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Abstract

Since the announcement of the Afghan drawdown in 2011, the Joint Staff has
experienced a significant increase in the demand for ground forces from the Combatant
Commands. These requests intended to use the forces for theater campaign plans focused
on steady state or Phase 0 operations. Mission Creep, the expansion of a project or
mission beyond its original goals, is often an outcome of such steady state operations.
Because the military is increasing steady state operations, mission creep is inevitable,
particularly in a resource constrained environment. Adapting to mission creep, at the joint
planning level, is increasingly necessary because of the complexity of steady state
operations. The goal of this paper is to underscore the importance of adaptation at the
joint planning level due to the challenges of increasing military complexity. The paper
first outlines how stability tasks in military operations contributes the growth of Mission
Creep and develops some essential concepts. The paper then uses the Siberian
intervention of 1918-1920 as a historical case study to employ the concepts and provide
timely lessons to joint planners. The paper concludes by proposing three
recommendations that flow from the case study. Specifically, Combatant Commands
must have more dialogue with civilian policymakers, exercise more discipline in
assessing partnership programs, and advocate for more allocated forces. If implemented,
these efforts will improve the civil-military relationship and better balance innovative
planning and prevention of reckless action.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

There are two things which will always be difficult for a
democratic nation to do: beginning and ending a war.*
Alexis de Tocqueville

Mission Creep is the expansion of an operation or mission beyond its original
goals, often after initial success. It occurs when the political purpose, usually due to
changes in the military-strategic situation, supersedes the initial military purpose of an
operation. When these conditions do change, new actors often emerge, old actors shift
alliances based on a new assessment, and U.S. military leaders often have to pick up the
pieces with conflicting or exceedingly vague instructions.

Perhaps one of the first instances of mission creep occurred in Siberia between
1918 and 1920. An 8,000-man American Expeditionary Force (AEF) under General
William S. Graves was sent to Russia to support the defeat of the Central Powers and
protect millions of dollars of U.S military equipment located in Vladivostok and the
along the Trans-Siberian railway. Graves’s mission, as part of a coalition that included
Great Britain, France, and Japan, was complicated by the uncertain military-strategic
situation and the larger political stakes sought by President Woodrow Wilson. Once the
World War | ended in November 1918, the U.S. forces in Siberia became a security force
and a political instrument for U.S. interests in the Far East.

The new political landscape that emerged from the Russian Civil War, the
Japanese control of Manchuria, the role of Czech Legion, and the depredation of Cossack

leaders, namely Grigori Semenov, brought about a multi-faceted and largely unworkable

! Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America, Volume 1l (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1840) 31.



expanded mission of security and deterrence.? Given unclear mission directives, ill-
defined operations areas, and the harsh physical conditions of Siberia, success or failure
hinged upon the military's ability to adapt to its changing surroundings. Although
national policy failed to adapt to the dynamic strategic situation in Russia, the military
planning system was relatively successful in adapting to mission creep by refusing to
expand tasks and enforcing a strict interpretation of the Aide Memoire provided by
President Wilson.

Currently, the term mission creep often has a negative connotation, given the
history of American military interventions in the Balkans, Somalia, Afghanistan and Irag.
Thus, military leaders are very sensitive to the term, as it arouses images of confusion
and futility. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, General Army Martin Dempsey reacted
strongly to a reporter’s question in 2014 implying that U.S. forces were experiencing
mission creep concerning the direction of Operation Inherit Resolve (OIR) in Irag. "You
hear the term 'mission creep' beginning to make its way around the airwaves. What we do
IS mission match....What the American people should understand is that our role is to
match the resources to the mission we're given. Right now, the mission is limited, but |
think appropriately so."2 The Chairman’s statement suggests that missions, given the
increasing level of stability tasks involved, will evolve and potentially expand to meet

changing requirements. Dempsey, by shying away from any association with the idea of

2 Carl J. Richard, When the United States invaded Russia, (New York: Rowman & Littlefield,
2013), 169. President Woodrow Wilson ordered U.S. Intervention in Siberia at the time that the Armistice
and the Western Front were still in doubt. As the war ended, Wilson saw the Bolsheviks and the Japanese
as threats to his new political landscape. Grigori Semenov was a White Military Leader supported by the
Japanese in Siberia. As a leader, he failed to prevent his men for stealing, raping and developing a
reputation as common criminals.

3 Tom Vanden Brook, “Dempsey: Defeating Islamic State requires strikes in Syria,” USA Today,
August 22, 2014.



mission creep, nevertheless acknowledged that “mission match” is a euphemism for
mission creep and appears to be a given in complex operating environments.

This study will review and evaluate the concept of mission creep in military
operations, using the 1918-1920 intervention in Siberia as a case study. The experiences
of General Graves and his forces, dubbed the “Polar Bear Expedition”, points to some
important lessons for joint planners. These lessons address the challenge of expanding
mission requirements in operations defined by ambiguous or shifting military — strategic
circumstances. Instead of treating “mission creep” as a “dirty word,” senior military
leaders and planners should accept that it is merely a reflection of today’s turbulent times
and adopt these recommendations to better prepare for the changes in mission
requirements that will inevitably occur as the U.S. maneuvers through the dynamic

strategic landscape.



CHAPTER TWO

Mission Creep Explained

Mission Creep has several meanings....In Bosnia, all apply. It is a word
guaranteed to strike terror into the hearts of U.S. policy-makers.?

Harry Summers, Washington Times

As the U.S. military enters a time of fiscal re-prioritization and the announced
shift of defense guidance to focus on the Pacific region, the basic challenge for joint
commanders and their planners is how to find a balance in the current strategic
environment that implies broader missions for the U.S. armed forces, while determining
the right mix of means to accomplish them. Many believe a disparity is already prevalent
as resources are not matching up to stated priorities.? The term “Mission Creep”, a term
popularized during 1990s as an operational scarecrow for policy makers to evade long
term entanglements in the domestic issues of other nations, has resurfaced in the national
dialogue.® However, there is a new twist. The military, primarily Combatant Commands

(COCOMs), is now responsible for adding new missions, not the politicians.

Stability Operations Challenges

Today, the ratio of stability tasks accomplished by the U.S. military greatly
outnumbers operations classified as conventional.* Activities like peace operations,
foreign internal defense, security assistance, humanitarian and civic assistance, support to

counterinsurgencies, support counterdrug operations, counter-terrorism and others fall

! Harry Summers, “Mission Creeps,” Washington Times, 11 April 1996.

2 Lawrence J. Kolb, Sean Duggan, and Laura Conley, “Quadrennial Defense Review Fails to
Match Resources to Priorities” Center of American Progress, 4 February 2010, 2.

3 Ben Zimmer, “Mission Creep Crawls Out of the 90’s,” Wall Street Journal, 27 June 2014.

4 Department of the Army, Field Manual 3.07—Stability, Washington, DC, 2 June 2014, 1.6.
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under this umbrella. Each activity brings a level of complexity to the military and has
exposed the inability of other U.S. government agencies to mobilize sufficient personnel
and resources. Therefore, the potential for mission creep is organic to these types of
tasks as the military attempts to fill a void, achieve a modicum of stability, and depart.
Here is where the paradigm has shifted regarding mission creep. In the past,

U.S. forces trained against a narrow set of mission requirements and desired capabilities.
With a wider set of tasks associated with stability operations, senior military leaders
asserted that stability operations were a drain on dwindling resources, overstretching an
ill-trained force and requiring other elements of national power to share the load.®
Arguments over the loss of military readiness versus the capability to participate in
humanitarian or peacekeeping operations dominated the civil / military relationship. In
fact, the debate reduced the number of military commitments associated with stability
tasks in the 1990s.°

Despite the unpredictable and multidimensional nature of stability operations,
they are now attractive to the military as a vehicle to retain force structure and justify
funding in a resource constrained environment. The recommendations of expansion of

stability tasks are now coming directly from military, not civilian, leaders. This new

5> Dominic J. Caraccilo. Beyond Guns and Steel—A War Termination Strategy (Santa Barbara, CA:
Praeger International, 2011), 66.

& Madeleine Albright, Madam Secretary, (New York: Harper Collins, 2003), 182. According to
Secretary of State Albright's memoirs, she once argued with CJCS General Colin Powell for the use of
military force by asking, "What's the point of you saving this superb military for, Colin, if we can't use it?”
Despite the debate with General Powell, she further explains that several policymakers heavily factored the
military readiness debate as a way to avoid interventions from the mid-1990°s to the early 2000s. Coupled
with the reluctance to place American troops under United Nations command, the overall number of
peacekeeping or stability operations went down. Sec. Albright’s question sums up the tension during the
Bosnia operations between two schools of thought for military interventions. First, the Weinberger-Powell
Doctrine which requires a clear national interest, overwhelming force, and firm congressional support.
While the Albright School believes that United States can couple military force with diplomacy to achieve
long-term, unquantifiable goals such as the furtherance of democracy and human rights.

5



avenue of approach for mission creep may not create a failure that leads to casualties; but
it can lead to breaking the “bank” in terms of the defense budget due to new, enduring
commitments and their frequency.

For example, US Army Chief of Staff, General Ray Odierno started the
Regionally Aligned Force (RAF) initiative as a response to a changing strategic
environment as well as a way to ensure that the Army could justify its force structure by
effectively meeting the growing requirements of the COCOMSs.” The Army’s goal is to
provide the combatant commanders with a force that will bring additional capability,
capacity, and continuity to their theater security cooperation programs. The belief is that
regional engagement will set favorable conditions for commitment of forces if diplomacy
and deterrence fails.®

The by-product of the RAF concept is the consumption of Army land force
readiness, mostly at the Brigade Combat Team (BCT) level, as it adds a new level of
commitment in training and equipping. Serious commitment to cultural, regional, and
linguistic training is costly; General Daniel Allyn, head of Army Forces Command, said
in late 2013 that dwindling resources already prevented most newly assigned RAF units
from going through their full planned conventional training cycle.®

Tensions over mission creep are no longer over the distinction of civilian and

military missions, but rather the internal military debate at the COCOM level regarding

" Kimberly Field, James Leatmont, and Jason Charland, “Regionally Aligned Forces: Business
Not as Usual,” Parameters 43 (Autumn 2013), 59.

8 Department of the Army, TRADOC Pamphlet 525-3-1, Win in a Complex World, 31 October
2014, 17.

° Rosa Brooks, “Portrait of the U.S. Army as a work in progress.” Foreign Policy.com, May 8,
2014. http://foreignpolicy.com/2014/05/08/portrait-of-the-army-as-a-work-in-progress (accessed February

14, 2015).




fiscal or a bottom up approach towards strategic thinking and force planning. Both
options have strengths and weaknesses. A fiscal approach links military efforts to the
economy. It requires priority setting and gives the impression of encouraging discipline
in the joint planning process. However, it can lead to underfunding and the emphasis of
fair sharing.X® A bottom-up approach emphasizes existing capabilities and real world
realities. It seeks efficiencies and improvements in decision making and other processes.
A negative aspect is that it allows COCOM planning to focus on the short term and from

a strictly regional outlook, not a global view. !

Mission Creep and Concerns

Mission creep relates to the military — political backdrop surrounding the use of
military force. The wider or ambiguous the context is, the harder it is to define military
roles or responsibilities in operations. For almost a decade before the 9/11 attacks, the
term influenced all three levels of military operations -- strategic, operational, and
tactical. Additionally, terms like consequence management, risk mitigation, and mission
avoidance directly developed into both military and civilian lexicon from this effort.*?

There are a multitude of examples of the military avoiding mission creep that
ultimately caused some type of mission failure. Advocates for the First Gulf War may
claim to have avoided mission creep as coalition operations focused on three simple

goals: Mass combat power in Saudi Arabia, kick Iraqi forces out of Kuwait, and go home.

10 Henry C. Bartlett, Paul Holman, Jr., and Timothy E. Somes. “The Art of Strategy and Force
Planning” In Strategy and Force Planning, 4™ Edition (Newport RI: US Naval War College, 2004) 31.

1 1hid., 31.

12 Elizabeth L. Hillman, “Mission Creep in Military Lawyering,” Case Western Reserve Journal
of International Law (Autumn, 2011): 567. The article provides analysis on how mission creep starting in
2001 prompted a fundamental shift in military lawyering from criminal law to operational law. Traditional
norms and terminology of the military law professional changed to ensure military goal is achieved.
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Senior military leaders, especially General Colin Powell, shaped, disciplined, and
neutralized any discussion or effort to expand mission parameters, especially when the
opportunity arose the during ground phase of the war to pursue fleeing Iraqi forces and
remove Saddam Hussein from power.

Like most of his peers in the military, Powell’s experience in Vietnam irrevocably
shaped his desire to avoid another “quagmire”. He viewed military power as a blunt
instrument to employ only when achieving certain key conditions.®® In order to set
conditions for the liberation of Kuwait, all military planning efforts focused on the task at
hand, not post-conflict considerations in Iraq.*

For over twenty years, scholars have referred to the U.S. intervention in Somalia
as a prime example of mission creep. In 1992, President George H.W. Bush ordered U.S.
troops to deploy to Somalia as part of Operation Restore Hope. The objectives for the
mission were ill-defined under the initial United Nations mandate. When United Nations
Operations in Somalia (UNISOM I-April 1992 to December 1992) failed to provide an
effective security environment to allow aid workers to distribute relief, the U.S. took over
and led UNISOM 11 (November 1992 — November 1994), but had the same challenges
with vague mission objectives. However, after experiencing initial success, political
leaders broadened the mission perimeters from securing food supplies and allowing safe
delivery of humanitarian aid to employing conventional and special operations forces to
hunt down warlords that could disrupt the emerging positive security environment.

Initially perceived as neutral actors by the population, U.S. forces had now become active

13 Colin L. Powell and Joseph E. Persico, My American Journey: Colin L. Powell (New York:
Ballatine, 1995), 303.

14 Greg Fontenot, E.J Degen, and David Tohn, On Point-The United States Army in Operation
Iragi Freedom (Fort Leavenworth, KS: Combat Studies Institute Press, 2004), 2.
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threat to the clans. This led to the famous raid known as the Battle of Mogadishu,
leading to the withdrawal of all U.S. forces five months later. ™

In sum, mission creep was the catch all notion to articulate negative tension
between the military and civilian leadership over where traditional operations end and
stability operations began. The fear of misusing military force caused angst in the initial
planning stages of military operations and campaigns. It also challenged planners to
address the potential of unplanned for tasks and activities outside political guidance

without reviewing force capabilities.®

Mission Creep and the Combatant Commands

There are three drivers of mission creep that exist within COCOM planning and
decision-making. The three factors are (1) expectations of the civil-military relationship;
(2) the nature of foreign policy; and (3) the bureaucratic process of receiving strategic
guidance. Each influence and shape military planning as they provide some element of
predictability in order to counter an uncertain and complex operating environment.

The first factor, frustration between civilian leadership and the military over how
to articulate “best military advice”, concerns the expectations of the outputs from the
military’s planning process. The military places emphasis on details while the civilian
leadership wants speed in options and to understand the cost, both political and fiscal,
associated with those options. Neither party is currently satisfied with the existing state

of dialogue. Janine Davidson, a public policy professor at George Mason University and

15 Kenneth Allard, Somalia Operations: Lessons Learned (Honolulu, HI: University Press of the
Pacific, 2002), 11-17. Battle of Mogadishu occurred October 3, 1993. 18 Service members were killed in
clashes with Somalian gunmen.

16 Adam B. Siegel, “Mission Creep or Mission Understood?” Joint Forces Quarterly (Summer
2000): 113.



a former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense — Plans/Policy during the first Obama
administration, explains the friction between civilian policymakers and the military as a
broken dialogue. She suggests that the frustration between civilian leaders and the
military begins with cultural differences concerning the expectations of strategic
guidance inputs into the combatant command’s planning system. “Military planners want
detailed guidance from civilians regarding end-states and objectives that civilians often
cannot provide up front....Civilian presidents and defense secretaries might be surprised
to learn that it is considered their responsibility to determine ends and means without
being first offered a menu of feasible options.”?” This disconnect has led to civilians
believing they are being “boxed in” by the military and the military feeling that their best
military advise is being marginalized.*®

Mission creep embedded in COCOM decision making and planning comes into
play as a second-order effect to this tension. The sense that civilian policymakers are not
competent to make strategy encourages military leaders to believe they alone know the
right path to take in posturing U.S. strategic presence in their assigned regions.*® This
perception does not mean there are bad intentions from the commands towards civilian

control of the military. However, it does bring to light why the COCOMs are becoming

17 Janine Davidson, “The Contemporary Presidency: Civil-Military Friction and Presidential
Decision Making,” Presidential Studies Quarterly (March 2013): 140.

18 Bob Woodard, Obama’s Wars (New York: Simon & Schuster, 2010) xvii. Bob Woodard
recounts President Obama’s friction with his military chain of command as he sought options for ending
the war in Afghanistan. Woodard states a frustrated president felt ‘boxed in’ by his military commanders
who were presenting him with only one real option — deploy 40K more troops for a comprehensive
counterinsurgency campaign.

19 |inda Robinson, Paul D. Miller, John Gordon IV, Jeffrey Decker, Michael Schwille, and
Raphael Cohen. Improving Strategic Competence: Lessons from 13 Years of War (Santa Monica, CA:
RAND Arroyo Center, 2014), 48.
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less accountable alternatives to embassies, enduring sources of threat inflation, and
unyielding consumers of military resources.?

The second set of drivers is the COCOMSs and their role in international affairs.
Their growing influence allows participation and greater potential to shape American
foreign policy. The COCOMs are well-funded, semi-autonomous, and unconventional
hubs of U.S. foreign policy. Dana Priest, an investigative reporter for the Washington
Post, wrote a three article series in September 2000 declaring the Combatant
Commanders to be the equivalent of Roman Proconsuls during the Roman Empire.?! She
further elaborates argument in her 2004 book, The Mission: Waging War and Keeping
Peace with America’s Military, by describing an “incremental, little noticed, de facto”
shift toward COCOM standing in international affairs in which the commander “fills a
vacuum left by an indecisive White House, an atrophied State Department, and a
distracted Congress.”?2

Eleven years later, it is safe to assume that the COCOM’s position in foreign
affairs continues to grow in stature as they work to prevent conflict and shape the security
environment in their assigned regions. The ascension again is not a military challenge to
civil authority, but the acknowledgment that the COCOMs are striving to gain

efficiencies and effectiveness in maintaining U.S. influence in the world.

20 Benjamin H. Friedman and Harvey M. Sapolisky, “Shut-down the US Combatant Commands”
Defensenews.com, 29 September 2013.
http://archive.defensenews.com/article/20130929/DEFREG02/309290014/Commentary-Shut-Down-US-
Combatant-Commands (accessed February 14, 2015).

21 Dana Priest, “A Four-Star Foreign Policy?” U.S. Commanders Wield Rising Clout,
Autonomy,” The Washington Post, 28 September 2000.

22 Dana Priest, The Mission: Waging War and Keeping Peace with America’s Military, (New
York: W.W. Norton and Company, 2004), 14.
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Finally, the third driver is the Guidance for the Employment of the Force (GEF).
The GEF provides COCOMs with global prioritized end-states and strategic assumptions
to allow planning to proceed and the allocation of resources to begin, but is open to
criticism for being too open-ended in security cooperation tasks.

The GEF presents global posture and force management directives, security
cooperation guidance, and presidential guidance for contingency planning, and
incorporates the SECDEF’s strategic priorities and policy aims. The centerpiece of the
classified document is a requirement for COCOMs to develop campaign plans that
integrate and synchronize ‘steady-state,” or formally known as ‘Phase 0’, activities to
achieve desired end states.?®> The overarching idea is that emphasis on steady state
operations is cheaper in the long run and if done right, will save lives, as it should reduce
the likelihood of a Phase 111 (force-on-force type) operation.

Despite providing strong and clear linkages from strategy to operational
planning, the GEF also generates some elements of mission creep into COCOM planning.
Being a classified document, the GEF naturally frames the conversation about stability
tasks and other critical missions as internal to the Department of Defense only. The
classification restricts some types and levels of interagency feedback / inputs.
Additionally, the GEF remains tied to open-ended assessments of the COCOMs’ theater
security cooperation plans. Open-ended objectives give COCOMs flexibility to develop
multiple solutions to assigned problem sets, however the disadvantage is that the Joint

Staff may not have right tools or processes to evaluate or promote the right solution set.

23 patrick C. Sweeney, “A Primer for Guidance for Employment of the Force (GEF), Joint
Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP), the Adaptive Planning and Execution (APEX) System, and Global
Force Management (GFM)”, Faculty Paper, U.S. Naval War College, 6 December 2013, 1-3.
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Recently, the Joint Staff announced it was drafting forcing mechanisms into the
next version of the GEF that will require the COCOMs to articulate achievable objectives
into their campaign plans in order to improve visibility and better synchronize of steady-
state operations.?* Until the Secretary of Defense signs the new GEF, COCOM planning

will still have the potential for mission creep.

Summary

Joint Force doctrine stresses that commanders and joint planners need to “guard
against the unintentional expansion of tasks and responsibilities associated with mission
creep.”?> This premise remains timeless. However, the old negative notion of mission
creep that intimates that the military set the terms for its disengagement is dead and
buried. The term is now more relevant towards self-imposed activity. The military’s
own expansion of stability tasks that leads to larger demands on resources is the new
reality.

The traditional approach to understanding issues related to mission creep is to
ensure military activities nest with political objectives. Joint planning staffs, and
ultimately the commanders, must have a conversation with policy makers to define clear
and achievable mission goals.?® If this conversation is not occurring during military
operations, the first priority is rekindle or reopen the communication channel.

Additionally, one must get past the aura of negativity associated with the term mission

24 Daniel A. Gilewitch, “Security Cooperation Strategic and Operational Guidance: Translating
Strategy to Engagement.” DISAM Online Journal & News Source (October 2012).
http://www.disamjournal.org/articles/security-cooperation-strategic-and-operational-guidance-translating-
strategy-to-engagement-773 (accessed 14 February 2015).

% Chairman of Joint Chiefs of Staff, Joint Publication 3.07—Stability Operations, Washington,
DC, 29 September 2011, I1-7. The joint manual also recommends to be mindful of mission creep and that
commanders should plan transition and redeployment from the outset.

% Siegel, “Mission Creep or Mission Understood?”, 115.
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creep. A better course of action is to adapt to it and understand it as an implied task;
Leaders on joint planning staffs must be more creative and organizations more flexible to
ensure success in an ever-changing, complex environment.

The next chapter provides a prime example of creative and flexible adaptation.
Major General William Sidney Graves commanded roughly eight thousand American
troops, dubbed the “Polar Bear Expedition”, during the Siberian Intervention of 1918.
His orders were to remain strictly apolitical amidst a politically turbulent situation. As a
result, he found himself constantly at odds with his Allied peers, the State Department,
and various Russian groups. Historian Carl J. Richard asserts that the operation is a
prime example of mission creep as initial planning goals completely changed once the
troops deployed.?” Senior commanders and joint planners can learn a great deal from

Graves’ example.

27 Carl J. Richard, When the United States invaded Russia, (New York: Rowman & Littlefield,
2013), 169. President Wilson’s reasons to intervene in Russia never materialized. MG Graves worked to
define new operational parameters with policymakers while keeping an eye on the Allies. He concluded
that the British, French, and Japanese forces in Siberia were all following self-serving political ambitions
beyond the stated goals of the Allies, which were to protect supplies provided by the powers to their
erstwhile Tsarist allies and to provide for the safe conduct of foreign allied troops, primarily Czechs, who
were to exit Russia via Vladivostok.
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CHAPTER THREE

A Prime Example: The Siberian Intervention, 1918-1920

There isn’t a nation on earth that would not resent foreigners sending troops into
their country for the purpose of putting this or that faction in charge of their
Governmental machinery. The result is not only an injury to the prestige of the
foreigners intervening, but is a great handicap to the faction the foreigner is trying
to assist. The moment that the United States took sides in the Russian conflict,
which was at variance with the solemn assurance made to the Russian people by
President Wilson, her reputation for honesty of purpose and fair dealing was
discredited.*

General William S. Graves, Commander of the

American Expeditionary Force in Siberia

Although the 1919 Treaty of Versailles signaled the end of the World War |
against Germany, it did not bring a definitive conclusion to U.S. or Allied military
operations. For despite the return of troops from Western Europe, President Woodrow
Wilson and the American government found itself stuck in the mess of the Russian Civil
War with British and French troops in Northern Russia around Archangel, while
Japanese, British, French, Polish, and forces of various other nationalities were in the
Russian Far East near Vladivostok.?

The American intervention in Siberia, beginning in the summer of 1918 and
ending with the withdrawal of American troops in the spring of 1920, illustrates the
challenges associated with a poor civil-military relation, unaccountable military impacts
to foreign policy, and the lack of comprehensive strategic guidance in managing
resources. It is perhaps a classic example of mission creep as the initial goals of the
intervention changed almost from the start. Planned as a way to keep Russia in the war,

it failed to reestablish a second front in the East. Later, the intervention could not

! William S. Graves, America’s Siberian Adventure, 1918-1920, (New York: Peter Smith, 1941),
82.
2 Clarence Augustus Manning, The Siberian Fiasco, (New York: Library Publishers, 1952), 99.
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destabilize or shape favorably the new Soviet government. Finally, it failed to disrupt the
Japanese’s desire for control of Siberia and Manchuria.®

Despite the challenges at the policy-strategy level, the performance of the U.S.
military during the operation warrants a more positive appraisal associated with mission
creep. Called “obstinate, difficult, and an uncooperative Commander” by the British and
French, Major General William S. Graves carried out a vague policy provided to him
directly from President Wilson in the Aide Memoire. * His efforts to communicate with
senior policymakers and his rigid impartiality in executing strategic and operational tasks
during the intervention saved his troops on multiple occasions and are examples for

modern COCOM operations.

Why did the United States intervene in Russia?

In the attempt to support the reestablishment of a second front against the
Germans, historians have proposed up to six different theories to explain the U.S.
Intervention into Siberia.> Each theory falls into one of two general schools of thought:

Either the United States was willing to assist their wartime allies or it wanted to keep an

3 Richard, When the United States invaded Russia, 170. U.S. Army Chief of Staff Peyton C.
March also warned President Wilson that an American intervention would be used as a cloak for Japanese
imperialist schemes.

4 Graves, America’s Siberian Adventure, 1918-1920, xi.

5 Theories included: 1) The German War Prisoners Theory supported by historian Christopher
Lasch. He argues that Wilson was concerned about rumors that armed war prisoners working for the
Central Powers were attempting to control Siberia. 2) The Japanese Theory, advanced by John White and
Betty Unterberger, maintains Wilson decided to intervene to prevent the Japanese from gaining control of
region. 3) The Allied Pressure Theory suggested by Eugene P. Trani claims that Wilson decided to
intervene due to pressure by the British and French to meet expectations as an Ally. 4) The Bol