his or her early twenties has the hustle
and stamina to lead a platoon of teenage soldiers in the field. Apparently
unquestioned is the anomaly that the platoon sergeant is usually in his thirties
or even early forties, with duties that are likely to be even more arduous than
the lieutenant’s. The same paradox exists with the captain in his late twenties
commanding a company, whose first sergeant is likely to be a grizzled veteran
in his late forties.

The officer/NCO relationship aside, one wonders why a lieutenant
colonel commanding a battalion must be in his or her thirties, a colonel
commanding a brigade in his early forties, and so on into the general officer
ranks, when it is taken for granted that an obviously vigorous Norman
Schwarzkopf should retire in his fifties. It would seem to make better sense
for officers to command a decade later in age and service, if the individuals
concerned were fit; and for flag-rank officers to serve until age 65, as is
accepted practice for comparable positions in business. If the logic is truly
one of vigor, and if age has been merely a convenient surrogate, could not
there be a physical fitness requirement for continuation in a combat-type
career track?

In fact, physical vigor as such cannot be the true reason for current
practice. There already exist fitness tests for duties with specific physical
requirements, aviation being the largest and most obvious example. It is hard
to understand why existing tests for overall physical ability could not be
applied on some sort of sliding scale, by age and type of function. There has
to be some other rationale underlying the services’ insistence on maintaining
the up-or-out system of promotion and retention.

Up-or-Out: Rationale and Consequences

There is such a rationale—it is officer recruitment and retention.
Forget (if you ever believed) that old Chinese proverb about not using good
iron for horseshoes nor good men for soldiers, for its suggestion that stupidity
befits soldiership has no validity in this day and age. Anyone familiar with
the fast changing, technologically intricate, and politically and managerially
sophisticated requirements of modern warfare knows the gross untruth of such
a saying. There is hardly any use in a modern armed service for the mythical
dumb soldier, and there is certainly no place for other than first-rate managers
and leaders among its officers.

The problem is how to attract and retain such officers, given the
managerial challenges and the financial and lifestyle rewards of a business
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One wonders why it is taken for granted that an
obviously vigorous Norman Schwarzkopf
should retire in his fifties.

career in our business-oriented society. Rapid promotion does indeed provide
such a means, at least during the early years of service. There is little in
civilian industry to compare with the opportunity for an Army or Marine
captain, at the age of 27 or so, to lead a company/battery/troop of 100 to 200
soldiers. Indeed, the prospect of so much responsibility at so young an age is
a principal recruiting theme of all the services’ ROTC programs. This also
applies to command of a Navy ship or Air Force squadron (or Army/Marine
battalion), where an officer in his or her late thirties is responsible for
hundreds of men and women and tens of millions of dollars in budget and
inventory. By that age, of course, near-term eligibility for full retirement
(including immediate receipt of benefits) after 20 years is a powerful force
for retention. As a result, a resignation between the 15th and 20th years of
service is a rarc occurrence, while retirement immediately upon reaching 20
(typically at 40-plus years of age) is so common as to be unremarkable.

Unfortunately, the logic cuts both ways. If we value officers for the
intelligence and resourcefulness shown in their duty performance, we have to
give them credit for applying the same intellectual energy to their personal lives
and careers. It is all very well to hope that patriotism, dedication to duty, and
love of military life will keep enough of these better officers in the service. Only
a tiny minority, however, have the prospect of achieving such high rank as to
remain past their forties, and this is generally understood. Many of our finest
officers, therefore, will choose to resign in their first decade in uniform, to begin
civilian careers at an age and level where there are ample opportunities for entry
into business organizations. Others, after completing 20 years of service and
thus achieving minimum eligibility for retirement, will leave while still young
enough to start a genuine second career.

This is not necessarily a bad thing. If there were no up-or-out method
for narrowing the promotion pyramid, and if too many officers chose to remain,
promotion would soon grind to a crawl and the services would lose a recruiting
and retention inducement that speaks powerfully in America’s materialistic
society. As it is, those who remain to compete for high rank, like those who
depart, have made an intelligent risk/reward analysis. For those who stay, the
ceremony, camaraderie, adventure, moral satisfaction of public service, com-
pensation adequate to a middle-class lifestyle, and security afforded by a
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relatively stable institution have made the risk worthwhile. If they then succeed
in achieving high rank, the rewards are considerable in terms of continuing
prestige within a community where they have spent most of their lives.

Thus it can be demonstrated that from the services’ traditional point
of view, up-or-out makes eminently good sense. The question remains wheth-
er it makes good sense from the standpoint of current trends in defense
expenditures, national budgets (and deficits), and the ability to finance the
relatively large, intensively trained, and high-tech standing force required by
the interventionist strategy arguably implied by the New World Order.

Let us assume, for the sake of a rough analysis, that the drawn-down
Army requires 75,000 officers. If 65,000 have less than 20 years of service,
and receive, in pay and benefits, $100,000 a year, their active-duty cost would
be $6.5 billion. Given that the 10,000 remaining past 20 years of service
receive not only higher pay but also greater perquisites, a combined pay/
benefit/perquisite cost of $150,000 per officer seems not unreasonable, for an
additional cost of $1.5 billion. This is not all the cost, however. Of those who
do not stay past 20, some 2000 per year may be assumed to have retired at 20
vears (say, age 42), with a life expectancy to age 75 (a conservative average,
given the physical vigor of military officers); if these receive pensions and
benefits equal to half of what they got on active duty. the cost may be
computed at 33 X 2000 X $50,000 = $3.3 billion. The 10,000 who stay beyond
20 years are of ¢nurse all eligible to retire. If they do so at an average 25 years
of service, their retirement costs will be 2000 (per year) X 28 (years in
retirement) X $75,000 = $4.2 billion. The total cost for the Army’s officer
corps thus adds up to $15.5 billion.

However, if we then assume that promotions and reassignments are
slowed and the career stretched out, the Army could presumably get by with
perhaps a third fewer officers (see the Grace Commission recommendations
cited earlier). This means the Army would have only 50,000 officers, 43,000
of them with less than 25 years of service (a new minimum retirement point),
and 7000 remaining past 25, some to 40 years. If, as a consequence of both
reduced numbers and increased apprehension about remaining further into
middle age, only 1000 per year stay long enough to retire at 25 years, with
the 7000 beyond 25 retiring at an average of 35 years, the total cost of the
officer corps becomes around $7.7 billion, half the cost under the current
system. If reductions in education and training costs (because of longer payoff
time in each duty position) are included, the total cost would be far less than
half. Adding in the other services, we are talking about savings on the order
of $20-30 billion a year.

These figures are admittedly crude, but one can be sure that critics
outside the services, in an effort to design and create intervention-capable
forces within severe budget constraints, will use just such sorts of analyses.
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A Need for Adaptation

Suppose that a study by the Joint Staff, using the authority granted
by the Goldwater-Nichols Act (and the capability so ably demonstrated in the
Persian Gulf War), confirmed the premises developed in this essay: that rapid
promotion is justifiable only for the sake of recruiting and retention; that
frequent reassignment and up-or-out attrition are justifiable only to support
the expedited promotions; and that none of these procedures makes sense in
the context of constrained resources, a non-mobilization strategy, and the
strong likelihood that stretched-out time between promotions and during
assignments would actually enhance performance. Would the services then
insist that recruiting and retention are so vulnerable as to justify reduction in
the other aspects of mission capability?

The question, then, boils down to whether recruiting and retention
are really so vulnerable. As for recruiting, college graduates are surely
attracted into the officer corps for many of the same reasons that attract
less-advantaged men and women into the enlisted ranks-—the distinctive
attributes of military life (adventure, outdoor activity, exercise of leadership
and responsibility, foreign travel, discipline, etc.) plus the benefits of
education (beforehand in a service academy or ROTC scholarship, or after-
ward in a GI Bill) useful in or out of the service. The prospect of 20-year
retirement does not appear to be a prominent incentive for entering the
service, if one may judge from a lack of emphasis on the subject in
recruitment advertising.

The most productive area for examination, therefore. would be
whether a stretch-out of promotion during the early years of service and a shift
of eligibility for full retirement to 25 (or even 30) years would so decrease
junior officer retention as to diminish force effectiveness over the long term.
Possibly. the opposite would occur—that career extension of experienced and
physically vigorous officers past 20 years of service would significantly
enhance their leadership and thus the retention of their subordinates. Given a
program of assistance when the time comes to make a transition to a second
career, it is also possible that more officers would be willing to risk deferring
that transition to a later age. Most large business corporations, recognizing
the difficulty of managerial job-hunting at a mid-career level (and at middle
age, when financial obligations tend to be at their highest) have made such
outplacement programs a standard practice.

Equally important to determine would be the impact of a new career
system on the military’s sense of professionalism. There appears to be a
consensus among scholars that the military services in modern industrialized
nations are converging with their larger societies, that is, becoming more
occupationally oriented than professional (in the traditional sense of the
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military as a culturally separate professional group). Whether reestablishment
of the military as a “lifetime career” (which is what the suggested changes
would amount to) will move the American military closer to or farther from
the mainstream of national work patterns, and whether that result is good or
bad for national security, are surely as important as tangible questions about
manpower and budgets.

“But why change at all?” the skeptic may well be asking. As I
remarked earlier concerning cost analysis, that which is distasteful to the
military traditionalist may very well be attractive to civilian critics, those who
are seeking to design and create intervention-capable forces within severely
constrained resources. And make no mistake about it, our nation—given all
its problems of urban decay, educational decline, crumbling infrastructure,
drug abuse, rampant crime, and diminished international competitiveness, and
given further the opportunity presented by the end of bipolar confrontation—
is not likely to keep defense expenditures at the top of its agenda. The military,
for its own sake, needs to undertake appropriate reforms before they are
imposed from above by its political masters.

Summarizing the foregoing, effective reform of the military career
system would include these elements:

e Reducing the number of non-essential officers by lengthening as-
signments, curtailing resident schooling, and eliminating deputy/
executive/assistant-to positions.

o Eliminating blanket up-or-out as a device for managing officer age
and rank distribution.

e Setting minimum eligibility for full-benefits retirement at 25 years,
with eventual extension possibly to 30 years, depending on ex-
perience with retention patterns.

e Stretching out promotions, in keeping with such stretched-out
careers.

e Establishing a schedule of fitness standards for appointment to
positions (or continuation in career tracks) requiring a high degree
of vigor. Alternatively, retaining up-or-out as an exception for those
career tracks only.

o Involuntarily terminating officers whose performance has unaccep-
tably declined, or whose skills are no longer needed by any of the
services.

e Establishing a transition program, similar to the outplacement pro-
grams offered by major corporations, for officers terminated in
mid-career.

The last of these, a career transition program for officers (with a

parallel program for noncommissioned/petty officers) whose careers end in
middle age, is needed whether overall reform is undertaken or not. Under the
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severely constrained resources.

present system, officers retire on average in their late forties, noncommis-
sioned and petty officers in their early forties. Whatever the rank achieved,
the effect is the same: a reduction in income to around half that on active duty,
at an age when financial obligations are at a maximum, and loss of the
psychological and emotional satisfactions of employment just when civilian
counterparts are at their height of productivity. There is thus a built-in need
for military retirees to find a second career. Immediate pension and continued
benefits ease the financial transition, but the morale transition is another
matter. To pretend, as the current system seems to, that perception of this
situation by high-potential junior officers has no bearing on their retention is
to fly in the face of reality. If cost is seen as a stumbling block, by coupling
a transition program to a restriction on current retire-at-will policies (i.e. limit
eligibility to retirement-eligibles who contract to serve out some minimum
tenure in their current positions), the program could be made essentially
cost-free. (I am speaking here of the post-drawdown milieu, when the Selec-
tive Early Retirement Boards and other early-release programs have run their
course.) In any case, to the extent that military service is by its nature only
the first of an individual’s careers, the profession should adapt that situation
to its benefit rather than its detriment.

However good the design and careful the implementation, there will
be much risk in modifying the officer career system. A lot of details will have
to be worked out over time, as was the case following the post-World War 11
adoption of the current structure. That—it need hardly be said—is no excuse
for inaction. The services must either take the initiative or have reforms
imposed upon them by individuals and agencies who lack an experienced
understanding of the profession of arms. In either case, someone has to
undertake the task. The national strategy which produced the present career
system has given way to a new world order, and the nation’s military must be
properly structured for its mission within that strategy. a
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The Indian Wars and US
Military Thought, 1865-1890

CLYDE R. SIMMONS

We’re marching off for Sitting Bull
And this is the way we go—
Forty miles a day. on beans and hay,
With the Regular Army. o!'

his verse from an old marching tune recalls perhaps the most storied

period in the history of the US Army, the Indian wars of 1865 to 1890.
The era is certainly familiar to most Americans thanks to countless novels,
television programs, and movies telling of the Army’s battles with various
tribes of the West. The popular images of campaigns against the Sioux,
Cheyennes, and Apaches are of a small professional Army meeting an uncon-
ventional enemy on his own terms and defeating him. The romantic view
created by movies and novels, however, is only partly true. Engagements with
hostile Indians were rare, and rarer still was one that was an unqualified
victory for the Army.

Even rarer yet were instances of Army units fighting Indians with
unconventional techniques. The casual student of this chapter of history
assumes, of course, that the Army developed a doctrine of war specifically
tailored to the mobile hit-and-run tactics employed by the Indians. On the
contrary, as noted by historian Robert Utley, “The Army as an institution never
evolved a doctrine of Indian warfare.” No course of instruction distinguishing
between conventional and unconventional warfare was ever instituted at West
Point, nor did the staff bureaus ever issue guidance to deal with the guerriila
tactics of the Indians. Utley concluded, “Lacking a formal doctrine of uncon-
ventional war, the Army waged conventional war.™

This unconcern with doctrine for fighting Indians is remarkable.
Throughout most of the Army’s history to that point, its principal occupation
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was dealing with Indians. In fact, this mission was often the only justification
Congress and the American people saw for the continued existence of the Army.

What explains the Army’s neglect of unconventional warfare doc-
trine? Several factors contributed. The Army of 1865-1890 was an organiza-
tion that became increasingly isolated from the society it served during the
post-Civil War period. Army leaders recognized that the Indian threat would
sooner or later end and the Army’s traditional internal security mission would
end with it. Therefore, the Army sought to define a new role for itself in the
closing decades of the 19th century.

Influencing this search for a continuing relevance in society was the
Army’s own history, contemporary political and social trends, and the belief
that the United States would become a prominent force in the international
community. In combination, these factors led the Army to reject its previous
self-image as a largely constabulary force and to see its future as a profes-
sional force oriented on external threats. These foreign threats, while not
clearly defined, would certainly be conventional military forces on the pattern
of leading European armies. Thus unconventional war and doctrine, such as
that typified by the Indian campaigns, was viewed as tangential and not worth
pursuing.

Isolation of the Army

The most important factor leading to the rejection of unconventional
doctrine as a subject of importance was the Army’s increasing isolation from
American society. Though John M. Gates and a few other revisionists reject
the concept of isolation,’ the mainstream scholarly view, typified by that of
Samuel P. Huntington, holds not only that the frontier Army was isolated from
society but that indeed such isolation was a “prerequisite to professionalism.”™*
Certainly the officers stationed on the frontier believed they were isolated,
and understanding this is crucial to understanding their resulting neglect of
unconventional warfare. At times the presumed alienation of the civilian
sector toward the Army was seen as a threat to its continued existence.
Civilian ambivalence and, at times, hostility were the catalysts that drove the
Army to a redefinition of its role.

The Army’s isolation was itself the product of various causes. The
first and perhaps most pervasive cause was the traditional American belief
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that a large standing military was a threat to a democratic society. Samuel
Adams summarized this American suspicion of standing armies in general in
his observation that a “standing army, however necessary it may be at some
times, is always dangerous to the liberties of the people.” He further noted:

Soldiers are apt to consider themselves as a body distinct from the rest of the
citizens. They have their arms always in their hands. Their rules and their
discipline is severe. They soon become attached to their officers and disposed
to yield implicit obedience to their commands. Such a power should be watched
with a jealous eye.5

The nation’s response to this belief in the danger of a standing army
had always been to have the smallest Regular Army possible in peacetime. This
tiny regular force would be augmented in an emergency with state militias and
volunteer troops. Paradoxically, the success of the Union Army in the Civil War
reinforced both the fear of a large peacetime Army and the belief in the utility
of the militia system. Between 1865 and 1890 Congress often acted on this
principle of American democracy and sought to limit the size of the Regular
Army. In doing so, Congress came to be viewed by the Army as an enemy.

The first post-Civil War act establishing the peacetime strength of
the Army was signed by President Andrew Johnson in July 1866. This act set
the strength of the Army at 54,302 officers and men.® However, Congress
shortly began to cut the strength of the regular force: in 1869 the number of
infantry regiments was reduced from 45 to 25, effectively reducing the Army
to a total strength of 37,313. The next year Congress imposed further reduc-
tions, to a total of 30,000 enlisted, and in 1874 it limited the enlisted force to
no more than 25,000.

These reductions did not lower the number of companies in the force
structure, so strength within the individual companies was reduced dramati-
cally. For example, in 1881 the average strength of infantry companies was
only 41, of artillery batteries 40, and of cavalry troops 58.* Such curtailment
was extremely detrimental to urit efficiency, and its ill effects were com-
pounded by the usual absences due to desertion, illness, and detached duty.

The Army leadership viewed this long-term trend with alarm. They
saw that the Army was overcommitted and in danger of being unable to
perform its missions. Further, they feared that continued reductions could
eventually threaten the organization’s very existence. Reviewing the cumula-
tive effects of these reductions in his annual report of 1880, the Army’s
commander, General William T. Sherman, noted that “the Army is too small
in enlisted men to fulfill the heavy duties now imposed on it, and is over-
worked.™ Lieutenant General Philip H. Sheridan, commander of the Division
of the Missouri, felt compelled to add to his superior’s remarks in his own
annual report for 1880. He stressed the danger of inadequate strength:
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To thoroughly and effectively perform the duties devolving upon us compels us
many times to overwork our troops, and not unfrequently obliges us to take the
field with small detachments, which have heretofore occasionally been over-
matched and greatly outnumbered by our foes. This is not as it should be; but
so long as our companies are limited to their [low] average strength, . . . it cannot
be avoided."

To remedy this situation, the Army leadership made numerous ap-
peals to Congress for increases in the size of the force. Typical of these appeals
was that of Sherman in 1880 when he asked for a net increase of 5000 men."
Congress’s usual response was to ignore the request. In fact, by 1885 the
overall strength of the Army was allowed to decrease to a total of 26,859."

Appropriations were another area of congressional neglect and hos-
tility to the Army. In 1877 and 1879 Congress failed to pass an appropriations
bill. The effect of these failures was that soldiers didn’t get paid. Although
rations and clothing issues to enlisted men continued, officers and married
soldiers faced severe hardship until Congress passed emergency funding
measures.'’ This action further weakened the convictions of soldiers and
officers that the Army was a promising career and that Congress was sym-
pathetic toward the military.

The traditional concern about the threat of a standing army to liberty
was not the only source of congressional hostility. In the early years following
the Civil War, much of the Army was assigned to duties in the South enforcing
Reconstruction. The problems inherent in these duties were essentially un-
solvable. The Army became involved in political power struggles, first be-
tween the executive and legislative branches and later between the Republican
and Democratic parties. Initially, the Army was compelled to follow the more
moderate policies of President Andrew Johnson. However, Radical Recon-
structionists in Congress soon began to gain the political ascendancy. Grant,
first as Commanding General and later as President, moved the Army into the
Radical Reconstruction camp.

Most Army officers, however, disagreed with the harsh policies of
the radicals. Many expressed the view that the radical approach was self-
defeating because it would only provoke Southerners rather than speed their
reassimilation into the Union. Sherman best expressed this view in a letter to
his brother in 1865: “No matter what change we may desire in the feelings

and thoughts of people . . . we cannot accomplish it by force. Nor can we
afford to maintain . . . an army large enough to hold [the Southerners] in
subjugation.”"*

Another view widely held within the Army was that the demands of
Radical Reconstructionism were counter to the constitutional provisions man-
dating civil control of the military. In a public statement rebuking a military
subordinate who had taken the position that civil government in the South was
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subservient to the military, the Commander of the Fourth Military District of
Arkansas said: “Your assertion that the military forces are not the servants of
the people of Arkansas, but rather their masters, is unjust both to the people
and the military. . . . The military forces are the servants of the laws and the
laws are for the benefit of the people.”"’

Expressing a similar viewpoint was Major General Winfield Scott
Hancock. In a letter to his wife he explained his reluctance to assume
Reconstruction duties in New Orleans: “I have not been educated to overthrow
the civil authorities in time of peace.”'® Lenient views such as these neither
pleased Radical Reconstructionists nor escaped their notice. The result of this
displeasure was that congressional radicals disbanded regiments no longer
needed for Reconstruction rather than posting them to the frontier. By these
acts, the radical Republicans demonstrated that the Army could expect no
sympathy from that quarter."

Compounding the Army’s predicament, Southerners themselves were
generally hostile. In some cases, local Federal commanders did support harsh
Reconstruction. For example, Sheridan saw fit to fire the mayor of New Orleans,
the governors of Louisiana and Texas, and numerous other Southern officials
during his tenure in the South.'® Southerners objected particularly to the Army
enforcing the new laws regarding black suffrage and civil rights. In any case,
Southerners clearly saw that without the Army, Reconstruction would be
finished. Their natural desire for self-determination guaranteed resentment of
uniformed authority.

In 1875, Democrats won majority control of the House of Repre-
sentatives. This event began the return of Southerners to national power. Allying
with Northern Democrats, they began to attack the Army, hoping to eliminate
it as a means of enforcing Reconstruction. The Southern Democrats supported
all attempts to decrease the Army’s size and appropriations. These attacks on
the Army continued until the end of Reconstruction in the late 1870s."

Another source of problems for the Army in its relations with Con-
gress was its use to suppress strikes and other civil disturbances. The Army
was used often outside the South to quell riots and break strikes. For example,
in 1885 and 1886 troops were used to suppress anti-Chinese riots in Wyoming
and Washington. The Army broke strikes in Michigan in 1872, intervened in
the Great Railway Strike of 1877, and was employed in a similar role in Coeur
d’Alene, Idaho, in 1892 and 1894. Labor interests were enraged by these
actions and sought political support from Democrats to halt them. Labor
leaders became the willing allies of Southerners and actively supported the
efforts of the House majority to reduce the size of the Army drastically.”

Yet another reason for the Army’s isolation was the deep domestic
conflict over Indian policy. One faction was resoundingly pro-Indian, believing
that the Army was directly responsible for most disturbances involving the
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Indian tribes. Groups within this faction, known generally as Reformers, were
made up largely of liberal Easterners who advocated the gradual, peaceful
assimilation of Indians into American society. These groups, the most powerful
of which was the Indian Rights Association led by Herbert Welsh, argued that
land-hungry Western whites were using the Army to annihilate the Indian. While
most of the Reformers’ attacks were directed at Western civilians and their
supporters in Congress, the Army was the target of many attacks in the media
and in Congress.”' On the other hand, Western civilians often castigated the
Army for failing to protect them from Indian raids. Many believed the Army to
be incompetent and too sympathetic to the Indian.

For its part, the Army generally held both sides in contempt. Army
leaders criticized the Eastern Reformers, holding that these groups were ig-
norant of the true conditions in the West. General Nelson A. Miles perhaps best
summarized the Army view of these humanitarian groups. In a letter to his wife
he noted it “required a peculiar kind of genius to conduct an Indian campaign
from West Point—or Boston, although they know a great deal about Indians in
that model city—at least they think they do, which is very important.””

Army contempt for Western extremists was also harsh. Many officers
believed greed on the part of whites was responsible for hostilities. This view
is typified by the writings of Major Alfred Hough, who charged that fron-
tiersmen were a “wholly unscrupulous™ lot. “It is an outrage,” he continued,
“that we of the Army who have all the hardships to encounter should be made
such catspaws or mere tools of ambitious men who care only for their own
interests and cater to the public for sympathy.™

So. the Army sought to walk the middle ground between these two
counterposed groups. As is the usual fate of those who seek compromise, it
found itself assailed by both sides. Being caught between these two factions
strengthened professional soldiers” feelings of alienation and, in turn. rein-
forced their fears for the future of their organization.

Another factor contributing to the Army’s isolation was the low
esteem society had for soldiers and the Army in general. A not uncommon
view of soldiers was presented by a reporter in Hays City, Kansas, in 1883
who referred to soldiers from the local post as “white trash™ and “coons.””
Officers were held in only slightly better regard, as evidenced by Con-
gressman Fernando Wood’s remark that they were “idle vagabonds who are
well paid and do nothing.”*

The manifestations of these adverse attitudes ranged from ridicule to
open hostility and were plainly