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Foreword vii

great U.S. mission in Eurc e is now drawing to a close. It has
been, in my judgment, America’s finest hour. or 40 years we
have prov: : a shield protecting the new and r¢ orn

ymocracies of Western Europe. But now we must move on to
new tasks—among them, helping to develop the new
architecture of European security.

In this project, "Cc ‘entional Con at 2002, the Center or
Strategic and International Stu es is leading the way in
attempting to establish a new consensus on a national security
strategy for the Unite States that will carry the nation into the
twenty-first century. We did not begin with that purpose in mind.
[ recall that at our first session in May of 1989 we had no i :a
of the pace of change we were about to witness. Our intent was
to examine new ideas for conventional brces in the face of a
rather evolutionary threat. But from ananmen S 1are to
Timisoara, our deliberations were caught up in a breathtaking
sweep of events tl  caused us to broaden the scope of the
project to include a fundamental assessment of the entire
stt egic horizon of U.S. national security. This panel report
presents the results of those deliberations an  to the extent we
were able to achieve a measure of consensus among ourselves,
our recommendations for strategy, brce structure, doctrine, and
technology for U.S. conventional forces for the new era.

James R. Schlesinger

Counselor

The Center for Strategic and International Stu 3
May 1 )
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This effort I ; been a t artisan o1 as are all CSIS
projects. Although each of the members of the steering
committee and the working groups participated in a personal
role, we aimed at the outset to develop conclusions and
recommendations that wot  enjoy bipartisan support. We have
tried to maintain a balance view of what the futt = holds for
this country and v at conventional force policies the United
States should pursue to best reserve its national security.
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L. The Conventional Combat Milieu 7

worried. When the attack on South Korea came in 1950, we
became convinced that another global war was in the offing
unless once again the country mobilized for conflict.

After the Korean War, the United States again demobilized
and sought to cash in on the “peace dividend.” Yet the
simultaneous pursuit of the Great Society and the U.S. involvement
in yet another war claimed a larger proportion of the national
wealth. In the postVietnam build down, by the en of the
1970s, the Soviet Union had clearly taken advantage of détente
to embark on a massive military buildup an modernization
program of unprecedente scale. Once again, the United States
had to rebuild its defenses after a period of allowing its forces
to become “hollow.”

If the United States once again builds down by neglect, we
may in e process project a weakness that could again result in
conflict and war. As we build down we must strategically choose
how to restructure U.S. military forces to deal with the threats to
U.S. values, institutions, and a way of life that, as we look ahead
to the future, we can now see only dimly.












Despite the high premium attached to learning the lessons of
the past, senior military leaders often comment after a war that
nothing in their academic preparation trained them for the war
they had just fought. In large part this is because war is
exceedingly complex, yet we tend to oversimplify it.

It is impossible to be exhaustive in a policy study such as this;
not every conventional war could be covered. We selected a number
of examples in which we could have access to good information

om primary sources. These examples were taken from

Afghanistan, 1979-1989
Grenada, 1983-1984

The Persian Gulf, 1987-1988
Panama, 1989

A variety of approaches and authors were employed. The
assessment of the 1989 Panamanian operation was compiled in
a seminar based on media reports and personal accounts of
participants relayed to the project staff. Dr. Stephen  ank of the
US. Army War College staff provide an analysis of the Soviet
lessons learne from the Afghanistan conflict. For lessons from
Grenada and the Persian Gulf, we heard om senic US.
participants themselves: Gen. Norman Schwartzkopf and Adm.
Henry Mustin. This array of case studies, personalities, an
methodologies provided a rich matrix of perspectives on
combat lessons learned. There was a remarkable degree of
consistency among the conclusions derived from the cases.

1
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From the Soviet point of view, Afghanistan was a war of two
distinct campaigns, the first being their initial invasion of
1979~1980 and the second, the subsequent battles of attrition
from 1980-1989.

The initial coup d'état—the occupation of Kabul and other
cities—replaced a disintegrating, rec citrant regime with a
pliable one and provide breathing space for the Afghan army.
At the tactical level it was a con lete success and validated
many elements ¢ Soviet doctrine and strategy.

The Soviet Union succeeded in completely surprising
Afghanistan, Pakistan, and the United States, despite numerous
warnings and intelligence analyses suggesting that the invasion
was in the offing. The operation exemplified the use of
airmobile troops coordinated with both rapidly advancing
ground troops and intelligence on the ground. and it involved
the successful implementation of Maskirovka, which includes
cover, concealment, and deception. The use of satellite
communications as the link to Moscow demonstrated their
utility for power projection purposes and missions involving
force projection.

The entire operation vali ited for the Soviets the correctness
of making the enemy’'s command, control, communications, and
intelligence (C31) and aerial platforms (missile and air bases) the
main targets of strikes and missions to assure their rapid
neutralization. These aspects indicate that the Soviets have
upgraded the role of electronic warfare from support of combat
operations to one of being an independent combat arm.

Subsequent to the invasion, Moscow adopted a conventional
strategy of seizing the cities, controlling the main roads, and
converting the cities into government strongholds. Soviet forces
also sought to engage the enemy with conventional armored
sweeps using extensive artillery preparation. As is well known,
these sweeps were quite standardized in both preparation and
execution and thus forfeited surprise.

The Soviets' numerous and repeated failures of C3I during
the first campaign are directly traceable to their uniquely high
degree of authoritarianism and heavy mechanization. These
failures impeded commanders’ abilities at all Jevels to visualize
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correctly the nature of either the war or the operational level
and content of the engagements in which they participated.

Soviet operations also showed very spotty use of intelligence.
Target acquisition and follow-up strikes were rarely successfully
coordinated; leaks were regular. All these conclusions cast
doubt on the Soviet military’s capacity to adapt itself to the new
requirements of the reconnaissance strike complexes, let alone
to adapt to the new generation of information fusion systems
that are entering regular military use.

The second phase—beginning in 1980-1981 and gradually
expanding until 1988—manifested itself in changes in Soviet
force structure and military art. Soviet forces became lighter and
more airborne, and the aerial arm, both fixed wing an rotary
wing, was called on to provide close air support, interdiction,
and destruction of enemy supply positions and logistics (ie.,
economic warfare along the lines of a scorched earth strategy),
as well as provide for Soviet troop mobility and logistics.

In this period, the vertical envelopment, or hammer-and-anvil
operation, reached the level of a paradigm that required
commanders to synchronize simultaneous air and land attacks
based on accurate military intelligence regar ng target
locations, size, and enemy force strength. These envelopments
were applied in both offensive and defensive operations.

Soviet combat experience indicates that these various forms
of airmobile forces (air assault, airborne, heliborne) can perform
deep raids (with or without “special forcés"), reconnaissance in
force, vertical and/or amphibious encirclement, coups d'état
(ie., independent seizure or neutralization of the enemy’s C3I),
surprise attacks, or flanking operations. Whether mounted or
not, they can carry their own artillery or indirect fire strike
systems and accomplish operational or even strategic missions.
Their presence contributes further to the spatial expansion of
the battlefield, the likelihood of economic war, and the
importance of both reconnaissance strike complexes and real
time intelligence.

Although overall Soviet military performance has been
poor, it does appear that by virtue of a successful transitional
strategy, including success in the crucial political domain, victory
has been snatched from the jaws of defeat.

The Soviets themselves have mounted a “lessons learned”
campaign to take advantage of their Afghan experience. Afgansty,
as the Soviet veterans at the Afghan War are called, are being
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promoted either into command positions or into prominent
educational posts in e Soviet military educational network and
are being identified with the “glorious traditions of Soviet
military heroism.’

The Soviet strategy failed by overreliance on airpower to
substitute for combat power. Commanders and troops were
reluctant to move at night, fight dismounted, or pursue
aggressively. Commanders showed a consistent inability to
control or coor nate air and ground strikes and relied too
much on a single operational form, Blokirovka, the vertical
envelopment of hammer and anvil. Unsuited to the terrain,
these techniques demonstrated the poor physical training of
many Soviet conscripts.

On the whole, unimaginative and rigid tactics and
operational art caused a negative synergy of a systemic nature.
And precisely on this nexus Gorbachev and the Soviet military
reformers have concentrated their fire. If Gorbachev is successful,
a dramatically reformed Soviet military would aim to reshape
conventional combat in 2002.

Based on this analysis of Soviet lessons learned from the
Afghanistan conflict, some patterns may be discerned that are
likely to emerge for the Soviets as they approach the next
decade. There will be intense efforts at surprise and Maskirovka,
primarily targeted at C? and air and missile bases in the first
strike. Indeed, an independent operation designed to win
rapidly and avoid the possibility of attrition may develop while
at the same time an enormous battle for superiority also
develops in the air, replete with space-based systems and an
enormously complex electronic warfare battle.

At the beginning, the front will be vast. Lines will be fluid,
and troops will be simultaneously engaged in both offensive
and defensive operations in an interspersed fashion. The Soviets
will rely heavily on the various forms of airborne troops and
naval infantry, including the Spetsnatz, their various special forces
an diversionary-reconnaissance forces. The ultimate tactical
objective will be to obtain scope and freedom to move. At
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higher levels of combat the ultimate objective might well be to
behead, or disorient, the enemy’s central nervous system to the
point at which it is unable to issue commands, control troops,
and communicate with them.

Using a new generation of high recision weapons and
information fusion systems, economic and countervalue targeting
will be extensively destructive. Defenses will be fortified, layered,
heavily mined, and probably entrenched as well. Moreover, a
possible return to siege warfare on a broad front cannot be
ruled out.

There will be a continuing effort to reform force structures
in the direction of mobility and lightness as well as combined
arms. Yet the unprecedented destructiveness of weapon systems
will come up against unprecedented requirements for support
in a war.

The first lesson learned from the U.S. action in Grenada, operation
Urgent Fury, was that, in the planning stages, overreliance on
best-case planning is a poor way to epare for combat
operations. The U.S. planners assumed that the Cubans an
Grenadans would not put up much resistance d that U.S.
forces would be finished within 48 hours. The mistake was to
plan for that outcome and not to hedge against the likelihood
of the fog of war causing things to go wrong.

Second, the rules of engagement were too strict for the
situation. The force was told to cause absolutely no collateral
damage. These rules intimidated the tactical commanders in
such a way as to hinder combat oper ions unnecessarily. The
rules of engagement should have allowed for greater flexibility
in the ju ment of the senior commanders on the ground.

The timing of the operation was critical. The single greatest
mistake was to change the start time from 0200 to 0500. When
the first aircraft were delayed until 0530, the ¢ eration could
not enjoy the cover of darkness for the initial assault. Also, the
plan was not well developed because it was drawn up so hastily
and in such a compartmentalized manner. The planners had
about 52 hours from the moment they were told to put the plan
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together to the time the first combat elements hit the ground.
And, because the lanners were so concerned about operational
security, few of the necessary additional planning agencies—even
those in intelligence and mapping—were brought in on the
planning. Clearly speed, timing, and operational security were
achieved at the expense of planning time, but in the Grenada
operation a satisfactory balance among these competing
considerations was not achieved.

urthermore, in terms of command relationships, the
¢ eration was unsatisfactory. Not at all a joint structure, it was
largely commanded by the navy and there was very little air
force representation. As  turned out, US. forces had conducted
numerous exercises in the region in the immediate past, but
none of the experience or expertise was captured into the
Urgent Fury planning process or the command relationships.
This lack had its most noticeable effects on integration of fire
support. The force was not able to integrate the navy, marine,
air force, and army fires and thus was a most unsatisfactory
combined arms operation.

Moreover, communications interoperability among the
services was problematic because not all the systems had
compatible operating characteristics. At the same time, the lack
of a clearly established chain of command and the absence of
an effective communications plan caused much confusion,
sometimes resulting in conflicting orders being issued. Orders
that seemed consistent at headquarters often did not make
sense on the ground in Grenada. The task force commanders at
the scene were tied to an ambiguous chain of command from
which emanated orders that were sometimes out of touch with
the realities of the situation.

Many administrative and logistics details turned into
nightmares during the operation. The one that received the
most mention afterwards was the lack of good maps. Actually,
several good maps were used, but they were not standardized,
nor were consistent grid systems overlaid on all the maps even
when the basic maps were the same. Moreover, medical
planning was a disaster waiting to happen. Had there been
more casualties, U.S. forces would not have been prepared to
handle treatment and evacuation on a larger scale.
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The Iran-Iraq War of the 1980s was one of the twentieth century’s
largest; but it was mostly a land war. Prior to US. entry into the
conflict, action at sea was a minor sideshow. Moreover, the
politics of the Persian Gulf are Byzantine; the Kuwaiti request for
U.S. assistance to protect their shipping, which resulted in the
deployment of additional U.S. forces, came as a consequence of
a convoluted set of strategic and political events that never
could have been ticipated.

At the time, while U.S. naval force structures were adequate
in quantity, commitments elsewhere in the world were not
honored because of the size of the force required in the Gulf.
This operation was the first test of new procedures put in place
in the 1980s as a result of the Goldwater-Nichols Act, the
interface of the Pacific and Central U.S. Commands (Commander
in Chief Pacific [CINCPAC] and Commander in Chief Central
[CINCCENT])), and the first instance of NATO member state
forces cooperating in operations out of the NATO : 2a under
the aegis of the alliance.

One particular operation was Praying Mantis. It began with
a response to the mining of the USS Roberts involving the
destruction of Iranian oil platforms in the southern Persian Gulf.
Later in the day Iranian small boats attacked US. flag 2d vessels
and a barge. A US. aircraft responded by firing at the three
Iranian boats, destroying one and disabling another while the
third fled the scene. The height of the action was a major naval
and air engagement in which US. forces combined to sink one
Iranian frigate and destroy another; a third surface combatant
was destroyed; one Iranian F-4 was possibly damaged; and
other aerial targets were fired at, which later analysis
determined were out of range.

The action  nonstrate that the force structure needed
for this kind of combat must be rather large in order to surge
to such a capability quickly and to sustain it v hout major
degradation in other commitments. It also demonstrated a need
for a different kind of force s icture than currently maintained
because forces designed primarily for the NATO maritime war
are not necessarily optimally suited for combat in Third World
operations. Moreover, this first-ever case of NATO cooperation
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in out-of-area operations demonstrated that certain features of
rationalization of NATO roles and missions must be reexamined.
More precisely, the assumption that US. allies would maintain a
mine/countermine capability that the United States could draw
on proved to be faulty because the allies initially chose not to
support US. forces.

At the outset, command relations for this operation were
very difficult. Bitter feuds broke out, ultimately resulting in the
loss of command for a four-star flag officer. In the future, issues
related to the Unified Command Plan must be sorted out well in
advance to include nondefense agencies and nongovernmental
bodies. Ultimately, the regional commander in chief must be
clearly designated and must have total operational control over
all forces in the area.

At a tactical level, this operation proved the timeless truth
that intelligence avail: le will never be good enough to satisfy
the needs of the commander. In the future, plans must be
flexit : enough to a >w maximum delegation of authority for
the most likely alternative scenarios, and available resources
must be sufficiently flexible to be adaptable to unforeseen
situations. CINCs need to have command of some resources to
be able to procure equipment off the shelf and to draw on
resources available for other commands on short notice without
having to go through normal logistics and budgeting procedures.
The commander in chief of the Central Command (CINCCENTCOM)
even ha to conduct his own develc mental work to modify
equipment and build systems not available for his unique needs.
This may translate into a n for a kind of 'ARPA-Forward,
from the DOD’s Defense A ce Research Projects Agency, to
deploy to combat theaters in time of crisis.

When the shooting starts, the fog of war still obscures the
view despite all the n=v equipment. Global communications
capabilities were both a nuisance and a help to the fight.
Weapon crews generally did not open fire at maximum effective
range because of the uncertainty of the identity of the target
and because of the heavy background density of noncombatant
traffic. Electronic warfare data was confusing and often
misleading. Damage control and medical competence were
critical; these operations require extensive training. Damage
control training based on the experience of the USS Stark 11
months earlier saved the Roberts. Training, in general, must be as
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realistic as possible, and much of what is needed for combat
should be live fire and cannot be simulated.

Finally, the problem with data in this kind of combat was too
much data and not enough information. Command, control, and
communications ph jsophies that rely on centralization will
inherently fail to help the commander win battles. In particular,
the C concept was overcentralized in the Gulf and did not work.

In brief, the initial reports m the Panama operation Just
Cause indicate that, doctrinally, considerable progress in the
planning and execution of joint contingency operations has
been made since Grenada. Command and control procedures
have been greatly improve The training system worked; squad
and platoon level live-fire exercises conducted in training had an
especially powerful payoff in combat for those troops undergoing
their baptism by fire.

In terms of technology, US. forces derived the greatest
leverage from the use of night vision :vices. This constituted a
significant technological advantage, permitting U.S. forces to own
the night and defeat their Panamanian opponents on their own turf.

Organizationally, the importance of flexibility in task
organization was confirmed in this operation. Moreover, a new
concept, that of the “combat lifesaver” was tested in battle and
proved its worth. This structure calls for doctors and physician
assistants to focus their attention on only the most seriously
injured while specially trained unit personnel carrying more than
the usual first aid packs were left to handle the basic lifesaving
and treatment of the rest. This system worked in Panama.

Closer scrutiny an more informed judgment must await the
test of time.
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In conventional combat in 2002 the traditional levels of analysis
of military operation—tactical, operational, and strategic—are
compressed into one. The actions of troops, when viewed
around the world on a live television report, take on strategic
impact. Thus when, in Panama, there was concern about the
Americans held in the Marriott Hotel, a company commander
was ordered to sen a squad to take some action, any kind of
action. This was not necessarily good or bad; but it did take on
strategic importance in light of the media attention.

A premium will be placed in future conventional warfare on
correct execution the first time. The young people in the armed
forces will likely be under fire for the first time, and they must
react correctly instantly. The medical systems must work, the
command control system must work, and the massive communication
systems must work to coordinate assaults, naval gunfire, close
air support, interdiction, medical evacuation, and logistics. All
must spring into action at the start and function nearly perfectly.
Such operations take practice, practice, and more practice.

It is as likely in 2002 as ever that the mission will be vague.
For example, during the April 1988 deployment of forces to
Honduras for operation Golden Pheasant, the battalions
involved did not receive their mission statements until they had
actually been in Honduras for about six hours and were moving
out to a hilltop for an assault with ammunition. When the first
C-141 landed no one knew whether or not they were going to
fight on arrival. That decision is  function of the speed with
which such deployments must be conducted and is not
necessarily a breakdown in concern or expertise; the
requirement gets ahead of the mission.

The opponent in future conventional combat is probably
going to be as well armed as US. forces. That U.S. troops are
better armed than any they are likely to oppose is a popular
misconception. But with the proliferation of sophisticated
weapons in the Third World just about any fight that U.S. forces
get into, at least initially, will be against forces that are at least
as well armed, fighting on their home ground, not exhausted
from 36 hours of mission preparation, and probably pretty mad
that US. troops have come. They may even have been forewarned.
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Most probably, they are carrying out ; ins that they have
long rehearsed.

The first combat lesson to be learned from conventional
combat of the 1980s is the time-tested principle of war: unity of
command. For every objective there must be a singlemin :d effort
under one responsible commander. 1is tenet extends up the
chain of command to the highest national els where politic:
objectives are set and articulate down to the lowest tactical
levels where the instructions are formulated to carry out those
political objectives. Disaster occurs, as in Beirut in 1983, or is
narrowly averted, as in Grenada in 1983-1984, when p¢ tical
objectives are not clearly defined or when they change faster
than forces can adjust. W ere objectives are clear and lines of
authority are explicit, as in Panama in 1989 and, ultimately, in
the Persian Gulf in 1987-1988, the inherent advantages of US.
fighting forces can be brought to bear to carry the day.

Technology never dominates war; people do. Although
technology can provide certain advantages, as it did for the
Israelis in the 1982 Bekaa Valley conflict, technology can just as

isily hamper the effective ¢ plication of force, as was the case
with the Soviets in Afghanistan or with the general US. experience
in insurgency an counterinsurgency (Afghanistan being the
principal U.S. exception). In particular, the U.S. fascination with
ever more centralized command and control technologies may
prove to be more harmful than good. Abandoning high
technology applications for solving command and control
problems is not the answer, however; rather, the need is to use
technology to allow greater distribution of intelligence,
command, an control across the entire battlefield. In this
manner, the superior flexibility and creativity of the individual
US. fighter can be magnified.

Finally, conventional combat of e 1980s clearly demonstrates
that the human dimension always dominates in war. As the
Iranians, Iraqgis, British, and Argentines painfully learned, no
technological “silver bullet,” clever >ctrinal scheme, or
innovative organizational structure can overcome the problems
of combat; only people can. For 2002, as budgets shrink, efforts
to recruit, train, and retain the highest calibre soldiers, sailors,
airmen, and marines must not be cut short. Investments in
personnel, training, and rea ness will have a high payoff and
will be more important than basic research, development of new
systems, or procurement of new weapons.









Deciding on the characteristics of mid-intensity conflict (MIC)
probably has become the most important task for U.S. military
planners over the 32xt few years. With the decline of the
Soviet military threat to Eurc e, conflicts that might be termed
"mi intensity”’ will dominate U.S. planning concerns. The

potent  for US. involvement in mi nsity conflict—wars
with or between powerful regional : —will provide a key
justification for military budgets du: 1e  790s and will

establish most of the threats against which U.S. forces are sized,
trained, and equipped.

The definition of mid-intensity conflict therefore assumes great
importance. U.S. planners must und¢ stan the sorts of wars for
which they are preparing so they can invest in or create the
right force structures, technologies, and doctrines.

The “intensity” of a conflict is a function of the nature of the
threat, the level of technology applied, and the amount of force
that can be brought to bear given US. lift capacity and domestic
and international political sensitivity. That definitional framework
suggests three broad categories of conflict: low- mid- and
high-intensity. Low-intensity conflict (LIC) is political-military
confrontations at a level below general conventional war but above
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be supplied, an good logistics will be indispensable for
successful operations. Efficient command and control of U.S.
forces may provide the margin of victory against states whose
force numbers are greater than those of the Unite States but
which are poorly han e

The U.S. military has placed insufficient emphasis on these
sorts of support functions and continues to do so today. The
army relies heavily on the reserves for its supply and support
services and does not give them adequate priority for resources—
an arrangement not responsive to the demands for rapid
responses to mid-intensity conflicts. The navy prefers mothballing
to maintaining effective ready reserves; only the air force has
had some success in this.

Given the sorts of wars to which MIC points, however, the
analysis above leads to several major recommendations for U.S.
military policy towar such wars:

Place greatest emphasis on the quality of military personnel.

The US. mi ary will not be able to fight any wars
successfully—be they low- mid- or high-intensity—without
expert, motivated people. Recruiting, training, an
retaining high-quality personnel ought therefore to be
among the t¢  priorities for the US. military.

xamine logistics problems more thoroughly. As noted, the U.S.
military ¢t -ently places insufficient resources emphasis
on the logistical aspects of military operations for
sustaining mid-intensity conflict. Improving the logistics
aspect of US. operations in MIC would require
three steps.

irst, the Department of Defense (DOD) must look at

US. supy 7 and support capabilities more carefully than
it has in the past; it might consider, for example, shifting
some US. army support units from the reserves to the
a ve force to increase s readiness.

Secon the OD must aggressively manage and monitor
the elements of strategic lift, both air- and sea-based,
both because MIC conflicts will probably occur where no
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1 army reserve and national guard constitute an important
insur. e policy against changes in Europe. 5 the active duty
US. land forces are  oriented to a somewhat lighter,
more strategically mobile configuration (as the army has

d will occur), many of the US. forces committed to

NATO will have to be assigned to the guar and reserve.
Thus the readiness of guard an reserve units will
assume increasing importance in the years ahead, and
the services ought to investigate innovative programs for
bolstering that readiness.

The ability to exploit military space capabilities in support of
battlefield and theater < zrations as well as an effective
AT capability to negate hostile satellites will become

more critical in futt : mid-intensity conflict situations.
Such will be the case especially where the Unite States
may be required to project forces in distant regions, such
as the Mid e East, southwest Asia, and East Asia.

Mid-intensity conflict will therefore undoubtedly offer the
greatest challenges the U.S. military will have to face in the

dec les ahead. 1e decline of Soviet imperial ambitions and
the Soviet conventional threat to urope represents not the end
of history, ut merely the conclusion of another of history's
stages. The next stage, from the vantage point of the US.

m tary, is likely to center around MIC,









318 CONVENTIONAL COMBAT PRIORITIES: AN APPROACH FOR THE NEW STRATEGIC ERA

Third World countries are continuing to acquire sophisticated
weapons. The Soviet Union, previously regarded as the primary
supplier of advanced weaponry to Third World states, is now
being replaced in that role by countries such as Brazil, Israel,
West Germany, South Korea, and India. The range of weapons
technology encompasses nuclear weapons, chemical weapons,
ballistic missile technology, sophisticated aircraft, submarines,
armor, and precision guided weapons. The continuing
proliferation of these arms increases the dangers inherent in
defending U.S. interests abroad.

The use of U.S. military force will be the subject of intense
national and international scrutiny. The American public has
limited tolerance for the casualties, international condemnation,
and protracted involvement (and expenditures) inherent in many
LIC operations. Close media scrutiny of LIC and the increasingly
sophisticated exploitation of media access to shaping public
opinion by the opponents of LIC operations further intensify the
difficulty of conducting LIC operations. The p lictable swing of
public support that accompanies U.S. military action places a
premium on its rapid and successful conclusion.

The existence within the United States and elsewhere of
international drug organizations will continue to present a growing
threat to legitimate institutions. Just as insurgencies compete
with governments for control of their populations, so too will
international drug organizations challenge the developed world
for control of their infrastructures such as political organizations,
police, and financial institutions. Already, money from the highly
profitable drug trade provides drug lords and terrorists the means
to obtain state of the art communications, weapons, and training.
Thus, as the United States enters the twenty-first century, the
potential exists for more of its threats to come from international
crime organizations. Such threats argue for a quantum
improvement in interagency cooperation and coordination.

Finally, the nature of many LIC operations means that the
employment of military resources is secondary to remedying the
social, economic, and political factors at the root of many conflicts.
As a result, military forces w frequently find themselves
occupying subordinate but essential roles within a much larger
interagency effort.







































High-intensity conflict is conventional (non-nuclear) war of such
large scope and importance tt the United ¢ ates could not
afford to lose it nor allow it to escalate. The next step : d be
nuclear. It is a war that requires an assumption of virtually
indefinite sustainability—a conflict in which a totally committed
citizenry  :wvotes unconstrained national resources to achieve
unlimited military objectives.

Because of the nature of such a conflict, force levels available
in 2002 could be so constraine that a decision would have to
be ma :for longterm buildup (of three to five years) as a
preliminary step before the United States could return to a military
strategy that included the option to wage high-intensity conflict.

In effect, US. leaders will be grappling with a situation quite
opposite to that of the last several :cades. Until now, the
United S s has maintained a high level of military forces and
capabilities focused principally on NATO and, by doing so, has
assumed that all other lesser conflicts that might develop could
be satisfactorily handled by tailorii  forces :signe for
Western Europe. As the Soviet/Warsaw Pact threat continues to
diminish, however, by the turn of the century the United States
will have a much smaller standing military, designed only to
respond to medium- and low-intensity conflicts. Yet that reduced
military must maintain the capability to expand to become a
massive armed force able to prosecute high-intensity conflict.

Maintaining this capability re 1iires the projection of
conventional forces into areas having no, or very little, pre-positioned
forces or supplies. means maintaining a capability for rapid
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2. Establish a clear and reliable procedure for distributing the
products of national space assets to conventional military users in
time of conflict. 1\ the increasingly diffuse and sophisticated
threat environment of the twenty-first century, the
information from national : ace assets must be better
incorporated into the conventional war-fighting
capabilities of U.S. forces. 1 a high-intensity conflict,
however, national command authorities may dominate
the tasking of space assets. There is therefore a fear
among the services that vital information from these
systems would not be available to them in such a
conflict. A reassessment of the procedures governing
prioritization and distribution of data from national
assets to the tactical users would encourage a full
exploitation of the space systems already in the U.S.
inventory. The multiple 1 king of satellites to service
the di :rent needs of nation: agencies and the
commanders in chief at different points in a satellite’s
orbit shoul be part of such a reassessment.

3. Develop inexpensive satellites and launch systems that can be quickly
d oyed or used to augment or reconstitute space systems when
necessary. With upcoming reductions in forward-deployed
U.S. air, sea, and land forces, the first US. eyes and
ears on the scene of a potential conflict in 2002 wi
probably be a satellite. The ability to put sensor
payloads into orbit on short notice must be maintaine
in a cost-effective manner. L PA's LIG "SAT program
must be pressed forward. NASP should be funded to
procee apace.

Develop high-altitude UAVs  part of a future US. high-low space
mix. High-altitu : UAVs that could stay aloft for several
days would be especially useful in localized military
situations, partict rly in an unsophisticated threat
environment in which adversaries would lack the means
to bring them down. The high-altitude vehicles would
constitute an inexpensive and responsive force
multiplier for the ¢ erational commander. Access to
one's own over-the-horizon data in real time will have
an immediate bearing on an operational or tactical
commander’s ability to maneuver an bring fire to bear
on both AirLand an maritime battlefields.
























06 CONVENTIONAL COMBAT PRIORITIES: AN APPROACH FOR THE NEW STRATEGIC ERA

applied to the Pacific theater, for example, with some success.
In the Pacific, the difficulty lies in identifying the competitors
and defining the fields of competition. Although security
competition may not be ¢ vious today, it does not mean that
there will not be competition in the future or that the Soviets
will not return. Con itive strategies can help to identify
potential adversarie  1d future threats in this area.

If the competitive strategies approach is taken far enough,
it can serve as a tool for global strategic planning. Not only
must the approach be ¢ Hlied to military competition with
potential adversaries, but it must be expanded to consider ion
of competition across the spectrum of the elements of national
power to include technological, economic, and political
competition as well. Competitive strategies on its basic level is
analogous to a chess gan  Becoming ‘‘chess masters,” capable
of playing several different games simultaneously, will take the
concept to the next level.

Competitive strategies can help deve >p portfolios of
options, as well as assist in comparing the effectiveness of the
different packages. In this m 1ner force structures, doctrines,
and technologies can be :velc ed to achieve mul >le
functions and applications across the levels of conflict. One
need not develop one set of technologies fc  low-intensity
conflict, another for mid-intensity, and yet another for
high-intensity conventional combat.

One such portfolio was developed and assessed through a
proof-of-concept simulation conducte 1der the supervision of
the project staff at a state-of-the-art facility made ave ible by a
corporate participant in the | ect. This portfolio consisted of
the technology investment p1  ties recommended by the
technology working group and included battle management/C3I;
reconnaissance, surveillance, and target acquisition; and
long-range accurate strike systems. The simulation modeled the
impact of the army tactical command and control system
(ATCCS), the JSTZ S and the Al °MS, and air force deep strike
aircraft on the course of a battle in a representative sector of
the European theater.

Three simulations were conducted at the facility using a
sophisticate computer software and state-of-the-art hardware.
The first simulation was conducted using current forces in
Europe. The second simulation allowed the application of
technology improvements, while the last simulation provided
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U.S. forces with the future battle management/C3l concepts
recommended by the working group.

The final analysis of the simulations provided some
surprising results—some of which were completely unexpected.

1 the initial scenario with current-level forces, in terms of the
maneuver force ratio, the US. force suffered dramatic and rapid
attrition to the point where the enemy had a decided advantage
at the conclusion of the four-hour simulation. When the U.S.
force was equipped with the new technologies, however, the
enemy 1s the one to suffer steady decline.

e surprising element to arise from this exercise appeared
in the final scenario in which the U.S. force was provided with
the recommended technology portfolic. Because the force had
confidence in its superior intelligence as to the disposition and
intent of the enemy’s forces, the US. force chose to change its
operational concept dramatically. Rather than reaching deep into
the attacl 1g enemy formations as soon as range and acquisition
permitted, the U.S. commander waited until the bulk of the
enemy forces were vulnerable to U.S. deep strikes just prior to
engagement in the close 1 battle. At this point in the fight the
enemy was eversibly committed to an attack of a discernible
portion of US. defenses, but the U.S. force was not = decisively
engaged. As a result, the US. force suffered attrition for a
p¢ od of about two-and-a-half hot 3 until the enemy had
arrived at the position the US. force was seeking. At that time,
the U.S. force unleashed the full fury of the offensive on the
enemy’s deep targets and rapi y turned back the enemy's
advantage until, at the conclusion of the scenario, the U.S. force
achieved a superior osition.

One conclusion to be drawn from the results of the
simulation is that, no matter how sophisticated the model and
how con rehensive the factors included in the analysis, the
human element can never be adequately predicted. This became
clear from the results of : final iteration in which the US.
commander made a conscious decision to risk trading time and
early losses for superior positioning and a culminating decision

iter. eveloping a grand strategy using the competitive strategies
methodology must take advantage of such analytical resources
to test different reactions and counterreactions to see how
multiple strate¢ s compare.
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panel should report to the secretary while operating under the
review authority of the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
The U.S. military is engaged in a fur mental series of

changes that Il result in the emergence in 2002 of an

essent ly different set ¢ force structt =s, doctrines, and

technologies. The U.S. armed forces in 2002 must not simply be

a smaller version of what they are in 1990. To guide them

through ose chan; s we have characterized the nature of

conventional combat of the future with a view toward

developii  appropriate military capabilities. We elieve that a

globalized c¢ pe¢ tive strategies approach should prc 'de the

requisite framework for integrating our recommen 1 policy

¢ proaches into concrete lans, programs, and budgets. It is

time n¢  for the Bush administration and the Congress to build
bipartisan process to do just that. We hc e our work has

con uted to that end.


















