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ABSTRACT 

Considering the adequacy offut1lre U.S. military capabilites requires analysis of their 
perfonnance against the enemy forces that they can be expected to face. More important. it 
requires analysis of their perfonnance in relation to the requirements of the situation in which 
they will be needed and the task they will be called on to perfonn - in the face of enemy 
capabilities and tactics. Such analysis is unusually complex because of the wide variety of 
potential needs for U.S. forces over the next 10 or 20 years. 

The accumulation of technological developments over the last 20 years't and the 
continued improvement that can be expected in technologies with broad military relevance, gives 
strong reason to believe that some potential future military conflicts will involve qualitatively 
different militaty interactions - which will amount to a revolution in military affairs, that is, new 
operational approaches to accomplishing military purposes. These potential RMAs offer both 
opportunit:es to the U.S. to achieve increased effectiveness and new dangers from enemies who 
would not present significant threats without an RMA. 

Because of the low probability during the next 20 years of conflict with a peer 
competitor, a major share of military planning needs to be devoted to situations in which our 
forces are not called on to fight "main battles" with competitive forces. (Main battles are 
engagements in which the immediate purpose of each side is to destroy the other side ' s force.) 
That is, we need to devote a large share of planning to situations in which either we have a main 
battle against a large 3d or 4th rate forces. or we have some other kind of conflict than a main 
battle. In particular, we can anticipate situations in which the difficulty of the military task 
comes not because the enemy has bisb combat capability but because the political situation 
creates an especially demanding task. 

Jn such challenging situations the adequacy of our capability that needs to be evaluated is 
our ability to perfonn a particular mission within specified constraints against the resistance of 
the particular enemy, who may have advanced equipment and use new operational approaches to 
prevent us from achieving our purposes. 

The first report shows how this analysis should affect the basic pentagon approach to 
planning and programming- the use_ofa ''mission orientation." The second report suggests an 

organizational arrangement for getting many of the benefits of a mission orientation without 
major changes in DoD structure or procedures - adding a small number of mission groups on top 
of the regular structure •. The third item applies the same concept to the mission of the Office of 
Net Assessment. 

The fourth item addresses the possibility of trying to shape the distribution of military 
forces in the world by changing incentives. Specifically, it suggests the possibility of heading off 
the spread of long-range military capabilities by using expectations of growing defensive 
capability to increase the cost of long-range offensive forces for those considering building such 
forces in the future. 

And the last paper is an interpretation ofthe observed facts about Russian military 
programs, and the nature of the threat that they are likely to present over the coming generation. 
It emphasizes the unlikelihood that Russia will achieve a government capable of providing the 
resources and maintaining purpose for a sustained major foreign .. military challenge. 
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Bringing a Mission Agproacb tQ the DoD 

By Max Singer, The Potomac Organization 

December 1, 1995 

I. SUMMARY 

This paper outlines a proposal to use a temporary commitmettt 
of less than 100 individually assigned officers , 2-3 battalions 
of regular forces, and appropriate supporting efforts to 
accomplish the following goals: 

1. Sharply increase DoD's current ability to accomplifh 
special missions*. 

2. Increase DoD's ability to evaluate and plan and 
prepare for potential special missions in 
the future. 

3. In crease DoD's ability to make a sound decision 
about whether and how to change the balance in DoD 
away from almost exclusive priority for main 
battles, toward greater emphasis on preparing for 
special missions. 

4. Improve DoD's understanding of the impact of new 
and future military technology and ability to 
respond to the RMA .  

The proposal is to create seven temporary, experimental 
Mission Groups and a Mission Coordinating Group under the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs to makes plans and preparations for 
selected special missions. The Mission Groups would have the 
charters and composition presented in the paper. 

* "Special missions" are any military tasks th.at may have to 
cope with violent attack or military resistance, other than nmai>l 
battles.• "Main battles• are military engagements where the 
objectives of the military forces are to put each other out of 
action. Each •spec�al mission • is comprised of an objective and 
a set of constraints. 
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I. SUMMARY 

Bringing a.Mission Agproach to the poD 

By Max Singer, The Potomac Organization 

December 1, 1995 

This paper outlines a proposal to use a temporary commitment 
of less than 100 individually assigned officers, 2-3 battalions 
of regular forces, and appropriate supporting efforts to 
accomplish the following goals: 

1. Sharply increase DoD's current ability to accomplish 
special missions*. 

2. Increase Don•s ability to evaluate and plan and 
prepare for potential special missions in 
the future. 

3. Increase DoD•s ability to make a sound decision 
about whether and how to change the balance in DoD 
away from a�ost exclusive priority for main 
battles, toward greater emphasis on preparing for 
special missions. 

4. Improve noo•s understanding of the impact of new 
and future military technology and ability to 
respond to the RMA .  

The proposal is to create seven temporary, experimental 
Mission Groups and a Mission Coordinating Group under the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs to makes plans and preparations for 
selected special missions. The Mission Groups would have the 
charters and composition presented in the paper. 

* •special missions• are any military tasks that may have to 
cope with violent attack or military resistance, other than ''mair 
battles.• •Main battles• are·military engagements where the 
objectives of the military forces are to put each other out of 
action. Each • special mission• is comprised of an objective and 
a set of constraints. 
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Most potential uses of u.s. military force in this 
generation will not be main battles in which u.s. and enemy 
forces work to destroy one another. They will be special 
missions where the u.s. force is ca l led on to achieve a specific 
objective against the potential resistance or counteraction of 
enemy military forces, and in which the constraints on u.s. 
forces may be as important as their objective. 

While in most cases the u.s. will be facing enemies with 
greatly inferior forces, so that our ability to achieve military 
victory is not in doubt, the political requirements that will 
define the missions for which our forces might be needed will 
make these missions at least as difficult to accomplish as 
victory in combat against a strong enemy force. And even low
grade enemies may well have pieces of the most advanced military 
technology available to help them thwart our forces. 

The mindset required to plan and command special missions il, 
very different than.that appropriate for main battles where the 
object is to destroy the enemy force.. Conunanders whose primary 
concern is main battles will rarely be able to conceive and 
execute special missions calling.for radically different 
mindsets. Many special missions are too different to be lesser 
included tasks -- even though the amount of fighting power needec� 
will be small compared to that needed for main battles -- and 
they are not Special Operations as that

.
term is used .. (The 

general argument about the need for a mission approach is 
considered in •strategic Basis for DoD's Program and Policies 
Concerning Force Design,• a report prepared by this author for 
OSD Net Assessment, dated January 15, 1995.) 

DoD's ability to accomplish many special missions -- define<i 
as specific tasks subject to specific sets of constraints -- wil
depend more on the quality of thought and preparation devoted to 
the specific mission than to the size of.forces and level of 
equipment available. The necessary special thinking must be 
applied both in advance -- in organizing forces and command 
structures and in developing doctrine and training -- and when 
the mission is called for -- in preparing and executing specific 
plans. 

Many special missions require very small forces, and many 
others can be accomp lished by regular forces with special 
training or other advance arrangements that are quantitatively 
small although essential and challenging. Therefore it is 
possible to gain a major share of the potential ability to 
accomplish special missions without making a fundamental change 
in the structure or operations of the DoD; even though the basic 
approach to preparing for special missions is fundamentally 
different from the current approach to building forces. 

Furthermore, the arrangements necessary to gain an important� 
increase in our ability to accomplish special missions can be 
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made on an experimental basis, without a commitment to a 
permanent change in force structure, doctrine, or chain of commitnc'. 

The paper proposes to create a Mission Coordinating Group 
and seven Mission Groups that are formally study groups reportiLg 
to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, with a total strength of 
less than 100 individually assigned officers (10-15 of flag ranL) 
plus 2-3 battal ions of regular forces, and appropriate supportir.g 
efforts by other forces. 

Each Mission Group would have a conunander who would be 
responsible for recommending programs to enable existing forces 
and existing major equipment to be ready to accomplish an 
assigned set of special missions. While initially the Mission 
Groups would not have authority to implement any program or 
command any forces outside their Group, five of the seven would 
be experimental-operational Groups directed to think of 
themselves as responsible for accomplishing the assigned missior.s 
themselves, primarily with the small forces assigned to their ornn 
Group. (The other two would be purely study-planning groups.) 

III. LIST OF PROPOSED MISSION GRQUPS AND MISSIONS 

(experimental-operational groups) 

Mission Group A: Asset Protection 

E.g., protection of Russian nuclear weapons during local 
disorder. 

Mission Group B: Damaging LoW-grade Military Forces 

E.g., Bosnian Serb military 

Missign Group C; Cgmpellance 

E.g., attacks on governments 

Mission Group D; Extended Qperations 
in Unfriendly Populated Areas 

Mission Group EF: Landing Missions 

Mission E: Heavy Target Destruction 
Mission F: Hostage Rescue and other landing missions 

(study and planning only Groups) 

Mission Group G: Demonstrative Military CQntrol (of large area) 

Missign Group HIJ: Asset Destruction 

Mission H: Scalpel destruction 
Mission I: Air force destruction 
Mission J: Fleet destruction 
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IV GENERAL STATBHENTS ADQUT PROfOSED MISSIQNS 

Each of these missions is different than classical Special 
Operations (SO) in one or more ways. Normal SO are based on 
using surprise and/or deception to gain a preponderance of force 
at a precise place and time in an area where the enemy has an 
overall preponderance of force. If the enemy knows about the 
operation he can easily bring in enough force to defeat i t  and to 
destroy the so force. The SO force takes a substantial risk of 
being destroyed, and is strategically expendable. 

The missions discussed here are mostly in contexts where the 
enemy cannot or does not want to have a main battle with our 
forces. He either does not have strong forces ; or they are too 
far away to threaten the mission -- against our air power; or we 
have the ability to reinforce if the enemy tries to bring larger 
forces to interfere with the mission. Therefore strategic 
secrecy and surprise are not the central feature. On the other 
hand, in most cases we cannot undertake the mission if our forces 
are subject to substantial risk of destruction. If the mission 
force may be endangered there have to be solid plans to defend or 

extract it safely. Furthermore each of these missions include 
significant specific political constraints and/or goals. 

y. PRQPOSED MISSION GRQUPS AND MISSION tOQRDINATING GROU(> 

Each Mission Group would have authority to make plans and 
organize and operate itself, within its charter, with minimal 
approval by external authority, for about 2 years. {The main 
guidance to the Mission Groups would be their assigned missions, 
the definitions of which include constraints.) 

Since the Groups are experimental units testing a different 
approach to developing plans and doctrine, they would be entitled 
to think for themselves. There would be little point to creating 
the Mission Groups if they were under the direction of, or had tc 
conform to, existing planning and doctrinal authorities. 

While the Mission Groups would be formally without external 
authority, their charters would require that they make plans, anc� 
prepare themselves, as if they would be used in combat. The 
Joint Staff would evaluate the plans and preparations made by the 
Mission Groups, in most cases by running competitive exercises, 
to give a basis for a decision whether the Groups• plans and 
preparations would be adopted l;lS DoD plans, and whether the 
regular forces would implement their parts of these plans. This 
arrangement gets the benefit of independent thinking by officers 
in a position to take a broad and responsible point of view 
without having to take authority away from regular conunanders, 01 

to give authority to untried units. 

The success of this proposed program depends on the Joint 
Chiefs' and the Chair.man•s commitment to it, and on the quality 
of the officers assigned. The program will only work if 
potential member of the Mission Groups, especially commanders, 
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believe that top military leadership see the program as highly 
important to the DoD. The officers of the Mission Groups need tJ 

be among the beat officers there are, particularly the most 
imaginative, and open-minded. Their success depends on taking 
personal responsibility for their missions -- so they will learn 
and do whatever is necessary for success. In addition to first
class professional backgrounds, they have to have the good 
judgment necessary to reach sound independent conclusions and th� 
determination and inventiveness required to implement them. 

A. Exgerimental-Qperatignal Mission Groups 
(Mission Groups A, B, c, D, and EF) 

These five proposed Mission Groups would be importantly 
different than ordinary study groups. Their Commanders must 
think and be driven as if they were not just studying the 
missions, but are getting ready to execute missions and to take 
responsibility for them. (Of course if the mission does arise 
while the unit is still experimental it might not be given the 
assignment of executing it). 

These five Mission Group·commanders must fC:el that they hav1 
total responsibility for all aspects of their m�ssion. Anything 
a Mission Group commander cannot do with his force he is 
responsible to arrange to have done. He has to act as i f  the 
SecDef is going to say to him: "what can we do in these 
circumstances?• and he will be expected to answer, "this is what 
I can do and this is what I need , and I 8lD ready to do it and 
have thought of everything and will take responsibility for 
success.• 

B. Pure Stuay-Planning Mission GroUPS 
(Mission Groups G and HIJ) 

The missions of these two Groups would always be executed 
entirely by regular forces. Therefore these groups would never 
be responsible for executing a mission. They would be an 
alternative source of plans and of mission thinking . If one of 
their missions were undertaken part of the Mission Group would 
probably be temporarily assigned to the responsible headquarters 
to assist in planning, as needed. 

C, Transition Principles for Mission Groups 

The charter of each Mission Group would have a limited 
lifetime -- mostly 2 - 3 years. Each group would make 
recommendations about whether and how it might be made permanent 
Each would also make recommendations about how its value can be 
tested-- in most cases by competitive exercises. 

The Mission Coordinating Group (MCG) (see below) would work 
with the Director of the Joint Staff to decide what exercises anc: 
other review procedures should be used to evaluate the proposal s 

of the Mission Groups. 
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Finally the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs would make 
reconunendations to the Secretary about possible permane nt 
charters for Mission Groups, or for a broader application of the 
mission approach to military organization and planning. 

D. Tasks of Each Mission Group 

(i) Mission Planning 

The Mission Groups will make plans for carrying out 
their missions in various scenarios -- either to be implemented 
by their own forces or with other forces that might be required. 

Each Mission Group•s charter would specify one or more 
scenarios and the Group would have the responsibility for 
figuring out how the DoD should respond if asked about the 
possibility of carrying out such a mi ss ion , and how the mission 
would be carried out if it were assigned. The Groups would also 
develop other potential scenarios. 

The planning process would include intelligence, logistics, 
tactics, doctrine, equipment analysis. The Mission Group would 
coordinate with regular commands to provide for intelligence, 
transportation, air cover, and other necessary externa l support, 
and to develop effective coordination procedures. 

The Mission Group would prepare a report for the Joint StafJ 
containing recommendations about the missions in its charter. If 
the recommendations are adopted other elements of the DoD would 
be instructed to take appropriate preparatory measures. 

(ii) Development of Experimental Units 

At the same time, the Mission Groups would design and 
experiment with the composition of a permanent specia l unit for 
performing their missions when needed . (In the case of Mission 
Groups G and HIJ th� permanent unit would be a study and plannins 
unit, not an operat�onal command.) 

It would organize itself, and operate, to the extent that it 
has the resources, according to the design it proposes. Thus thE 
Mission G�oup would be an experimental version of the unit that 
it proposes. 

(iii) Preparing to Execute Missions (except G and HIJ) 

Each Mission Group would organize and train itself, anc· 
make other necessary preparations to be able to implement the 
plans it proposes -- with appropriate support as specified from 
other units. 

(iv) Evaluating the impact of new and potential technology 
on the assigned missions. 

Each Mission Group would seek to apply the RMA to its 
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own missions. It would evaluate potential use of new technology 
and operating concepts to accomplish its missions, and potential 
enemy uses of new or old technology to interfere with its 
missions. 

E. Additional or Alternative Role fgr Miasion GrQups 

The Mission Groups might be used in designing games and 
exercises for regular forces and for educational and training 
programs, and/or to play the Red Team in such games and 
exercises. 

This might be a desirable compromise function and 
justification for missions that are controversial. It would· 
serve as a method of communication between the Mission Groups anc 

the regular forces , and would make some regular games and 
exercises more effective -- as well as providing an additional 
chal lenge to the Mission Groups. 

F. Qperat,j,ng Principles for Mission Grgups 

Of course, as is well known, all special units should be 
organized so that they can achieve the following strengths: 

specialized skills and training 
unit cohesion motivation, traditions, 
institutional memory building on experience 
continuous scenario and political analysis , 
continual doctrinal and special equipment development 

which are obtained by: 

unity of command 
substantial tours of duty with unit 

4 years for principal officers 
good career path 
short chain of command from unit to Joint Chiefs 
strong authority for lateral coordination and 
consultation with other parts of the military. 

G. Intelligence 

Intelligence drives most special missions. The 
familiar intelligence needs are for precise target information 
and information about enemy forces, especially air defenses. An 
important dimension of intelligence will concern the guality of, 
enemy forces, because that will often be equivalent to a factor 
of three or ten difference of quantity. 

But the critical intelligence needed for special mis sions is 
about local political, cultural, and psychological factors that 
can shape the entire mission. There are no standard questions. 
The mission planner needs to know anything about the local 
situation that can be used to achieve the purposes of the 
mission. 
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The mission commander can never have all the information he 

needs , and he cannot.rely on the information he is given, whethet 
by government intelligence agencies or outside sources. Like an) 
military commander he must use his best ju.dgment with what he 
has. The emphasis here on the importance of the commander 
actively seeking the information he needs from a variety of 
sources is not meant to imply that he can have confidence in the 
information he gets, or that he can get all that he needs. 

Almost always the enemy will have some unusual weaknesses, 
or t here will be something or someone in. the environment that car 

be used to solve some of the mission's problems. And often there: 
will also be unusual dangers created by special local features. 
The intelligence task is to learn the special local 
characteristics that can be used to make the best mission design , 

plus any special features that should influence the detailed 
arrangements for accomplishing the mission. 

For instance , it may be known that a key person who is 
normally hard to find.spends every Tuesday night at his mistress' 
house . or there may be something like the fact that all of a key 
component of England's nava l explosives were for many years kept 
at two lightly guarded warehouses (until Winston Churchill, then 
First Lord of the Admiralty, found out about it). For almost all 
of the kind of countries in which we might need special missions 
there will be groups in the population that will be ready to help 
if we know who they are and what their problems are. 

Generally special missions grow out of crises that have been 
internationally recognized for months or years. Commanders of 
Mission Groups will be able to begin studying local conditions 
from the point of view of their potential mission long before 
they are called to act. They will be responsible for considering 
possible scenarios for their mission in connection with any 
ongoing crisis. 

In addition to learning about the general environment, the 
Mission Group can talk to scholars, business people, and others 
who work in that environment to seek ideas for accomplishing the 
mission . Some of the Mission Group will sometimes even be able 
to travel informally to the area to become familiar with the 
terrain and culture and to make useful contacts. Certainly they 
will have a chance to read background materials, perhaps to learn 
the local language or at least to establish relationships with 
effective interpreters. 

The commander must take an active and practical approach to 
intelligence, figuring out what he needs to know and where it can 
be obtained, seeking information from many sources, and applying 
his own judgment to evaluate the information he is given. He 
must be humble enough to recognize the inevitable uncertainty, 
and confident enough in himself to take an independent view of 
what he is told by official authorities or academic experts. 
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The result should be that by the time policy makers begin 
active consideration of a pos s ible mi s s ion t here s hou ld be at 
least a small group of officers who are familiar with loca l 
conditions , have good contacts to get other information , and who 
have been thinking for months about pos s ib l e  inventive ways to 
accomplish their mission , and about all the di f fi cu l ties and h ow 
they may be overcome . 

Natural ly the central part of the Mi s s ion Group ' s  ef fort to 
get the information needed for mi s sion planning i s  work with u . s . 
intell igence agencies . Here too there will be much gain f rom th ! 
Miss ion Group • s  focused interest well in advance of need f o r  t h e  
mis s ion .  The Group will have e stablished relat ionships with t h e  
relevant intelligence specialists , will have di s cu s s ed the 
miss ion ' s  pos s ible special needs , and wi l l  have had s evera l 
iterations of reports and queries , before they have to make a 
detailed mis s ion design . But on political and cul tu ral factor s  
the Mis s ion Groups shou ld develop informal rel ationships with 
other sources of intel l igence as well . When active planning for 
a particular mis sion begins the Mis s ion Group shou ld have 
connections to or relationships with locally informed people who 
can become temporary supplements to the Mis sion Group . 

All of this focussed intel ligence effort depends on there 
being a Miss ion Group continually in existence with the focu s ed 
respons ibility for thinking of and designing a particu lar kind oi 
mis s ion wherever that mission may be needed . And the Mis s ion 
Groups must be assigned strong officers who are given persona l 
responsibi lity for results -- that is , whos e  role is to get the 
j ob done , not to proces s  information for a system . 

The result should be that in any developing cris i s  situatior. 
the Joint Staff wil l  be able to evaluate and present to po l i cy 
makers a variety of potential special mis s ions that might be 
useful , including possibi lities that might not be obviou s ,  not 
j u st the k.ind of action suggested by general military pl anning 
principles . 

H .  This Is NOT a Reconunendation to Undertake These Mi ss ions 

Ass igning a mission to a Mis s ion Group doe s  nQt imply a 

j udgment that that mission is feasible or prudent . Some mi s s ion s 
need to be studied because they may be tempting to po l it i ca l  
authorities , and wel l -grounded specific obj ections wi l l  be needed 
if they are proposed . Some mis s ions that are general ly 
tmpractical may be prudent in limited special circums tances ,  
which can best be understood and articulated by a conunander who 
has been ass igned the tas k .  of determining how the mis s ion wou ld 
best b e  done if it were ordered . In other cases a Mis s ion 
Commander may be able to develop a prudent way to a ccomplish a 
mis sion that by normal analysis wou ld be either imprudent or 
impos sible . 

At any rate , the proposal is that officers be as s igned the 
task of figuring the best pos s ible way to accompl i s h  a variety of 
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yi , .  SPECIF IC MISSIONS AND MISSIQN GROUi!S 

Mis s iQn A :  Protect nuclear weapons from seizure by smal l  grQupe 
( an example of an As set Protection Mis s ion ) 

Obj ective 

Nu cl ear weapons (or s imilar critical material ) in a fore ign 
country are to be protected against defecting sma l l  unit s ,. 
bandits , civilian gangs . or crowds , or smal l military units . ( I n 
other s cenarios the protected a s s et might a l so be sma l l  groups o f  
people -- e . g . , Americans , critica l local per sonnel ,  or smal l 
groups of innocents . )  

Generic S cenario 

The local government doubts its abi lity to protect some of 
its nuclear weapons ( or simi lar a s set s ) located at dozens to a 
few hundred sites . It invites , or will accept , foreign 
protection of the weapons until order is restored - - presumably 
with a promise to release the weapons to the local government on 
request . ( Or temporarily there may be no nationa l government . )  

The primary s cenario i s  the one des cribed above , i nvo lving a 

breakdown of government in part or all of Ru s s ia and a need to 
safeguard Rus sian nuclear weapons . Thi s  s cenario wou ld requ ire 
action at as many as several hundred sites ( although a fter e. 

while it might be pos s ible to consolidate the weapons at a 
smaller number of sites ) .  

Other s cenarios would include rescue efforts for religiou s 
or ethnic minority groups , or political refugees , in danger of 
being s laughtered by mobs ; or nuclear or other weapon s  of ma s s  
destruction i n  other countries than Rus s.ia;  or American c iti zens 
endangered in violent di sorder . 

The defining characteristics of the mis sion are : 

a )  No fighting against a national military force . ( Either 
authorization by national government or abs ence of natio nal 
government . )  

b )  Friendly target -- no fighting to e stabli s h  pos ition . 
c )  Potential defensive fighting against smal l  units -

threat to mission does not- include air or mis s i l e  atta ck . 
d)  Obj ective is to protect a sma ll area , or particular 

people or things . ( Does not include protection of a city . ) 
e ) Numerous s imultaneous s ites . . 
f )  Each s ite isolated from main u . s .  forces and bases . 
g ) Probable requirement for rapid deployment ; m i s s io n  may 

extend for weeks or months . 
h )  Potential use of local forces o r  civil ians to s upport 

mi s s ion . 
i )  Poss ibly delicate diplomatic situation and need for on

the-spot political decis ions at particu lar s ites . 
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special missions , s u ch as the ones des cribed here, each of whi ch 
is defined partly by the constraints within which it mus t be 
accomp l i s hed . Implementing thi s proposal would not be an 
endorsement of the mis s ions . 

The mis s ions des cribed in this paper are intended to be 
examples . The main point is the idea of creating Mi s s ion Groups 
that have the kinds of roles and respon s ibi lities d e s cribed . Tb ( 
list of particular missions is s econdary -- they can be rep l a ced 
by other missions . 

I ,  Mission Coordinating Groyp 

The whole set of Mission Groups should be part o f  an overal : 
Mi s sion Coordinating Group (MCG ) that is commanded by a senior 
Navy flag officer and has only a few personnel apart from the 
Mi s s ion Groups . 

The Miss ion Coordinating Group and its commander should .D.Q.t 
have responsibility for the substance o.f the Mis s ion Groups • 

work , and should ll2t have authority to approve the ,pl ans or 
doctrine produced by the Groups ,  because the main points of the 
Mi s sion Groups are to have divers if ied sources of thinking 1 a nd 
for the same group to have respon s ibil ity for planning and 
execution . 

The Mis sion Coordinating Group • s main function wou l d  be to 
represent the various Mission Groups to other el ement s of the 
DoD . ( The commander of the MCG would be , in eff ect , the 
godfather for each of the Mission Groups . ) 

The MCG would also be responsible for the overal l  concept o f  
having a s et of · independent Mis s ion Groups . It would review the 
work of the Mis sion Groups , and reactions from other e l ement s of 
DoD , and make recommendations about whether the overa l l  system 
should be changed , terminated, or extended . It might a l so 
propose additiona l Mis s ions . 

The MCG might a l so be used to s elect and recruit o f f icers 
for the Mission Groups , and would be a point of contact for 
administrative matters , and to review plans and doctrine for f onn 
and complet.enes s . ( In other words , the MCG cou ld tel l a Mis s ion 
Group conunander that he needs to deal with some point not covered 
by his plans o r  doctrine, but could not tell him that he was 
wrong in the way he had decided to deal with it . )  
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Environments 

Civi l ian disorder . No re l iabl e pub l i c  s ervi ce s . 
Roaming bands of armed civi l ians or s o l d iers up to 

company s i z e ,  some with mortars , AT mis s iles , etc . 
Potent ial availability of friendly forces - - but not 

rel iable . 
Sites are mostly mi litary bases or faci l itie s , 

but some may be indu s trial or urban f a ci l it ie s . 
Prote ction mus t  be provided for weeks or months 
Rapid initial deployment is required . 
No national force res i st ing . No national air def e n s e . 
S ites may be a long distance from our f orces ' ba s e . Bu t 

local staging bases may be avai lable . 

Const raints 

1 .  Reasonable use of force . 
2 .  No large unit shou ld be vu l nerab le to destruction . 
3 .  Moderate friendly casualties .  
4 .  We are allowed to consol idate weapons onto f ewer and 

safer s ites if they have to be protected for more than a f ew 
days . 

Dis cu s s ion 

Thi s  mis s ion doe s  not place large demands on the f ight i ng 
abi lity of the force ; because it does not have to be prepared to 
fight a highly competent enemy , and it can be ordered not to 
resist i f  threatened by a clearly superior force . The primary 
cha l lenges are logist ical and a high demand for s itu ational 
awarenes s and local political adeptnes s . 

However wide spread ava ilability of tanks and people who kno' ' 
how to u se them ( in Rus s ia and a number of oth er cou ntrie s )  
creates a s erious potential danger to smal l i s o l ated unit s . EveL 
a first- clas s light force can be quickly overcome by a sma l l  
number of tanks working with a small infant ry f orce i f  they have 
the training and dis cipl ine to work together properly . And s u ch 
forces might try to take the Ameri can force s ent to guard nu c l e a 1 ·  
weapons hos tage , even if our force , s ee ing that it cou ldn ' t  
de fend the weapons tried to avo id batt le . 

Whi le there are many ways that advanced technology can be 
u s ed to protect or res cue smal l iso lated force s ,  s u ch a mis s io n  
cannot be undertaken unles s  its importance is great enough to 
j ustify serious ris k  to at least some of the units inserted . ThE 
mi s s ion planners must recogni ze the vu l nerabi l ity of the sma l l  
unit a t  each site , particularly to even sma l l  armored force s , a n c  

must develop as many methode as pos s ible to preventing its units 
from being captu�ed or killed if atta cked by s u ch force s . Of 
course in some s cenarios there wi l l  be few enou gh s ite s  -- or 
other special circumstances -- so that we can put larger forces 
at s it e s  where a threat from armored forces can be expected . 
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Mi ss ion Group A Asset Prote ct ion Mis s ions 

Compos ition 

The experimental group wou ld be commanded by an Army gen era l 
of ficer with an AF officer as Deputy . The init i a l  s ta f f  wou l d  
inc lude about 6 - 8  officers , an equal number o f  EM, and an 
a ttached foreign s ervice officer . After a planning per iod o f  6 
months the group would be as s igned an infantry batta l io n  for two 
years . At the end of the 2 l /2 year period a decis ion wou l d  be 
made whether to make the unit permanent , on approximat e ly t h e  
s ame s ca l e . 

Charter 

Make plans for carrying out the mi s s ion of prot e ct ing 
valuable assets in foreign territory in vario u s  s cena r io s  - 

either to implement with its own force or with other f orce s tha t  
might b e  required . 

The charter wou ld specify one or more s cenarios i nvo lving a 
potential need to temporarily protect valuable ass ets i n  fo reign 
territory . 

Presumably Mis s ion Group A wou ld be designed to be capab l e  
o f  servi ng as the core of a larger temporary force . Probabl y  t h e  
force a s s igned to each a s set-protection s ite wou ld norma l ly be a t  

least a platoon . Therefore the unit could cover about 1 6  s ites 
without augmentation . With augmentation by 3 more batt a l io n s  i t  
cou ld send a fu l l  squad to each of 6 4 s ites with 3 squad s f rom 
the regular augmentation battalions . I f  more s ites had to be 
covered squads would be spl it among nea rby s ites . 

Each of the four company commanders would be capabl e of 
plann ing an overall as set-protection mis s ion covering many s ites , 
and each wou ld have a partial specialization in a part i cu l a r  
category of asset-protection miss ions . 

Each platoon commander wou ld be capable of pl anning and 
executing an asset-protection miss ion for a s ingle s ite , and of 
planning and supervis ing execution for up to 1 0  - 1 2  s imi lar 
s ite s . Each squad wou ld be sufficiently trained i n  the do ct r ine 
and procedures so that it cou ld qui ck ly train and/or supervis e  
2 or 3 regular force squads temporarily ass igned for a part i cu l a r  
mi s s ion . 

Thu s  the unit would include about 1 6-2 0 of f i cers with a ctu a l  
o r  s imu lated experience in planning a nd executing asset
protection mis sions avai lable to participate in mi s s ion p l anning 
and in improving the operation of the unit . It wou ld a l so have 
some 64 s enior sergeants with such experience . I f  the unit is 
made permanent Sergeants might serve 1 0  or more years in the u n i t  
t o  increase the institutional memory and mai ntain unit integrity . 
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Eva luation 

About two years af.ter Mis s ion Group A i s  establ i.s hed the 

joint staff would run an a s set-protection mis s ion exerci s e  for 
Mis s ion Group A and for one or more ordinary units or commands 

that represent the way DoD wou ld respond to s uch a cha l l enge i f  

no special unit existed . 

Mis sion B :  Inflict damage on low-grade mi litary force 

( i . e , a force that has no national headqu arte r s  a �d 
base s tru cture that could be attacked , but whi c h  
i s  armed with weapons up to medium art i l l ery , a n /::l 
i s  organized in battalion or bri gade conunands ) 

Obj ective 

Cau s i ng pain to a quasi-military force , and demon strat ing 
the abil ity to cause more pain to the force in the future ( i n 
support of deterrence or compel lence ) .  

The most likely methods will be captu ring or kil l ing 
officers or men , and/or s eizing or des t roying mi litary equ ipment 
or supplies . If the damage is to be inf l icted by air power thi s 
miss ion overlaps with Mis s ion H ,  Scalpe l Destruction . For 
Miss ion B the emphas i s  i s  more o n  targeting is sues , whil e  Mis s io 1 
H has more emphasis on de l ivery problems -- although both 
mis sions deal with both s ides of the task .  

Constraints 

1 . ) Low civilian casualties ( e . g . , less than 1 0 %  as many a ;  
military casualties )  

2 . ) Very low u . s .  casualties ( e . g . , l e s s  than 1 0  dead 
expected, les s  than 100 maximum , and les s than 1 0% o f  
enemy casualties ) 

3 . ) Operation must be completed in pres cribed time ; 
a lternatives : ( that is , three alternative mi s s ions ) 
a )  2 days 
b )  1 0  days 
c )  so days 

4 . )  If local al lies are used they mu st not be able to u s e  
the u . s .  help to be able to commit atrocities agains t  civi l ians . 

5 . ) The action must demonstrate an abi lity to hurt the 
attacked force worse than that force can hurt friendly civi l i ans 
( unless there is an expectation that perpetrator s of crimes 
against civilians wi ll be punished ) -- to redu ce the da nger t h at 
the operation can be stopped by hostage-taking or retal iation . 

6 . ) No two-night presence on the ground of more than a 
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squad . (We do not want to have a pre s ence , nor to have protect 
forces or sites . )  

· 

7 . ) It is preferable to have a choice of a cting eith er from 
the air or by . inserting ground forces for short periods , 
depending on the political/psychological requ irements . 

Environment 

1 . )  No local base available . 

2 . )  Base available W/i 1 0 0  miles . 

3 . ) Terrain may be : 
a )  jungle o r  forest 
b) mountains 
c )  farms and villages 
d) towns 
e )  open 

4 • ) We have control of air 
( but enemy may have light ground-air mi s s iles ) 

Discuss ion of Typi ca l Scenario 

Our political authority wishes to is sue an u ltimatum to a 
group like the Bosnian Serb army/government and to back it up 
with an implicit threat badly to hurt the military force if it 
does not comply . 

The enemy force is a low grade force , but it may have s ome 
s tate-of-the-art equipment . Whi le the casualty ratio needs to b €  
1 0 0- 1 i n  our favor , or at least 1 0-1 if thing s  go badly , there i �· 
no obj ection to our spending much more than the value of what we 
des troy . We can use a carrier task force and squadrons of plane s 
and satell ites to destroy a dozen mortars and kill a few s core of 
troops . we can choose which part of the enemy force to atta ck , 
and we don ' t  have to defend anything except ourselve s  aga i n s t  th e 
enemy force . But we have to demonstrate the abil ity to increa s e  
the harm to the enemy enough to deter him from prote cting him s e l f 
by threatening neutral or friendly targets . ( That i s , in Herman 
Kahn • s term , we have to have • escalation dominance . " )  

Often the kind of force thi s  mis sion wi ll target can be 
destroyed as a military factor by putting the leaders hip 
structure out of action , after which the force " melts into the 
population , •  which may be a perfectly satis factory out come . 

We do not have to inflict the desired damage immediat e ly , or 
in a single blow ,  hut we do have to be able to do it in a 
reasonably short campaign ( days or weeks ) .  

The variation from scenario to scenario for thi s  mis s ion 
will include variations in terrain , in the exact character and 
qu ality of the enemy force and its equipment ,  and in the extent 
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to which the enemy force i s  able to deploy its e l f among o r  near 
innocent civi l ians . 

An important requirement of this mis s ion is that our force 
achieve a strong degree of psycho logical domi nance over the 
enemy . The enemy troops and conunand must be made to feel that 
they can be damaged virtual ly at our wil l  and without real cos t 
to u s , and that our forces are i nvincible . 

In some circumstances using air power to damage th e e nemy 
wi l l  be political ly and psychologically inappropriate , whi l e  t h e  
u s e  of smal l  ground forces wil l  be suitable . ( In other 
circumstances the oppos ite may be true , which i s  why we s hou ld 
prepare both capabilities . ) 

One reason why the political /psycho logical ob jective can 
sometimes be best achieved by use of ground forces , is that it i E:  
less humiliating for the enemy to be vulnerable to mu lti -mi l l ion 
dollar aircraft with • futuristic weapons • than it is to be 
helples s before ordinary troops fighting on the ground with 
ordinary weapons { even if those troops depend on air support , anc 
immense amounts of high technology for their effectivenes s ) .  
Al so the relations hip may be politica l ly more des irable i f  we 
don ' t  use the impersona l ity and disconnection of an air s tri ke .. 

( This might be des irable ,  for example , i n  attacking a pr imitive 
African tribe . )  This psychologi ca l objective is al so enhanced i j  
our operation seems .. elegant • -- rather than mas sive and mes sy . 

The elegance and invincibility may also be needed for 
domestic political reason s . I f  we use our forces for thi s kind 
of mi ssion there must be no doubt that m ilitarily we are 

overwhelmingly s uccess ful -- even though the operat ion is on a 
very smal l s cale . There will be public support if it is clear 
that the enemy is badly hurt and we are not , and th at we are in 
absolute control of the s ituation . ( Of course the se are 
extremely demanding requirements , but there will be s ituat ions i r  
which it wi l l  not be politically pos s ible to u se our forces 
unles s we can meet such demanding requirements . )  

Sometimes the operation will be more polit i ca l ly fe a s ible i f  
it can be conducted with few troops engaged . Because thi s adds 
to the e legance , it reduces the extent to whi ch it looks as if W E  
are a Goliath pushing small people �round , and it increase s  the 
believability of the poss ibility that we wil l  do such things on 
other occas ions . In connection with any o f  these e f fects it 
doesn • t  matter that the number of troops engaged i s  only a sma l l  
fraction of the force committed -- for air support , logistics , 
back-up forces ,  etc . 

We may be able to meet such stringent requ irement s only in 
very special circumstances .  But if we act in those c ircumst a n ce s 
the enemy does not have to know that they are the only 
circumstances in which he is so vulnerable . I n  other words , we 
may have to choos e  our actions careful ly to bui ld and maintai n  a 
reputat ion for invincibility and untouchabil ity . 

1 7  



Mi s s ion Group B Force Damaging Mis s ion s 

Composition 

The Mission Group B would be a sta f f  of 8-1 6 o f f i cers , 
commanded by an army officer with an equal rank AF o f f i cer a s  
deputy , and including at least one naval air o f f i cer , one marine 
o f f icer ,  an intel ligence representative , and one foreign s ervice 
of ficer -- plus enlisted and perhaps civi l ian s upport . 

After an initial planning period the Group wou ld be a s s igne l 
between a company and a battalion of regular infantry troops .. 
Air units would need to be ass igned to the Group only for brief 
periods (perhaps a few weeks at a time ) . 

Charter 

The Mis s ion Group would be responsible to develop propo s ed 
plans , doctri ne , and tactics by which regu l a r  army , AF , or Navy 
units cou ld carry out force-damaging mis s ions with modes t  l eve l s  
o f  specialized training . 

It would a lso be responsible for creating the capabil ity 
conducting such missions itself , up to the s ize of force 
ass igned . This force would be special ly train ed and exercised iH 
such mis sions , including work with temporarily a s s igned air 
units . 

The Mission . Group would develop detailed plans for a seri e s  
o f  pos s ible mis sions . It would develop specia l  doctrine and 
tactics for thes e  mis s ions - - and pos s ibly some sma l l  pieces of 
special equipment . It would train and exerci s e  the troops to be 
abl e  to use the special tactics and doctrine . Probably no 
special techniques or weapons would be neces sary for mi s s ions 
limited to air attacks . But for ground attacks the Mis s ion Grau l '  
wou ld develop special procedures for air/ground coordination . I t . 
wou ld a lso deve lop intel l igence coordi nation procedures and 
techniques . 

The Group wou ld be as signed an AF unit for long enough to 
develop , test , and exercise such special procedures . The AF 
staff component of the Group would a l so prepare plans for AF ( or 
naval air force ) mis s ions and for the air support and l og i st i cs 
for qround missions . 

Mis sion C ;  Cgmpellance 

Obj ective 

To be demonstrably capable of act ing agains t  a government i r  
a way that they cannot withstand or survive . That is 1 to be abl E: 
to force a government to yield by making a threat that they 
cannot absorb -- normally the destruction or overthrow o f  the 
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government . The compe l l ence mis s ion is more f u l ly di s cu s s ed i n  
" Us ing Mil itary Force to Compe l  Governments , " Sept . 2 2 , 1 9 9 3 , a 
paper prepared by this author for the Of f i c e  o f  Net A s s e s sme nt . 

Thi s  mission may often be an example of e ither a S calpe l 
Destru ction Mis s ion or a Landing Mi s s ion . It i s  def ined a s  a 
s eparate miss ion becaus e  it is of special importance a nd has 
unique requirements . For the compe l lence m i s s ion the primary 
probl ems are po l itica l  -- understanding the appropriate target s ,  
and properly reflecting politi ca l and psycho logical f a ctors . Th ! :  

other two mis sions ( F  and H )  require a greater s hare o f  attent io J ; 
being given to the physical probl ems . The Compel l an ce M i s s ion i , .  

focu s ed primarily on what we can do or threaten to do to a 

government to compel it do something , whether it wi l l  be done 
from the air or the ground . 

Constraints 

1 .  The harm to the group of people in contro l of t he 
government mus t  be large compared to the harm to the cou ntry or 
the people in general . 

2 .  The threat must be one that can be continu ed . 

3 .  It is preferable that part of it can be del ivered and 
part kept as a threat , or that the threat can be demonstrated . 

4 .  Fairly fast impl ementation is de s irable . 

5 .  Very low u . s . casualties expe cted . 

6 .  Various fundamental politica l constra i nts and 
requirements that do not strongly a f fect m i l itary p l ann ing . 

Environment 

U . S .  can achieve complete control of the air over 8 , 0 0 0  f t . 
( But enemy may have shou lder-f i red ground-a ir weapons . )  Ba s e s  
available within 5 0 0  - 1 , 0 0 0  mi les of target government . 

Mis s ion Group C Compe l lance Mi s s io n s  

Compos ition 

The Mis s ion Group wou ld be a sma l l  s t a f f  ( 5- 1 0 ) o f  o f f i ce r s  
and civi l ians combining operational , technica l ,  and 
pol itical /diplomatic expertise , and perhaps a small contractor 
component . 

If the Group decides that ground forces cou ld be u s ed for 
the mis s ion it wou ld be as s igned up to a company of regu l ar 
infantry for the experimenta l development of doctrine , tact i c s , 
and techniques , and to carry out s u ch mis s ions i f  ordered to do 
so . 
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Charter 

It cannot be as sumed that compel lence is po s s ib l e . The 
Mis s ion Group would be respons ible to study po s s ib l e  approaches 
to compe l lence , and to propo s e  the best mea s ures they can devi s e  
for compel lence i n  a variety of circumstan ce s . 

The propos ed measures can use either sta ndard forces and 
equipment ( if possible ) or special equ ipment a nd spec i a l ly 
trained forces . For each compel lence approach deve loped by t h e  
Mis s ion Group i t  shou ld des cribe the circumstan ces in which the 
approach can be used ,  and al l the requ irements for creating the 
neces sary capability ( equ ipment , doctrine , trai ning , etc . ) .  

I f  any propo s ed c omp el le nce measures are later approved by 
the Joint Staff , the Mi ssion Group may be expanded to gain t h e  
capability for further deve lopment and perhaps implemen tat ion o f  
s uch measures . 

Mission p;  Extended Operat ions in Unfriendly Popu lated Area 

Thi s  is an unattractive miss ion . It invo lves ke eping a 
mi litary force in an unfriendly area for an extended period of 
time , presumably in support of some political pu rpo s e  s u ch a s  

�oviding governmen�:] or protecting a government , or protect ing < 
minority ( or maj ority ) popu lation , or whatever . 

This is an multi-purpose miss ion group . The commo n f eatu re � 
of the class of mis s ions are that they all invo l ve : 

( i )  extended u . s .  mi litary pres ence in popu lated are a s  
not controlled by a friendly government ( there fore a need to be 
able to protect personnel from local civi l ians and enemies who 
hide among them ) ;  

( ii )  need for very strong political intel l igence so 
that local assets and specia l techniques can be u s e d ; 

( iii ) probably a need to work with many person n e l  in 
addition to US mil itary personnel 

( iv )  diplomat ic and political s kil l s  

( V )  need to ho ld casualties on both s ides to a low 
l evel . 

( vi ) in some cas es the force wil l  a l so have to provide 
emergency medical treatment and temporary i n fra s tructure for the 
local population . 

Thi s  mis s ion i s  much more burdensome than M i s s io n  G ,  whi ch 
j u s t  requires military control of an area , and wh ich i s  a s ho rt
term mis s ion .  For Mis s ion D the force mus t  protect s omething 
other than itself , and will not be able to protect it s e l f  
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entirely by movement a nd i s o l ation . On the other hand , the 
Mi s sion D force does not have to be self-s u f f i cient , it can bu i l d  
capability after it i s  deployed and may have months before i t  ha s 
to be at full capacity . 

The major special element of thi s mis $ ion is that it i s  
likely to involve working with local or non-military pers onne l 
and perhaps organizations . The tactics and even strate gy o f  the 
mis sion is likely to center on pol iti cal and other loca l factors . 
success will depend on getting a s  much bene fit as pos s ible from 
the loca l factors that can be u s ed to give leverage to the 
Mis sion . 

For example , the Mis s ion Group might establ i s h  pro cedures 
and doctrine for hiring , training , and s upervis ing local po l ice 
personne l ,  or new u . s .  or third party personne l ,  in cas e  the 
mi s s ion requires maintaining law and order in a popu lated area 
for an extended time . 

Mi&s ion Group D Extended Operations 

Composition 

The Mis sion Group s hou ld be commanded by a f l ag of ficer 
( probably with two or three stars ) ,  and include 1 0- 1 2  off icers , 
s enior representatives of the intel l igence community , a foreign 
service officer , and civilian pers onnel , plus a group of EM . I t  
shou ld also include several companies of regu l ar forces , some of 
which might be MP .  

Charter 

The Group • s specific tasks wou ld be to : 

{A ) Prepare do.ctrine , tactics and techniques for operat i ng 
in popu lated areas by us e of : 

( i )  political and environmental sens itivity whi c h  s ecure s 
local al l ies and sources of information ; 

( ii )  careful operational practices to reduce exposure to 
civi l ian enemy actions . (Normal mi litary mea s ure s  of s e l f
protection are not suitable for extended operation in areas with 
large numbers of civilians where forces cannot be kept in s i z ab l e  
mi litary units but must work individually and in smal l groups . )  

( B )  Prepare techniques , doctrine., and other requ i r ement s f o r  
creating a system to use local , foreign , and u . s .  civi l ians , to 
perform functions necessary for various mis s ions in countrie s 
with limited governmenta l capabi l ities . 

( C )  Develop scenarios in which such extended operations 
might be required and determine the requirements of succe ss for 
various possible objectives . For each s cenario propos e  
techniques for dealing with the primary problems , a nd prepare to 
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be able to accomplis h  the appropriate mi s sion . 

( .D )  Determine how necessary pol iti ca l inte l l igence can be 
obtained , on the spot a nd in advance , through exi sting 
intel l igence sources and in other ways . Provide techn iqu es fo r 
teaching e nvironmenta l  sensitivity to off icers a s s igne d  s u ch 
mis s ions . 

Hisqion E :  Heoyy Ass et Deatruction 

Mis sion E involves landing .people and sma l l  equ ipment in 
enemy territory to destroy special targets . It i s  mu ch l ike 
Mis sion H except that the targets are too hard ( or in other way > 
unsuitable ) for destruction by air attack with regul ar mu nitio n ; 
and tactics . Some North Korean nuclear facilities may be 
examples . Also targets where the intel l igence i s  not good e no u , rh 
to al low destruction from the air whi l e  limiting col l at e r a l  
damage . Al so Landing Mis s ions may deliver a po liti ca l ly mare 
des irable mes sage . 

The extra dif f i cu lties of the landing mis s ion compared wit l .  
the asset destruction mi ssio n  - - more vu l nerable planes , need t< 
land and remove the landing group , the need to de fend the l a ndi 1 g 
group until they have been removed -• wil l  mean that landing 
mis s ions are usual ly feas ible only again st countries with we ak 
air defense capabilities , or targets very near the border , or 
s cenarios in which we can mass ively suppres s air defen s e  or 

afford to risk substantial casualties . 

The centra l problems of landing mis s ion s are : ( i )  what t he 
smal l  landing party can do , and ( ii )  how it can be protected 
( landing , leaving , and on the ground ) .  

Landing mis s ions , like norma l SO mis s ions ( and u n l ike mo s t  
o f  the tniss ions discussed in this paper ) ,  may depend on speed , 
surpris e  and deception , to protect the landing force against t h e  
danger of forces being gathered to attack it . But in other ca s e -, 
it will be unlike so , becau se it wi ll be po s s ib l e  to prot e ct t h e  
landing party by reinforcement , air power , or deterrence , so it 
wi l l  not be vulnerable to enemy reinforcement and wil l not depend 
on s urprise or deception . 

Unlike Mis s ion H ,  the Landing Mis sions are almo st complet e ] , ·  
out side normal AF or other ·regular force operationa l programs . 

· 

Mission F :  Other Landing Mis sions 

Res cuing hostages or capturing individual s from unfriendly 
countries would be examples of other landing mi s s ion s . Al l 
l anding mi s sions have the task of getting a force in and then o u t 
safely . With hostage res cue or capture mi s s ion s the number o f  
people to get out i s  larger than. the number going in , perhaps 
much l arger . Ho.stage rescue has the unique task of prevent ing 
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the enemy from killing the hos tages if he has time to do s o  whe n  
h e  knows they are about to be rescu ed . Other l anding mis s ions 
wil l  each have their own unique requ irements . 

Miaaign Group BF 

Compos ition 

The Mis s ion Group shou ld be commanded by a genera l o f f icer 
( probably AF ) , and should include about a dozen o f f icer s , 
including naval and marine officers , plu s both techni cal and 
po l itical civilian experts , and i ntel ligence community members . 
It a l so should include a company of regu l ar infantry . 

Charter 

The Miss ion Group wil l  deve lop plau sible s cenarios in which 
landing missions might be u s ed . Also mi s s ions near border s  or 
shor�s where the .. landing party .. might come by land or water , 
although protected bf air cover . The s e  wou ld be mi s s ions that 
could . not be accompl1s hed entirely from the air , or i n  s cenar i o s  
in which air attacks are precluded for some political or 
psychological reason . 

For each s cenario the Mission Group wil l  make pl a n s  for 
landing mis s ions that it is prepared to carry out its e l f  ( with 
specified support from other elements ) to accomplish appropr iate 
specified obj ectives , sub ject to specified constraints . 

The Mis s ion Group will test each plan it be lieve s to be 
feas ible with realistic fie ld exercises .before submitting any 
report . 

The Miss ion Group report wi l l  de scribe s ce narios and plans 
that the Group is prepared to carry out . The Joint S t a f f  wi l l  
review this report , decide for which s cenario s  plan s s hou ld be 
generated . Then it should ass ign one or more regu lar commands 
respons ibi l ity to prepare plans for these s cenarios . Exerci s es 
shou ld then be run to choose between the competing plans . 

Mis sion G :  Achieving militar;i control of large areA , 

•Military control of an area • is defined as having military 
forces deployed in the area that can move anywhere in the area 
( but not neces sarily into cities ) ,  and defeat any other forces i n  

t h e  area that try to attack or to hold any terr itory , withou t  
danger o f  military defeat or substantial attr ition . I t  does not 
mean being able to control civilian popu lation s ; but i t  does mea n  
being abl e  to prevent any other military force from bei ng abl e  to 
contro l civilians in the area . 

This mission is different than contro l l ing the popul ation o f  
a populated area . Therefore it can be used e ither for an 
extended time in an unpopulated area or for a limited time ( e . g .  
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weeks ) in a popu lated area . I f  condu cted i n  a popu l ated area , 
the mis s ion requires protecting the force f rom the popu l a t ion 
( primari ly by avoidance ) without l a rge s ca l e  damage to civi l i ans 

or faci lities .  

Cons traints 

1 .  Minima l casualties . 

2 .  Modest civi l ian casualt ies . 

3 .  Limited preparation time . 

4 .  No more than 1 divis ion dep loyed ( and one i n  reserve ) .. 

Dis cu s s ion 

This mis s ion is the closest to a s tandard m i l i tary ope rat io r 
and i s  very s cenario dependent . The s cenario wil l  determi n e  ( i )  
the location and therefore the terrain and the logistics 
probl ems , ( ii )  the enemy capabilities , ( iii ) preparat ion t ime 
a llowed and length of contro l time required , and ( iv )  s pe cial 
pol itical requirements such as a l lied cooperation .  

The miss ion involves three kinds of chal lenge s : the 
logistics ( i-ncluding that for neces s ary air support ) ;  the abil it }  
to defeat or interdict enemy military force s ;  and pol itica l ly 
acceptable measures to protect agains t pos s ible civil i an or 
guerri lla efforts to attrit the force . 

Example 

A sample of this mis s ion would be a hypothet ical " De s ert 
I nchon • operation like that suggested before Desert Storm . This 
operation wou ld have used one or two US armored brigades and 
perhaps a battalion of motorized infantry , with a logi s tics b a s e  
a t  Badanah-Ar • r  and a 6 5 0  mi le logistics l ine to Daharan ( mo s t ly 
a long the road used for the Trans-Arabian Pipeline ) .  

From Ar • r  the miss ion force wou ld have moved about 1 0 0  mi l e s  
NE along a road , through empty and es sentia l ly unde fended 
territory , to the initial obj ective of Nukhayb ( pop . < 3 , 0 0 0  ? ) , 
which wou ld be occupied by the motori zed infantry . An opt iona l 
second phase would move most of the armored force about 8 0  m i l e s  
N a long the same road , through empty and e s sentia l ly u ndefended 
territory , to Road Junction Q ( RJQ ) , which is about 1 4 0  miles w 
of Baghdad on the main road from Iraq to Jordan . From the l ine 
Nuk hayb-RJQ the force would have militarily control of 1 5 %  o f  t h e  
land area of Iraq , including al l routes between I raq and Jordan 
and all of the area within SCUD range of Israel , Dama s cu s ,  a nd 
Beirut . ( This area has virtual ly no agr icu l ture , a nd the o n l y  
town -- apart from the border settlement of Trebil -- i s  Ar 
Rutbah , with a popu lation of some s , o oo . ) 

S ince the Iraqis had no substantial mi l it ary forces in the 
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area , this operat ion would have virtua l ly no danger of incurring 
combat casualties . The US forces wou ld at a l l  times have been 
over 250 miles from the mai n  body of Iraqi troops becau s e  they 
were committed to the KTO . Becau se of US a nd al l ied a i r  power 
these Iraqi forces had no capabi lity to move a nd s u stain 
effective fighting forces over such a distance aga inst u .. s .. air 
power . Because of. US air power and superior operationa l  and 
logistic capability ,  the US would be abl e  to s u stai n more 
f ighting power on the l ine Nukhayb-RJQ , 750-8 3 0  m i le s f rom 
Daharan than the Iraqi army could s ustain 1 0 0  mi les from B aghdad 

For this operation there wou ld be no s ignif icant problem o f  
protecting against or controll ing local population beca u s e t h e  
area i s  so spars ely populated . A s  in any s ituat ion where there 
are no continuous fixed l ines there would be a pote ntial 
gu errilla threat to our forces , but all the advantages wou ld be 
on our s ide in this arena ( except wil lingness to take 
casualties ) . 

Whi le s uch a Desert Inchon operation wou ld phys ica l ly be a 

ground maneuver , its feasibility would be bas ed o n  us control o f  
the air and the damage done to Iraqi capabilitie s  by air attacks 
Therefore Desert Inchon is as mu ch an extens ion of the air war cJ. t . :  
it is a major ground campaign . ( The ground forces would probab l y  
us e only a fraction of the munitions used by the air forces . )  

Many parts of the world have large empty areas like Western 
Iraq , although many of them have terrain such as j ungle which i s  
much les s  favorable for maneuvering armored for ces . 

The purposes such an operation might serve include : 

( i )  to cut a country off from an al ly or s ource of 
support ( like Iraq from Jordan ) 

( ii )  to prevent m i ss i le attack if range i s  critica l  

( iii ) to threaten a capital ( or other target ) 

(iv )  to embarrass or delegitimize a .  government by 
showing that it doesn ' t  control its own cou ntry 

( v )  to give an al lied country an opportunity to occupy 
enemy territory 

Note : thi s  kind of maneuver can also serve a main batt le fun ct io r  
i n  s ituations where one of our objectives 1s to des t roy the enem) 
force , becaus e  it can be us ed to attract enemy forces out of 
de fensive and protected pos itions . The I srae lis -- u s ing res ervt: 
units - - have demonstrated that 1 00-1 ca sualty rat ios are a 
reasonable goal in maneuver combat in open terrain . 

Dis cu s s ion 

Why do we need a special Mi ssion Group for such a stand ard 
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mil itary operation ? Because conventional thinking ru ns in 
different tracks . Also , usually thi s  kind of maneu ver i s  part o f  
a convent ional war centered on a main battl e . Therefore work i s  
not normally done on being able to condu ct su ch an operation a s  ! 

non-war miss ion with political objectives and con stra i nt s . The 
Mission Group will also increase the chance that the capabil ity 
for this mis sion wil l  be known at the right time and the 
pos s ibility avai lable to pol icy-makers . 

• • 
G G Ml. s sl.on roup 

Compos ition 

The Mission Group should be conunanded by an AF genera l 
of ficer and also include an army general officer .. Marine a nd 
naval officers should be included , as wel l  as a foreign s ervi c e  
off icer or civilian foreign policy expert . Altogether t he group 
need not include more than 6-8 off icers and a few EM and wou ld 
not need any attached forces . 

Charter 

The Mission Group would have the following tasks to 
accomplish in about one year : 

( i )  Develop some half dozen or more s cen.arios in whi ch the 
mi l itary-control mis sion might be used ( speci fic real locations 
with plau sible political scenarios ) ,  and specify the bas i c  force 1 
time , and logistics requirements for each mission . 

( ii )  In response to order from Joint Staff develop 
preliminary plans for potential mi s s ions any time they s e em as i f  
they might be called for . 

( iii ) Develop propos ed doctrine for mil itary-control 
mi s s ions . The doctrine should have guidelines concerning force 
requirements in relation to terrain ,  popu lation , type of enemy , 
time and distance factors , type of entry , appropriate command 
s tructure , etc . 

( iv )  Conduct paper exercises to test doctrine and scenario 
plans . Non-miss ion-group officers would play the red team in 
these exercises . Also some exercises would u s e  the same red tea.n 
against the Mis s ion Group and against regu lar of ficers , each 
operating in the same scenario . ( Later it may be decided that 
field exe rcises are needed al so . ) 

Mis sion H :  ScalR§l nestruction of Assets 

The mis sion is to destroy specified physical a s s ets in enemy 
territory with very low col lateral damage and very low risk to 
any US personnel ,  and without destroying enemy air de fens es o r  

air forces ( unless they rise to try to intercept our f orces ) .  

2 6  



While the primary method for this mission w i l l  be air or 
mis s i le attack, the mis s ion may a l so be carried out by 
clandes tine units or by cooperation by a c lande s tine ground 
obs erver to guide air mis s ion s . 

The three main features of the mi s s ion are : ( i ) the 
intelligence task of acquiring reliable infonnation about the 
target and the air defense ; ( ii )  the technical probl em of 
penetrating and hitting the target ; and ( iii ) the pol itica l 
evaluation of the benefits and the uncertainties . 

The bas ic capability for this mission i s  very c l o s e  to that 
requ ired for one of the main AF ( navy ) mis s ions . So t he M i s s io �  
Group would not work on the ma jor equ ipment or primary tact i c s  o :  
penetration and weapon delivery . Since the AF ( navy ) a lready ha t 
the capability to perform many examples of this mi s s ion , the 
Mis s ion Group ' s  task wi ll be to increase the range of cas e s  wh er< 
the j ob can be done . The special features of the mis s ion whi ch 
distingu ish it from more normal combat missions are mo s t l y  
differences of degree , not of kind : . 

( i )  the pos sibi lity of only one or a few targets 
( ii )  the impermissabil ity of mas sively atta cking the 

air d.efense system fir s t  
( iii ) possibly extreme requirements for accuracy and 

con fidence and co llateral damage avoidance ( but 
not neces sari ly )  

( iv )  probable . requirement of high confidence in avoidi ng 
losses to the attacking force 

( v )  possible requirement for unu sual target inte l l igence 

Whether the mission would be executed by the AF or the navy 
or both depends on the avai lability of bas e  facilities ,  dis t a n ce 
from the sea ,  timing, and possibly po litical advantages or 
disadvantages of CONUS , overseas ground bases , and sea bas i ng . 

Mission I ;  Air Force Destruction 

This obj ective of this miss ion is to destroy a country ' s  a i r  
force - - that is to reduce its capability by 3/4 or more for at 
leas t  a year . The purpose is not merely to put the a ir force out 
of action to get control of the air but to e l iminate most of the 
capabi lity so that it must be rebuilt almost f rom the beginn i ng 
-- except for personnel . This includes the des tru ction of 
airplane s , repair and service facilities , airport and ba s e 
facilitie s , control systems ,  headquarters etc . 

Potential purposes of such a mis s ion are to weaken a 
potential aggressor , or to alter the balance of power between the 
country attacked and its neighbors .  This might be combined with 
the purpose of gaining visible ability to have control of the a i r  
over the country ( even though that purpose might be attained in a 

les s destructive way) . Also this mis s ion can be a us e f u l  threat . 
For that purpose , a form of the mis s ion would be partial 
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destruction of the enemy air force through meas u res that 
obviously could be extended to the whole air force . 

The advantage of air force destru ction i s  that it i s  a 

relat ively quick and clean way to weaken a country that has wel l -
armed enemies . Also the threat to do so may lead the enemy a i r  
for ce to insist that the government yield to the threat so that 
their force wi l l  not be destroyed . 

Constraints 

1 .  Requires ability to . prevent retaliation ( including 
retaliation against neutrals ) . 

2 .  Very low civilian collateral damage . 

3 .  May need to qive warning . 

4 .  Low u . s .  attrition or los ses . 

5 .  May be spread over as long as 30- 6 0  days . 

6 .  Launching bases will be a long distance from borde r or e 1 , 
sea . 

1 .  Be able to assign some target s to an a llied force .. 

Dis cussion 

Obviously this mis sion is heavily dependent on the s i z e , 
nature , and location , of the target system and on it s ground to 
air defenses . For some countries the mis s ion i s  very easy , for 
others very demanding . 

Even more than the Ass et-Destruction mis s ion , this mis s ion 
is a variant on a normal air force ( or Navy ) mis sion a nd wou ld b(  
carried out by regu lar forces . The Mi s s ion Group ' s  role wou ld b< 
limited to some s cenario and planning functions . 

Mis sion J ;  Fleet Destructigu 

This mis sion i s  parallel to Mis s ion I ,  AF De s tru ction , for 
potential use against a country whose f l eet is an important 
component of its military strength . 

The target system for f leet destruct ion is l ikely to have 
fewer but harder targets ,  and almost all o f  them will be on or 
near a seacoast .  

Mi s s ion Group HIJ 

Compos ition 

The Mis s ion Group would be comprised o f  6 - 1 0  off icers 
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YI I TQTAL fERSQHNEL REQUIREMENTS 

Together the Mis sion Coordinating Group and the s even 
Mi s s ion Groups wou ld require : 

1 0- 1 5  General Officers 
6 0- 8 0  Other individually as s igned of ficers 
2 0- 3 0  Government civilian or contractor profes siona l s  
6 0-80 Enl isted personnel 
2-3 battalions of regular forces ass igned ( including 

offi cers ) 

From time to time other forces and staffs wou l d  need to be 
temporarily a s s igned to work with Mis s ion Groups for exerci s e s , 
experimental training, coordination , etc . 

VIII CONCERNS ABOUT MI SSION . P.l,AHNING 

The Department of Defense is not interested in promoti ng 
military mis sion s , and does not want to be thought of a s  

encouraging mil itary solutions to political prob lems . Part of 
DoD ' s function is to provide the information pol it ical leade r s  
need to avoid the temptation to order imprudent mis s ions . 
Superficial ly it wou ld seem undes irable to create Mis s ion Groupe 
that would des ign potential military mis sions that otherwise 
might never occur to po litical leaders . Bu:t a prudent concern t< ) 
prevent u . s .  forces from being used unwis ely is not a good rea s o 1  

for the DoD to abstain from the kind of preparations propo sed 
here . 

The depth of understanding of specia l mis s ions that wi l l  be 
produced by the Mission Groups wil l  provide sound and co nvincing 
bases for re j ecting imprudent missions -- a s  wel l  a s  creative 
measures for accompl i shing what is pos s ible . While the DoD i s  
respons ible for keeping u . s . forces out of danger whe n there is 
no wel l-conceived purpose for using them , it is a l so the Oon • s 
respon s ibility to give the country ' s  political leadership the 
option to accomplish any mission that cou ld be prudently 
undertaken if reasonable mea sures had been taken in advance . 

DoD wants to avoid having to s ay ,  " th at might be a good 
idea , sir ,  but it is not a practical option wit hout advance 
preparations that have not been made . • succe s ses are valuable i r  
many ways -- including creating a reputation that can enable the 
Department to dis courage unwise conunitments of u . s .  f orce s . Th e 
Mis s ion Groups will make additional succe s ses po s s ibl e - - as wel l 
a s  preventing unnecessary failures . 
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IX . THE THXtiKING UNDERLYING THIS PROPOSAL 

The proposal is aimed at two targets s imu ltaneou s ly .  One i )  
to give existing forces a greater abi l ity to accompli s h  the k i nd 
of diff icu lt special mis s ions which ari s e  in the current wor ld 
environment . The second is to circumvent the . i n s titu tiona l 
obstacles which inevitably inh ibit the thinking requ ired to 
respond to a potential revolution in mi litary af fairs . 

The link between these two tasks is that they both requ ire , l  

different kind of thinking than is requ ired for the traditiona l 
and principal tasks of the DoD and the s ervices -- one be cau se o .  
changes in the technological environment , the oth er beca u s e  of 
spe cial obj ectives and constraints . 

Many milit ary and other people who are a s ked wh at the DoD 
must do to respond to the range of recent and coming 
technologi cal change have commented on the need to think i n new 
ways , out� ide of exi st ing frameworks . It i s  wide ly recognized 
that the dangers and the opportunitie s  pres ented by new 
technology depend on how it is combined into new systems , u s ed 
with new operational concepts and strategies , and by forces wh icl  
are organized differently and have the appropriate new doctrine . 
The key feature of special mis sions is that they too requ ire 
different kinds of thinking .  

The problem of course is that l arge ins t itutions -- perhaps 
especially large victorious mi litary organi zations -- have rare l )  
i f  ever succeeded in doing and implementing the kind of new 
thinking most people agree is required . This i s  not because o f  
mi l itary leaders • deficiencies ;  it is the result o f  inevitab l e  
institutional factors , such a s  the primacy of the urgent for top 
leadership, the need of large institutions to re ly on we l l  
understood , long-lasting principles and traditions , a nd s imi la r  
producers o f  rigidity . 

The e s's ence of this proposal is that it is d evice to enable 
the DoD to do the kind of new thinking it n eeds , while keeping 
it s existing s tructure and practice -- which it needs to keep to 
do the bu lk of its job ,  and which in any cas e  cou ldn • t  b e  changed 
without years of costly turmoil . In other words , i f  you ca n ' t 
get an elephant to act like a hummingbird you may be ab le to get 
the advantages of both by getting the hummingbi rd to ride on the 
e lephant • s  back . 

The reason it is possible to have it both ways -- keepi ng 
the people and structure capable of respon s ibly managing a h uge 
institution, and at the same time developing and impl ementing 
imaginative new thinking -- is that some of the mi s s io ns for 
which new thinking is neces sary involve very sma l l forces and do 
not require developing large new equipment . Therefore it is 
pos s ible to graft independent units ( hummingbirds ) onto the 
existing s tructure without challenging the sys t em or taking 
s ubstantial resources from anyone . 
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12/ 9  anuniscon 

summa ry 

Proposal for a S e t  o f  Opera t i on a l  Groups 
for Unor thodox Mi s s i on s  

Prob l ems addre s sed by this proposal : 

1 .  Developing Crea tive Plan s  for Pecu l i a r  Mi s s ions Requi ri n 1 
Unorthodox Operation s 

Many poten tial mi ssions for u . s .  forc e s in the 
future wi ll require unor thodox operati ons u s i ng a typ i c a l  t a c t i c s  
t o  mee t  unique pol iti cal -mi litary requi rements . For many s uch 
mi s s i on s  succes s  will depend more on the qu al i ty o f  th e th ink ing 
used than on the adequacy of the forc e  avai l ab l e . Succe s s i n  
many c a se s wil l  only be po ss ible i f  specia l i zed advance planning 
has been done so that options that are di f ferent f rom normal 
doc tri nal and procedural guide line s c an be given a dequ a te 
conside ra tion . In other cases detailed advanced s tudy o f  
poten tial mis sions may make i t  pos s ible to provide the conunand 
author ity with better understanding of the cos t s  and dang e rs o f  e: 

potential mi ssion so that unwi s e  mi s s ions can be avoided . 

2 .  crea ting Additional Sources of Creative Thinking f or New 
Operational Concepts Needed for the RMA 

A revolution in mi li tary a f fai rs re qu i re s  new 
ope rational concepts as well a s  new technology . The regu l ar 
planning system, which is optimi zed for exi sting for c e s and 
evolutionary changes , should not be rel ied on as the exc l us ive 
source of ideas about potential new operational conc epts made 
pos s ible by changing technology and pol itical condi tion s . The 
DoD needs to develop mul tiple sources of think ing about n ew 
ope r a t i onal concepts . Groups that think about pote n ti al uses o f  
new mi l i tary technology in unorthodox contexts may be a u se ful 
s ource of thinking about the RMA.. 

Proposal : 

Create a set of smal l  Operational Groups , s ta f f e d pr imari ly 
through contrac ts that provide reti red of f ic e rs and other 
appropr i a te civilian personnel , in a new unit under the Di rec tor 
for Operational Plans and Interoperabi lity ( J- 7 )  reporting to the 
Of fice of the Chairman , to make cont ingency plans f or various 
de f ined clas ses of peculiar and unorthodox mi s s ions .. The pl an s 
produced by the operational groups would be tested by competit i ve 
exerc i s e s  against the work of standard planning sta f f s . They 
would be di fferent from the plans likely to be produced by 
exi s ting s t a f f s  for the following reasons : 

a )  The individuals developing the plans wou l d  be d i r e cted to 
plan as they would i f  they per sonally were to implement the pl a n s  
themselve s ; 
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b) The groups wou ld have the a dvan t a g e  o f  s pe c i a l i z i n g i n  
pa r t i c ul a r  c l as s e s o f  mi s s ion i nvolving unorthodox requ i remen t s  
(without regard to geographic l oc a t ion ) ; 

c )  The pl an s  would not have to con f orm to s tan d a r d doc t r i n e , 
and would not be developed subj ect to a norma.l coor d in a t i on 
proc e s s  that l imit s  inventivenes s  and unor thodox tac t i c s and 
procedures ;  

d )  The ope r a t ional groups wou ld inc lude a wi de r vari e ty o f  
par t i c ipan ts than s tandard pl anning s t a f f s . 

Descr iption o f  Proposal 

To implement thi s proposal the Chairman of the Joi n t  Ch i e f s 
wou ld di rec t  the Direc tor of Operational Pl ans and 
I nteroperabi lity ( J- 7 )  to e stablish a s e t  o f  Ope r a ti onal Groups 
( OGs ) s ta f fed primarily by cont r ac t  personne l unde r con t r ac t s  t o  

b e  managed by the J - 7 and the DoD Office o f  Net As s e s smen t . 

The set of OG s would b e  overseen by a Chi e f  o f  Ope r at i on a l  
Groups ( COG } in J7 , a f l ag of ficer wi th an e s tabl i shed repu t a t i o� 
for profe s s ional excellence and innovative prac t i c al thinking 
assigned on a full - time basi s . The COG would coordinate wi th the 
DoD O f fice of Net Asses sment . 

The J - 7 would determine where the COG should be l oc a ted and 
which organi zation would provide the facil i tie s , equipment and 
other administrative support required by the OG s ;  and would 
e s tabli sh a procedure for consul ting relevent CINe s conc e rning 
the work of the OGs and for c oordinat ion wi th t hem . 

Each Operat i onal Group would be respon s ible for mak i ng p l a n s  
f or a category of unor thodox mi s sions , as de f ined i n the G roup ' s  
charter . Pos s ible mi s si on categorie s  are di s c u s sed be l ow . 

The primary plans prepared by each OG would be eva l u a te d  by 
competi tive exe rcises to be run by the Joint War f ighting Cen t e r  
o r  othe r Joint ' f aci lity . These exercises will i nvolve one or 

more exi s ting s taf f s  and the OG . Each would be given the s ame 
s cenario and orde red to develop plans . Then all pl an s woul d  b e  
tes ted by either CPX or FTX . I f  the plan s prepared by the OG 
were not c le arly s igni ficantly bette r  than the product o f  
c onven t ional planning the OG would be di sbanded or di rec ted to 

work on di f fe rent mi s s ions . 

Each Operational Group would be composed o f  an ac tive duty 
o f f i cer as coordinator , and contrac tor per sonnel , inc l uding a 
Team Leader who formerly held the rank of 06 or high e r , a core o f  
former of ficers with rel evant speci al exper ti se ( intell igence , 
l ogisti c s , communication s ,  special operations , air ope r a tion s . 

naval operations , etc . ) ,  plus pers onnel to provide pol i cy and 
other non - mi li tary experti se . 
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The Team Leaders would be ins truc ted to approa ch the probl err, 
a s  they would i f  they were expe c t i ng to pe r son a l ly command t h e  
i mp l ementat ion of the pl an . 

Tthrough the COG the OGs wou ld be respon s i ve to the Ch a i rman 
of Joint Chie f s  o f  Sta f f  and on tap to the v a r i ou s  CINe s i nvolved 
with problems of the kind the Groups a re s tudy ing . Add i tiona l l y 
the OGs would be respons ive to the Under sec retary of De fen s e  f or 
Pol icy who would have an interest in the policy implic at i on s  o f  
the mi s s ions they are. s tudying . 

The Chie f of Operational Groups ( COG ) would be respon s ible 
for the rel ationship of the OGs to other mi l i t ary a u thori t i e s . 
for the ove ral l  org anizational princ iple s unde r wh ich they are 
operated , and for supervi s ion of the contrac t s  unde r wh i ch t h e  
work of the OGs would be done . The COG wou ld a l s o  be the 
inte r f ace for arranging compe titive te s ting of the plans o f  the 
OGs . The COG would be respon sible for drafting the char t e r s  o f  
e ach OG and making sure that the Groups meet the terms of their 
charter . 

However neither the J7 nor the Chief of Ope rational Groups 
would be responsible for the subs tance of the plan s produc ed by 
the OG s . The purpose of the program is to have mul t iple s ou r c e s  
of thi nking rather than a single source . The Chie f  of, 
Operational Groups would be responsible for the pro f e s s i ona l 
competence of the e f fort used to produce the pl ans , but the pl an s 
themselves would be the respons ibi l i ty of the OG Team Leaders . 

The COG would be respons ible for instil l i ng in each OG Te am 
Leader a sense of independent responsibility for the a s s igned 
mi s s ions .. This includes independent thinking , initiative , and 
taking responsibility for obtaining all neces s ary in format ion and 
counsel . 

Mos t  of the OGs should include personnel wi th diploma t i c  or 
f ore ign pol icy experience . And the COG woul d  be encou r a g e d  to 
a rrange for some form o f  involvement by the S t a te Depa r tment i n  
the work o f  the OGs so that the general a t t i tude s of the 
Depar tment would be better understood in the OGs , and so tha t t h e  
Department would have a more detailed awarene s s  o f  the interf ace 
between political/diplomati.c is sues and military pl anni ng 
con siderations .. 

Since in the typical case effective oper ations depend on 
unique local circums tances and personali tie s , the OG team l e ade r s  
would be encouraged to develop sources of informat ion - - or 
proc edure s for obtaining such information - - that wi l l  e n abl e 
them to develop unique unorthodox operational conc epts whe re 
neces s ary . The OGs wou ld have mode st consul ting and trave l 
budge t s  for thi s purpose . 

The cost of the contrac t  for e ach OG would be between $ 1 . 5  
and $ 2 . 5 mil l ion . 

3 



Mi ssion s  

This proj ec t could be ini ti ated wi th be twe en one and fou r  
oG s . The f i rst OGs would have the dual purpose of pe r f orming 
their speci fic task and of te s t ing the concept of m i s s i on g r oups . 
Later OGs could be added to cove r addi tional m i s s i on s , e i ther 
from the l i s t  di scus sed below or othe rwi s e . 

Ge neral . Each OG mi s sion will be de f ined by a g e n e r i c  
mi l i tary mi s s ion and a set of political con s t r aints . There f o r e  
the mi s sion de fini t ion s will cut acr.oss normal mi l i t ary plann ing 
a s s i gnmen ts which are set by geography or by the kind o f  mil i t a r y 
operation . Since the driving cons ideration for th e s e ki n d s  o f  
mi s s ions i s  pol i tical , the inclusion of the po l i ti c a l  con s t r a i n t !� 
(or environment) in the de finition of the mi s sion wi l l  maximi z e  

t h e  ab ility to develop sui table� plans , and j usti f i e s  the 
c ros scutting overlap with regular pl anning programs .. The resu l t  
will be that in order to achieve their obj ective some OG s wi l l  
work on plans for more than one kind of mi l itary ope r a tion . 

Many of the mi s sions for which the OG s wi l l  prepare pl ans 
a r e  mi s sions for which CINC s ta f fs or· othe r groups may al so 
normal ly prepare plans : the potent ial duplic a tion i s  des irable 
becaus e the OGs will bring the bene fits of special ization and 
concentration of e f fort - - (!S well as a di f feren t point o f  view 
- - to the p�anning of particularly chal lenging mi s s ion s . In 
other c ases the CINes may request OGs to a s s i s t  the ir own s ta f f 
in preparing thei r command plans . In a t±me of changing 
technology and very diverse political challenges it is import a n t  
to supplement systematic mainstream thinking wi th altern ative 
sources of idea s . · 

The charter f or each OG wi l l  spec i fy a c ategory o f  mi s s i on 
- - s uch as Asset Protection - - inc luding the pol i tical 
cons traints and one or more sample general scenarios . The OG 
wil l be responsible for proposing additional scena r i os and 
var i ants of the a s s igned mi s sion .  

The Operational Group program as a whole is intended to be 
experimental . one of the main ways in which the re sul ts wil l  
sha.pe continuation of the program is by changes in the mi ssions 
a ss igned the Groups .. The following i s  a l i s t  o f  po s sibl e 
mi s s ions for inclusion on the initial l i s t . 

Mis sion A .  
Mission B :  
Mi ssion C :  
Mi s sion O; 

Mi s s ion E ;  

Protection of I solated Critical As s e t s 
Dominat ing low-grade military forces 
Compel.ance of Gove rnments 
Extended Operations in Unfriengly Popul ated Area , 

i . e , , Stabi lity Operation§ 
Spes=tal Purpose FOrce Xnsertipn Mi s s ions 
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A .  Protecti on of I sol a ted C r i t i c a l A s se t s  

one example might be nuc l e a r  we apons s torag e s i te s  or 

depl oyed nucl e ar we apon s , which in a s i tuation o f  t emporary 
breakdown of governmental control migh t become vulne rable to 
s e i z u re by bri gands , par amili tary forces � or smal l  mi l i t a ry u n i t s  
ope r a t i ng without na tional authori ty . Host gove rnments migh t 
seek he lp in protec ting such weapon s , or to s ave f ace mi g h t  
unof f i c ia l ly appeal to the U . S .  to insert a force to prot e c t  t h e  
we apons until order had been res tored . The mi s s i on might i nvo lvE· 
pr ote c t i ng a f ew s i te s  or many . 

The pol i tic al sen s i tivi tie s of such mis s i on s  are obvious - 

a n d  in some c i rcums tances would be so g reat tha t  t h e  mi ss ion 
c ou l d  not be undertaken . I f  undertaken the mi s s ion would i nvol ve 
grave danger s  becau se i t  would requi re plac ing sma l l  forces in 
s i tuations where the ability to support or remove them could not 
be assured . Howeve r the import ance of preventing number s  o f  
nuclear we apons f rom coming into rogue hands i s  grea t enough to 
j us t i fy substant ial risk . The u . s .  government would be subj e c t  
to c r i ticism i f  nuclear weapons we�e se i zed by sma l l  groups o f  
a rmed men , from whom the weapons could e a s ily have been 
protec ted , only bec ause no preparations had been made to provide 
smal l  uni ts of guards who would stick to the i r  pos t  and not be 
subj ect to bribery or sma ll - s c ale coerc ion . 

Obvi ous ly i t  wi ll not be pos sible to protect n u c le a r  wea pons 
in all ci rcums tance s ;  bu t that is not a reason to f ail to plan to 
be able to protect them where it is pos s ible to do so . 

Thi s  mis sion might be for the protection o f  other a s se t s  
than nuc lear weapons , such as other weapons of ma s s  de s t ruc t i on , 
or c ritic al weapons production asse ts , or groups of peopl e such 
a s leade rs of a government being ove r thrown , Amer i c an di pl omat s ,  
or o ther people of spec ial intere s t  who are in danger f rom sma l l 
s c al e  violence a s  a resu l t  o f  governmental breakdown . 

The As set Protection OG would be re spons ible for c re at i ng a 
l ibrary o f  scenarios in which Asset Protec t ion Ope rat ions mi gh t 
be cal led for . The OG would des ign and develop doc tr ine and 
procedure s for As set Protec t ion units . For each scenar i o  - - wi th 
its particular poli tical constraints - - the OG woul d  prepa re 
spec i f ic plan s , including logistic s , re i n forcement and r emova l 
c ont ingenc i es , communications , etc . 

The re are three main el ements of the As s e t  Prote c ti on 
Mi s s i on : the overal l pol i tical si tuation and the invi tati on to 
i n s e r t  force s : the operation of the force s  a t  the s i te s ; 
a rrangements for inse rting , removing and rein f orcing the f o rc e s . 
Al l of thes e  might involve a very fluid and ambiguou s pol i tic a l  
s i tuation ,  with uncertainty about the behavior o f  nat ional a i r  
and air de fense force s . In such s i tuati ons the re i s  of ten a high 
payo f f  to preparations that permit care fully pr epa red l imi ted 
risk - t aking . The preparation of plans for and detailed 
c onside rat ion of a variety of s cenarios wi l l  make i t  pos s ible to 
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deve l op a greatly improved unde r s t anding of the r i s k s  involved i r  
such oper a t i ons as well as of procedure s and techn ique s that can 
be used to redu ce the ri sks and inc rease the chance of s uc c e s s .  

Mi §§ion B :  Dominating 1ow- grodt= mj.l i tary forC!2§ 

( i . e ,  forces tha t have no national he adqu a r te rs 

Obj e c t ive 

and base struc ture that cou ld be a ttacked , but wh i c h 
are armed with weapons up to medium arti l l e r y , and 
org anized in battalion o r  br igade conunand s )  

caus ing damage to a quas i -mil i tary force , and d emon s tra ting 
the ability to cause more damage to the force in the f uture ( in 
support of deterrence o r  compel lence ) .. 

Norma lly military f.orces are concerned wi th taking or 

protec ting terri tol:y or des troying enemy forces , but i n  
c i rcums tance s that are likely to be common in the future such 
conventional obj ective s  will not be suitable . One o f  the things 
that u . s .  forces wi ll be called on to do is to e arn fear and 
re spect from local mi litary or quasi - mi li tary f orc e s . 

Protecting people from out of control mil i tary fo rces ove r 
the long term is often too difficult and requires too much of a 
force commitment . The threatening forces cannot be permanently 
de stroyed . Therefore the only answer i s  to overawe them by 
demonstrating to them that they will be hurt i f  they try to u se 
force to bully people . In order to be ef fec tive such 
demons trations must conform to pol i tical constraint s  and mu s t  be 
e f f ic ient , otherwis e  they wi ll not be be l ievabl e th reat s . 

The mos t likely methods wil l  be c apturing or ki l l i ng 
o f fi cers or men , and/or seiz ing or des t roying mi l i ta ry e qui pment 
or s uppl ies .. 

Cons traints 

1 . } Low civilian casual ti.es (e .. g . , less than 1 0 % as many a s  
military c a sua l t i e s )  

2 . ) Very low u . s .  cas ual tie s  ( e . g . , le ss than 1 0  de ad 
expec ted , less than 1 0 0  maximum , and le s s  than 1 0 % o f  
enemy casua l ties ) 

3 . )  Operation must 
al ternatives : 
a )  2 days 
b) 1 0  days 
c )  s o  days 

be completed in pre scr ibed time ; 
( that is , three alternative mi s s i ons ) 

4 . )  I f  l ocal allies are used they must not be abl e to use 
the u . s .  help to be able to commit atroc ities agains t c ivi l i an s . 
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5. ) The ac t i on mus t  demon s t ra te an abi l i ty to h u r t  t h e  
a t tacke d  f orce worse than that forc e c an hu r t  f r i endl y  c ivi l i a n s  
( unless  the r e i s  an expec tation tha t pe rpetra tors o f  c rime s 

again s t  civili an s  wi ll be puni shed ) - - to r educe the d anger th a t  
the operation c an be s topped by hos tage - t aking or r e t a l i a t i on . 

6 . ) No two - n i g h t  pre s ence on the ground of mo re than a 

s quad . (We do not want to have a pre sence , nor to have protec t 
f orces or s i te s . )  

7 . ) I t  i s  pre ferable to have a choi c e  o f  ac ting e i the r f rom 
the air or by inse rting ground f orces for short pe r i ods , 
dependi ng on the pol i tical /psycholog ical requ i reme n t s . 

Envi ronment 

1 . ) No l ocal ba se ava i l able . 

2 . ) Base available w/i 100 mi les . 

3 . ) Te rrain may be : 
a )  j ungle or fores t  
b)  mountains 
c )  farms and villages 
d)  towns 
e )  open 

4 . ) We have control of air 
(but enemy may have l ight ground - air mi s s i l e s ) 

Di scus s ion of Typic al Scenari o 

Our political authori ty wishes to i s sue an ultimatum to a 
group l i ke the Bosnian Serb army/government and to bac k i t  up 
with an implicit threat badly to hurt the mil i ta ry force i f  i t  
doe s not comply . 

The enemy force i s  a low grade force , but i t  may have some 
s tate -of - the - art equipment .  While the c a s ualty r atio needs t o  be 
1 0 0 · 1  in our favor , or at l east 1 0 - 1  i f  things go badly , there i s  
no obj ection to our spending much more than the value o f  wh at we 
des troy . We can use a carrier task force and s qu adron s o f  pl an e s 
and satel l i t e s  to de s t roy a dozen mortars and k i l l  a few s core o f  
troops . We can choose which part of the enemy force to a ttack , 
a nd we don ' t have to de f end anything except ours e lves again s t  the 
enemy force . But we have to demonstra te the ability to inc rea s e  
the harm to the enemy enough to deter him from protec t ing hims e l f  
by threatening neutral or friendly target s . ( That i s , in Herman 
Kahn ' s  term ,  we have to have " e sc alation dominance . .. ) 

Of ten the kind of force thi s mi s s i on wi l l  target c an be 
de s troyed as a mil i tary f ac tor by putting the l eaders h ip 

s truc ture out o f  act ion , after which the force " me l t s  i n to the 
popu l a tion , "  which may be a per fectly s a ti s f ac tory ou tcome . 
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We do not have to in f l i c t  the de s i re d  damage imme di a tely , o r  

i n  a s i ngle blow , but we do have to be able to do it i n  a 

rea s onably shor t campa ign ( days or week s ) . 

The va r i ati on from scenario to scena r i o  f or th i s  mi s s i on 
will i nc l ude vari ation s  in te rr ain and loc a t i on � i n  the exac t 
charac ter and qual ity of the enemy force and i t s equ i pment , and 
in the extent to which the enemy fo.rce is abl e  t o  depl oy i ts e l f 

among or near innocent c ivi li ans .  

An important requi rement of this mis s ion i s  th a t  our force 
a ch ieve a s trong degree of psychologic al domin an c e  ove r  the 
enemy . The enemy troops and command mus t  be made to f ee l  th a t  
they c an be damaged vi rtual ly a t  our wi l l  and wi thou t r e a l  cos t 
to u s , and that our f orces are invincible . 

In some c ircumstances us ing air power to damage the enemy 
wi ll be pol i tically and psychological ly inappropr i a t e , wh i le the 
u s e  o f  small ground forces will be suitab le .. ( I n other 
circums tance s  the oppos i te may be true , which i s  why we should 
prepare both c apabi.l ities . )  

One reason why the pol itical /psychological obj ective can 

s ome time s be bes t  achieved by use of ground f orce s , i s  that it i s  
les s humi lia ting for the enemy to be vu lnerable to multi - mi l l i on 
dollar a i rcra f t wi th " futuris tic weapons .. than i t  i s  to be 
helpl e s s  be fore ordinary troops fighting on the ground with 
ordinary weapons ( even i f  those troops depend on air support , and 
immense amounts of high technology for their e f fectivene ss ) .  
Al so the relationship may be politically more des irabl e i f  we 
don ' t  u se the impersonality and di sconnection of an air s trike . 

( Thi s might be de s i rable , for example , in attacking a primi tive 

Afric an tribe . )  This psychological obj ective i s  a l s o  enhanced i f  
ou r operation seems uelegant •• - - ·rather than ma s s ive and me s sy .  

The e legance and invincibi lity may al so be n eeded f or 
dome s ti c  poli tical reasons . lf we use our forces for th i s  kind 
o f  mis s i on there must be no doubt that mi litarily we are 
overwhelmingly success ful - ... even thou.gh the ope ration i s  on a 

very small scale . There wi ll be public support i f  it i s  c l e a r 
tha t  the enemy is badly hurt .and we are not , and th at we are i n  
absolute control of the situation . (Of course the s e  are 
extremely demanding requirements ,  but the re wi l l  be s i tu at i on s  in 
which it wi ll not be politic al ly possible to u se our force s 
unl e s s we can meet such demanding requ i remen t s . ) 

Some time s  the operation will be more pol itic ally fea s ible i f  
i t  c an be conducted with few troops engaged .. Be c ause thi s adds 
to the e l egance , it reduces the extent to which i t  l ook s as i f  we 
are a Gol iath pushing small people around f and it inc reases the 
be lievabi lity of the pos sibi lity that we wi ll do such things on 
other occasions . In connection with any of these e f f ec ts it 
doe sn ' t  matter that the number of troops engaged i s  only a smal l  
fraction of the force committed - - for air suppor t , logi stic s , 
bac k - up forces , etc . 
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We may be able to mee t  such s t ringent requ i. r emen t s  on l y  i n  
very special c ircums tance s .  Bu t i f  we ac t i n  those c i r cums t a n c e s  
the enemy doe s not have to know that they a re the only 
c i rcumstanc e s  in which he is so vu lne rable . I n  othe r wor d s , we 
may have to choose our ac tion s  c are ful ly t o  bui l d  and m a i n ta i n  a 

reputa t ion for invincibi l ity and untouchability . 

Mission C ;  CompellfinCe of Government§ 

Obj ective 

To be demons t rably c apable o f acting aga in s t a g overnment i n  
a way that they c annot wi thstand or survive . Tha t  i s , to be abl e 
to force a governmen t to yield by making a threat tha t  they 
cannot absorb - - normally the de s truc tion or over th row o f  the 
gove rnment . The compe llence mis sion is more fully discussed in 
" U s ing Military Force to Compel Governments , "  Sept . 2 2 , 1 9 9 3 . a 

paper prepared by this author for the Of fice of Net As s e s smen t . 

Thi s  mi s sion may often be an example of a Force I n s e rtion 
M i s s ion as de scr ibed below .  I t  is de fined as a s epa ra te mi s s i on 
because it i s  o f  speci al importance and has uni que requi reme n t s . 
For the compellence mi s s ion the primary problems are po l itical - 

understanding the appropriate targe ts , and properly re f l ec ting 
political and psychological f actors . The other two mi s s ions 
require a greater share of attention be ing g iven to the phys ic al 
problems . The Compe llance Mission is focused primarily on what 
we can do or threaten to do to a government to compel i t  do 
something , whether it will be done from the ai r o r  the ground . 

Con s traints 

1 .  The harm to the group o f  people in control o f  the 
government must be large compared to the harm to the country o r  
the people in general .. 

2 .  The threat must be one that can be cont inued .  

3 .. I t  is pre ferable that part of it c an be de l ivered and 
par t  kept a s  a threat , or that the threat can be demon s trated . 

4 .  Fairly fast implementation is de s i rable . 

5 .  Very low u . s .  casualties expe c te d . 

6 .  Various fundamental political con stra i nt s and 
requirements that do not strongly af fect mil itary pl ann ing . 

Envi ronment 

u . s .  c an achieve complete control of the a i r ove r 8 , 0 0 0  f t . 
( Bu t  enemy may have shoulder - fi red ground - air we apon s . )  B a s e s  

9 



ava il abl e wi thin 5 0 0  - 1 , 0 0 0 mi le s o f  target government . 

I t  c annot be a s sumed that compel lenc e i s  po s s ib l e . The OG 
wou l d  be re spon sible to s tudy po s s ibl e approa c h e s  to compe l l enc e , 
and to propo se the bes t  me asures they c an d evi s e  f or compe 1 1 e n c e  
in a va r i e ty o f  c i rcumst ance s .  

The proposed measures can use either s tandard force s  and 
equ ipment ( i f  pos s ible ) or speci a l  equipment and spec i al l y 
tra ined forc e s . For each compe l l ence approach deve loped by the 
OG i t  should de scribe the ci rcumstan.ces in which the approach c a n  
be u s ed , and all the requirement s f or c reating the nec e s sa ry 
capabi l i ty ( equ ipment , doctrine , t r a ining , etc .. ) . 

Mi s s ion D :  Extended Opera tion s in Un friend ly Populated Are a , 
i . e .  , S tabi l i ty Operations 

In recent years Somalia , Bosnia , Ruand a have provide d 
examples of s i tu ations in which U . S .  forces - - s ome time s as pa r t 
of a combined force - - are cal led on to go i n to a c oun try whe re 
the re i s  n o  e s tabl i shed government c apable e i ther of protec ting 
or de s troying international intervention g roup s , and s uch 
ope ra t ions are a generic mis sion for which the re is doc tr ine 
extan t . In such s i tu ation the mis sion of the mili tary force i s  
t o  protect itse l f  and a group performing some c i vi l  func tion . 
The c ivi l functions may be performed by u . s . c ivi l or mi l i t a ry 
of f ic ial s , other international personnel , or local organi zations 
needing protection . Conventional tactics for protec ting mi l i ta ry 
forces operating in a hos tile environment are not suf f i c i ent 
bec au se it i s  nece s sary al so to protect thos e  people who are 
carrying out their c ivil functions which require them to ming l e  
with the loc al population . 

Whi le recent experience has amply demonstra ted the 
undesi rability of such mi ssions it also demon s t r a te s  how like ly 
it i s  tha t  such mi s s ions will be con sidered in the fu ture . 
The re fore innovative e f forts should be devoted to f inding be tte r 
ways of conducting such mis s ions more s a fely and e f fec tive ly whe n  
neces sary and to mak ing political au thorit i e s  fully and 
intimately aware o f  the nature o f  the di f ficul t ie s  and o f  the 
requi rements neces s ary to make such missions as feasible as 
pos s ib le if they mus t be done . 

Thi s i s  an multi -purpose OG . The conunon feature s o f  the 
c l a s s  o f  m1s s ions are that they all involve : 

( 1 )  extended U . S .  military presence in popu l a ted a r e a s  
not controlled by a friendly government ( there fore a need to be 
abl e  to prote c t  per sonnel from loc al c ivi l i an s  and enemie s  who 
h ide among them) ; 

( i i )  need for very strong poli tical i nte l l igence so 
that loc al a s sets and spec ial techniques c an be used ; 
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(iii )  probably a need to work wi th many pe r s onne l in 
a ddi tion to us mi l itary per s onne l 

( iv )  dipl oma t ic and pol i t i cal s ki l l s  

( v )  need to hol d ca sual tie s on both s i de s  to a l ow 
l evel .. 

( vi )  in some ca ses the force wi ll a l so have to provi d e  
emergency medical trea tment and temporary in frastruc ture f or the 
l oc al popul ation � 

A force a s s igned thi s  mi s s ion must protec t s omething oth e r  
than i t se l f , and will not be abl e  to protect i t s el f e nti rely by 
movement and i solation . on the other hand , the force doe s n o t  
have to be s e l f - s u f fi cient , it c an bui ld c apabil i ty a f t e r  it i s  
deployed and may h ave months be fore it has to be at full 
capac ity . 

The maj or specia l  element of thi s mi s sion i s  t h a t  i t  i s  
like ly to involve working with local or non -mi litary per s onne l 
and pe rhaps organi zations . The t ac tics and even s t r a tegy o f  the 
mi s sion i s  likely to center on political and other loc al fac tor s . 
succe s s  wi l l  depend on getting a s much bene f i t  a s  po s s ible f r om 
the l oc al factors that can be used to give l eve rage to the 
Mi s s ion . 

For example ,  the Mis s ion Group might establish proc edure s 
and doctr ine for hiring . training , and supervi s ing l ocal pol ice 
per sonnel , or new u . s .  or third par ty pe r sonnel , in c a se the 
mi s sion requires maintaining law and order in a popu l a t e d  area 
f or an extended time . 

The OG ' s  speci f ic tasks would b e  to : 

(A )  Prepare doctrine , tactic s , and techni ques for ope rating 
in popul a ted areas by u se of : 

( i }  political and environmental sen s i t ivi ty which 
secures local allie s and source s  of informat ion ; 

( ii )  c are ful operational practices to reduce expo su r e  
to c ivilian enemy actions . ( Normal mi litary mea s ures o f - se l f 
protecti on are not suitable for extended operation s  in a reas wi th 
large numbers of civilians where force s  c annot be kept in s i z abl e 
mi li tary uni ts but mu s t  work individually and in smal l  group s . )  

( B )  Prepare techniques ,  doc trine , and other reQuirement s  for 
c re ating a sys tem to use local ,  foreign , and u .. s .  c ivi lian s , to 
pe r form functions necessary for various mi s s ion s in c ountri e s  
wi th l imited governmental capabi litie s . 

( C )  Develop scenarios in which such extende d ope rations 
mi gh t  be requi red and determine the re qui rements of s ucce ss for 

various pos s ible obj ec tive s . For each scenario propos e  
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te chn i ques for deal ing wi th the primary probl ems � and prepa re to 
be able to accompl i sh the appropri ate mi s s ion . 

( D )  Determine how nece s s a ry pol i t i c a l  inte l l i gence c an be 
obta ined , on the · spot and in advance , through exi s t ing 
in tel ligence sou rce s and in other ways . Provide tec hni que s f o r  
teaching envi ronmental sen si t ivi ty to o f f i ce r s  a s s i gned such 
mi s s i ons . 

Mi s sion E :  Spe cial Purpose Force Insertion Mi s s i on s  

Mi s s ion E involves inserting people and smal l equipme n t  
in enemy territory to de s troy special ta.rgets � recove r hos t a g e s ,  
capture per sonnel .  or other particular purpo se . 

These mis s i ons might be needed to de stroy tar ge ts that are 
too h a rd ( or in other ways unsui table )  for destruc tion by ai r 
a t tack wi th regular muni tions and tac t ic s .. some Nor th Kor e an 
nuc lear fac i li t i e s  may be examples . Al s o  targe ts whe re the 
intelligence i s  not good enough to allow de struc tion f rom the air 
wh i le l imi ting collateral damage . 

The extra di f f icul ties of the force in sertion mi s s ion s  
compared to use of stand -of f forces - - more vulne r able pl ane s , 
need to land and remove the landing group , the need to defend the 
l anding group until they have been removed - - wi l l  me an that 
force inser tion mi ssions are usually feas ible only aga in s t  
countrie s with weak air de fense c apabi l i ties , or targets very 
ne ar the border or shore , or scenarios in which we can ma s s ively 
suppre s s air de fense or a f ford to ri sk subs t an tial ca sualtie s . 

The central problems of force insertion mi s s ions ar e :  ( i )  
wha t  the small ins erted force can do , and ( ii )  how i t  c an be 
prote c ted ( landing , leaving , and on the ground ) . 

sometime s force insertion mi s si ons , l ike normal so mi s s ions 
·c and unlike mos t  of the miss ions di scus sed in thi s  paper ) ,  may 
depend on spe ed , surpr i se and deception , to protect the in s e r ted 
force against the dange r of forces being gathered to a t t ack i t . 
But frequently the force insertion mi s s ion will be di f fe rent than 
so bec ause the inserted force can be protec ted by reinforcement , 
a i r  powe r ,  or deterrence , so it wil l  not be vul nerable to en emy 
rein forcement and will not depend on surpr i se or decepti on . 

Rescuing hostage s  o:r c apturing indivi dua ls from un f r i endly 
c ountrie s  are al so examples of force inserti on mi s s ions .. Ho s t age 
re scue has the unique task of preventing the enemy f rom ki ll ing 
the hostages if he has time to do so when he knows they a r e  abou t 
to be . rescued .. Other force insertion mi ss ions wi l l  each have 
the i r  own un ique requi rements . 

Argumen t  

Thi s  propos al i s  intended to achieve maj or bene f i t s  u sing 

small resources . The real cost is that i t  requ i r e s ve ry high 
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l eve l support and wil l ingnes s  to go agains t the i n s t i tutional 
gr ain . 

S i nce the propos al i s  de s i gned to c ompen s a te f o r  on e o f  the 
nec e s s ary we aknesse s of the main mi li tary sys tem i t  requi r e s  a 

wi l l ingne s s  to do thing s  in way s that normal ly wou l d  be 
obj ec tionable . Whe·reas no.rmally the system i s  de s igned to 

produce uni ty and consis tency thi s  proposal i s  des igned t o  crea t e  
a l ternate source s  o f  ideas .. 

some mi s s ions present. so many pol iti c al c on s traint s that 
they c an be succe s s ful ly completed only by u s ing c re a t ive and 
unorthodox approaches ,  often taking advan tage of unique local 
c i rc ums tance s . Thi s pos s ibility c an be increased by e s tabl i shing 
Ope rational Groups that spec ial ize in such mi s s ions and a re f r e e d  
from pre s sure s  to ope.r ate in normal ways . 

The connec tion with the Revolution in Mili tary A f f ai r s  i s  
that the Operational Groups will have to think about how they c an 

use new technical poss ibi l i ties to accompli sh their mi s s ions . and 
how enemie s c an use new technical possibi liti e s  to de fea t  them . 
By c reating a number of groups that are requi red to c on s i der way s 
o f  u s ing new technical possibi l itie s  f rom dif ferent point s o f  
view ,  the chance is inc reased that new operational concept s wi l l  
b e  deve loped and understood . 
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Some Missions for Net Assessment 

by Max Singer 

June 1 1 , 1996 

The idea of net assessment, as I understand it, is to eva luate the ability of our forces 
to overcome enemy forces, because the proper measure of effectiveness for military forces 
is relative to enemy forces. 

Now more than ever U.S. forces have a variety of potential tasks against a wide 
variety of potential enemy forces, and often political criteria ofvictory and political 

constraints on operations wil l  be determinative. Therefore new kinds of net assessments 
need to be made to evaluate US force structure and planning. 

One possibility is to do net assessments of DoD's abil ity to accomplish specific 
missions - each of which is defined as a class of tasks that the military may be ca1 led on to 

perform in the face of a relevant set of potential enemies, within specified pol itical 
constraints. 

Here are some first thoughts about some items that might be included on a menu of 
missions in Net Assessment•s program. 

Mission 1: Protecting the U.S. from attacks by missiles, planes, or suitcase bombs. 

(Also, direct or indirect. protection of allies or neutrals from long-range 
attack .) (ref.: The Anns Control Case for US Missile Defense 
Programs, by MS.) 

The primary enemy of concern is not a nation seeking to defeat U.S. 
military forces or to force U.S. sunender, it is a nation or group that wants to hurt the U.S. 
or to deter it from interfering against it, with the capability of killing hundreds of thousands 
or millions of US residents.. The enemy's motivation may be irrational, or revenge, or 

hatred, as well as deterrence of US i ntervention. Sub-national groups in Russ ia would be 
part of this group of potential enemies. 

At least for contrast this assessment could also include evaluation of the possibil ity 
of protection of U.S. against attacks by advanced major powers seeking to dom inate the U.S. 
(i.e., traditional centra) war issues). · 

Presumably the assessment would · not . deal with our ability to cope with sabotage 
actions not involving weapons of mass destruction! In other words WTC·type attacks would 
be excluded, but covert introduction of weapons of mass destruction into American cities -
for example on ships - would be included. (This needs to be considered if for no other 
reason than that the residual vulnerability to clandestine weapons Jim its the value of 
effective defense against miJitary delivery.) 



Mission �: Multiplying the U.S. force over a period of years to deal with a potential 
peer competitor. 

The enemy for this mission is a power that develops over years. The 
necessary response includes increasing the size of the force and mak ing the necessary 
adaptations to the particular threat posed. 

Mission 1: Winning Ground/air battles against 2d and 3d rate forces. 

These assessments involve potential battles in which U.S. military forces 
are trying to destroy at least divisional size enemy military forces, of a country that does not 
have the resources, discipline, or tradition to create a large first c1ass military force, but may 
have technically advanced weapons. 

Eicher �cause the enemy force is large, or because the U.S. needs to be able to 

defeat it without massive troops commitments, for this mission the U.S. musl have the 
ability to defeat numerically superior forces (2-S times the number of ground troops 
employed by the U.S.) The assessment will need to include qualitative aspe�ts of the enemy 
fighting capability, and of the U.S .. ability to exploit qualitative differences. 

Mission !: Winning High .. tecb Limited Wars 

This is  an assessment of the U.S. ability to respond to a creative, non

conventional use of high technology weapons to make a limited chal lenge to US forces. The 
hypothetical enemy thinks of new ways to attack U.S. interests or assets in· some limited 
way. By definition the U.S. does not want to solve the problem by a central war against the 
enemy, and therefore must be able to defeat the attack on its own tenns or with some kind of 
limited counter .. action. The key part of this assessment is thinking about clever ways 
countries can use new technology to cause trouble for the U.S. Concepts like space war or 
infonnation war may appeal to a potential enemy because their "non-violent" character may 
make political inhibitions against nonna1 military responses. 

Mission .S.: Defeating Forces Using New Operational Concepts 

The enemy for this mission is either a peer competitor or a substantial 
regional power that develops its forces to use new operational concepts to be able to defeat 
U.S. forces. 

Mission 2: Destroying or compeJiing governments with limited damage to their 
societies. 

I fa country is doing something the U.S. would like to stop - such as 
attacking another country - the standard remedies are either to fight the attacking army (or 
terrorists) or to punish the country with sanctions or attacks that may hurt the country more 
than its government. and from which we may therefore be self--deterred. This mission is to 
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be able to do or threaten something to the government that the government cannot resist, and 
which would cause little enough hann so that it. is politically possible for the U.S� to do it. 

Mission 1: Military Effectiveness .in Various Politically Constrained Small Force 
Engagements 

Many potential uses of military force will  require small forces used in 
unusual ways in situations where political constraints dominate the situation. Therefore 
force effectiveness will be detennined by the ability to apply specially tailored forces in 
creative operations where the challenge comes partly from the military capability of the 
enemy and partly from the constraints. The assessments will look at classes of scenarios to 
evaluate the system's ability to accomplish potential missions in those scenarios. 
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Summary 

A!! Arms Control Cue f2!: Missile Defense 
and �lmplicatjon for System Choices 

by Max Singer 

February 6. 1 996 

A key reason for starting to deploy a missile defense of the US is that we have a 

good chance to shape the pattern of military programs so that long-range delivery systems 

wiU not come into relatively common use by small and medium countries. A world in 

which such countries do not have long-range delivery systems would be better for the U.S. 

and for the world as a whole. 

A degree of general defense dominance that makes it unattractive for smal l 

countries to build long .. range delivery systems is a practical long-tenn objective. It is 

important to get on the path ·toward that objective as soon as possible. Because the sooner 

expectations are turned away from widespread deployment of long-range delivery systems 

the easier it will be to prevent dispersion of such systems. 

There are three basic technical/economic points: 

(i) a practical degree of distributed defense capability would multiply the cost to smaH 

countries of getting effective long-range weapon delivery systems by a factor of 2 .. 1 0 or 

more (compared to the no-defense case). 

( i i) practical technical-political changes in the environment could make it possible for smal l  

and medium countries to buy useful degrees of defense capabil ity at more modest costs. 

(Therefore some countries may spend $0 much on defenses that they don't feel they have 

enough to be able to afford long-range offensive weapons.) 

( i i i) increasing the ratio of defense to offense expenditure can increase the ratio of bang-for-

the-buck available for defense spending compared to offense spending. (This will tend to 

attract expenditure from offense to defense.) 
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Some people believe that defense against long-range m issi les will have an adverse 

effect on the political-strategic relationship with Russia and China - an issue not addressed 

he.re. But if that belief is correct. any gain in the Russia-China arena from avoiding long

range defenses must be weighed against the arms-control cost described here. 

Discussion 

The term "anns control" was coined in distinction to "disarmamen�" with the idea 

that. if enemies would not agree and could not be compelled to disarm themselves, the 

quantity or nature of weapons might be adjusted to serve various common interests, such as 

avoiding accidental war. "Arms control" is concerned with shaping a military environment 

to achieve benefits for several parties. 

The argument here is that U.S. missile defense programs can be used as part of an 

effort to shape the military environment in the zones of tunnoil (formerly "third world") to 

prevent long-range warfare from becoming a significant factor.. ("Long·range warfare'' is 

the use or threat of military attacks against non .. adjacent countries.) One reason to think this 

is a practical goal is that long-range warfare is so historically unusual that it could even be 

called "unnatural ... 

Through most of history warfare could only be used by the militarily strong against 

the m il itari ly weak, because there was no way to burt a country without defeating its anny. 

(Blockade was a rare partial exception�) Also, there were never many countries that had 

substantial power except at their borders. Long-range warfare .... principally by missiles .... is 

anoma lous because it pennits countries to damage other countries without defeating their 

ann)·. (Severe damage can only be achieved with either good tenninal guidance or weapons 

of mass destruction.) 

(Terrorism with weapons of mass destruction is a kind of long-range warfare which 

cannot be prevented by the measures discussed here. But even though terrorism can't be 

elim inated it is worth•while to minimize other kinds of long .. range warfare.) 
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The world would be better off jf the possibility of long-range warfare were reduced 

or eliminated, with the result that weak countries cou ld only threaten military hann to 

nearby weak countries. Consider four cases: 

I .  Great democracy vs. great democracy. No problem. 

2. Great power vs. great democracy. Rare. Maybe no answer. 

3 .  Small power vs. great power. Long-range war undesir. 

3 .  SmatJ power vs. small power. Long-range warfare undesir. 

1. Of course some day one great democracy may threaten another militarily, but 

the possibility is too small to influence military planning at this time. 

2. Now almost all great powers (Italy and up) are stable democracies, and there 
is a substantial l ikelihood that future great powers will be stable democracies, or 

otherwise unthreatening. The exceptions are few enough so that programs that 
work in the rest of the world are worthwhile, even if they don't apply to Russia 
or China. 

3. There are two reasons why it is desirable to prevent small powers from being 
able to hurt large powers. First, we and our friends are large powers. Second, 
the world is more peaceful and orderly if small countries can't hurt large 
countries. Large countries are beuer able to play a pacifying role if they are not 

in danger, and there are many fewer miUtarily practical conflicts if  weak 
countries can't hurt more powerful countries. 

4. There are two reasons why it is desirable to prevent small  powers from being 
able to use long-range warfare against other small powers. First it is a potential 
source of disorder, conflict, and deaths. Second, if a small power buys missiles 
to use against other small powers it might use them against big powers. The best 
protection against a missile is to make it not worth-while to build. 

In other words, we have a substantial incentive to do th ings that make it less 
practical for one small country to buy long-range delivery systems to use against 
other small countries. Because if countries don't have missiles to use against 
other small countries they won-a have missiles that they might later aim against 
us or our allies, or against other smal l countries who they wou ld be too distant 
from to challenge. 

Now missiles with weapons of mass destruction are very expensive. But the 

powerfu l trend of technological advance and economic development, and quite possibly the 

spread of nuclear weapons, will certainly reduce the barriers to acquiring better and better 
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systems for long .. range delivery of weapons of mass destruction. And the likelihood of 

transfer of knowledge, components, or weapons from the FSU will speed the reduction of 

these barriers. 

There is a good chance that costs and obstacles will decline so much that in 20 - 30 

years there will be ten or more non..cfemocracies that can afford to build systems that can 

deliver weapons of mass destruction (or scores of HE warheads with 0 CEP) more than 

2,000 miles. Because technological advance reduces the cost of fixed tasks, e.g. , delivering 

a fixed kill ing power a fixed distance. 

This trend of declining costs to acquire effective means of delivering weapons of 

mass destruction at long-range can be counteracted by missile defenses, because, 

technological advance bas no tendency to reduce the cost of overcoming defenses. which 

also benefit from such advances. (As we shall see the problem is not whether offense can 

beat defense for equal dollars or at the margin; for some important purposes it is enough if 

many dollars of defense can defeat few dollars of offense, and defense need not be perfect to 

be effective.) 

Modest U.S. missile defense efforts made now can start to make it likely that in 20 -

30 years there w ill be few if any non--democracies that can afford to build systems that will 

be good enough to reliably deliver weapons of mass destruction against lightly defended 

countries more than 2,000 miles away. (It is easier to defend against long-range weapons 

than short-range weapons.) 

The two reasons to focus on defenses against long-range weapons are that: generally 

it is easier to defend against distant threats than near threats; and, if a country can only 

attack nearby targets it has many fewer countries it can fight against. 

Note that a threat of unreliable delivery is a threat, because an unreliable defense is not 

satisfactory protection. But countries are not likely to bui1d systems at bigh · cost if they 

know before they start to build that the best they can get is an unreliable ability to deliver 

weapons against the targets they are interested in. 
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(Obviously this is a matter of degree. One might speculate, for example, that a 

country would not pay significant costs to attain one chance in ten of being able to deliver 

three weapons of mass destruction against the expected defenses of its important targets. 

Especially if there were a possibility that it would end up with no serious chance of 

delivering any weapons through defenses. This possibility would not be balanced by the 

possibil ity that the penetration ability would be three times better than expected. In general) 

uncertainty about ability to penetrate through defenses will have significantly different 

effects on political thinking than uncertainty about whether a country's missile force wiiJ 

actually work [that is, against no defenses] .) 

This means that the d ifference between defense-conservative figuring and offense

conservative figuring is important leverage in· favor of deterring bu i lding missiles compared 

to deterring firing or threatening with missiles. 

In conclusion, if missile defense capability becomes more widespread there will be 

fewer countries that can afford to build missile systems that are good enough to be worth 

bu ilding. 

Now look at the question of defense from the point of view of the potential m issile 

bui lder. Who does he want to be able to hit? First, his potential victim or attacker, usually a 

fairly nearby small power. Second, the great powers who he wants to deter from 

11preventing his aggression." Third, if he can•t threaten great powers he needs to threaten 

neutrals to deter great power interference. The fewer of these classes of target he can expect 

to reliably deliver weapons against, the more discouraged he will be from comm itting large 

resources to acquiring long-range delivery systems. 

Of course we are most concerned with · protecting ourselves, and to a lesser degree, 

making it easier for other great democracies to protect themselves. But we also have a 

substantia) interest in other countries being protected - because the fewer vulnerable targets 

the less the incentive to build delivery systems, because we will feel it as a cost if neutrals 

are hurt, and because if neutrals are vulnerable the democracies' ability to prevent 
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aggression or genocide will be reduced by vulnerability to blackmail  by threats aga inst 

convenient neutrals. 

Therefore,. all else equal, defenses that provide some protection to other countries, 

or reduce the cost of protecting them, are more desirable than weapons that protect only the 

u .s. 

Once m issile defenses begin to be built there will be a tendency for them to become 

more widespread and better. As systems are deployed technology advances and costs 

decline. There is a political and technical demonstration effect, and learning curve and 

other efficiencies develop. Sometimes one system directly or indirectly supports another. If 

components are transportable there is the possibility that they will be redeployed to meet 

new threats. In general, defense will gain compared to offense as the ratio increases 

between money spent on defense world-wide and money spent on offense world-wide. 

(And the U .S .  benefits from defense being stronger.) 

Even though defense systems are national, there is a sense in which it is reasonable 

to look at aU defenses as an overall defense system for the world - one which is more 

effective against some threat paths than others, depending on technical factors, political 

circumstances, and preparation time. The world defense system is partly cumulative. Once 

missile defenses begin to be built anywhere it is likely that over future decades the world 

defense system will cover more and more territory with more and more effectiveness. 

Currently we are in a very rich part of this curve. That is, the world-wide ratio of 

offense dollars to defense dollars is so high - perhaps 1 00 to 1 - that smal l increases in 

defense dollars can make a big change in favor of defense. (Of course such generalized 

calculations have only limited validity.) 

For a small power, build ing a long-range missile system to deliver weapons of mass 

destruction takes a long time - at least five and probably ten years. Therefore the decision 

to buiJd will depend on the bui�der's expectations about defenses 1 0  years i n  the future. 
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One key question is, "how long will it be from when the U .S.  starts building missile 

defenses until the growth path of the overall world defense system has gone far enough so 

that most small powers wilJ dec ide that it is not worth-while to start building missile 

systems?" 

Obviously there is no single answer to this question. Some countries have so little 

interest in building long-range warfare systems that they wiJJ  not build them even if there 

are no defenses. Others wiU build if they think they will be able to deliver against their 

preferred targets for only five years before defense can defeat them, even if they know that 

most of the world has good protection against what they are going to build. And defense 

will not be equally effective in aU areas of the world. 

But we should see ourselves as being in what might be cal led a deferred race against 

an unknown rival. We would like the expectations about the world defense system to be 

good enough to prevent countries from deciding to build missile systems whenever they 

begin to think about it. Maybe X will make such a decision in 6 years, Y in 9 years, and Z 

in 1 2  years. How fast the world system starts and grows will detennine how many of these 

decisions are positive. And each decis ion will affect later decisions. 

How quickly the world defense system gets far enough along on its growth path to 

lead to decisions against building long-range warfare systems depends on when we start, 

and on how much our initial programs encourage" or support the spread of the world defense 

system. For example if our target acquisition system will cover other areas than the U.S.  it 

would be an advantage. Also, the greater the share of costs that can be reduced by voJume 

purchases the better. Also the higher the per cent of system cost in items that can be 

redeployed to protect different targets the better. 

How soon the wor1d defense system begins to deter countries from building missiles 

obviously depends on. when it starts and how fast it grows. For this purpose the growth rate 

that counts is not primarily the rate of growth of protection of the U.S.,  but the expected 

future growth of world capabilities. Foreign protection that has just begun to be built may 
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have a greater effect on decisions about missile building than substantial U.S. operating 

capability. 

Therefore, to the extent that the medium tenn threat to the U.S. is small, we wiB get 

more benefit from programs that have widespread delayed potentia) than from programs that 

will provide only local protection more quickly. The widespread potential can include that 

which depends on other countri:s spending to defend themselves. 

One of the major goals the U.S. might reasonably adopt is to get the world on the 

path to defense dominance as soon as possible. lf that goal is adopted, how quickly and 

completely defense actually becomes dominant would be less important to us than how 

quickly the world becomes visibly on the path to that end. 

If we are trying to change the caJculations of a country that may be deciding 

whether to build long-range delivery systems, the date that we begin to deploy defense 

systems is more important than the date they become operational. (Of course direct self

defense is the opposite. it doesn't cares when we start to build, a11 that counts for that 

purpose is when the defense actually works - or at least is thought to work.) 

Therefore much of the current discussion, about how soon the threat will require 

starting U.S. deployment, misses the point. The hurry is not because we may be attacked 

soon. The hurry is that we need to start as soon as possible a process that results in 

countries deciding that it isn't worth while for them to build long-range delivery systems. 

Jf defense is being·built by the great powers it will seem to be clear that eventually 

defense will be dominant against small power offense. • What is critical is to teach the 

' De fense dominance does not imply tha t defense i s  
pe r fect ; there wil l be some probabi l ity of some weapons 
penetra t in g  even aga ins t a dominant de fense . Defen s e  
dominance means that at least the defense is good enough 

o that t h e  offensive threat is too sma l l  t o  j us t i fy i t s  
c ' S t , o r  that the offense i s  better o f f  doing some t h i ng 
e. s e  than t rying to overcome the defense s . 
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Jesson that in the end defense win be dominant against small and medium power long .. range 

offense. The only way to teach that lesson is to begin to create the reality than makes it true. 
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Conclusions 

A. There are two possibilities for 2020-2030: 

1 .  1 0 or more countries have long-range weapon delivery systems with e i ther 

weapons of mass destruction or 0 CEP, and the possibility of such weapons being used is a 

significant element of military/political thinking concerning much of the world. 

2. Only great democracies (and Russia and China) have long ... range weapon delivery 

systems, and the possibility of threat or use of long-range weapon delivery systems rarely i f  

ever enters into political or military calculations in the zones oftunnoil. 

It is possible and desirable for the U.S. to act to make the second possibility much 

more l ikely. by starting the world along the path toward defense dominance in long-range 

\\arfare. 

B. The anns control incentives for the U.S. to begin to deploy missile defense systems may 

give more reason for starting as soon as possible than the self-defense incentives. 

C. In making a dec ision about the kind of missile defense system to deploy, account should 

be taken of the extent to which the system will reduce the cost of missile defense 

capabil ities for other countries. 
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O n  Understanding Rus s ia 

by Max Singer 

Rus sia is devoting serious resources to development and 
procurement of advanced military technology . Some o f  it s 
behavior concerning mil itary matters makes s ense only if they a 1 e 

planning primarily for mil itary conf lict with the u . s .  But i n  
fact they are not remote ly in a pos ition to be capabl e  of 
fighting against the u . s .  ( except some a spects of n uc l ea r war ) 
and t heir government is not hostile to the u . s . How should we 
understand the inconsistencies in. their behavior , and what kind 
of threat might they create in the future . 

1 .  Pieces of their security apparatus run on policy 
momentum, withoUt centra l direction -- that is , without re a l  
connection to nat ional policy . 

There is nothing that �an truthful ly be said about a l l  o f  
t h e  Rus s ian government , because since the breakdown o f  t h e  
government system as a whole different parts a ct according to 
very different principle s  and have to be understood a nd exp l a i n e{ i 
in different ways . 

Many pieces of the overall security apparatu s - - uni formed 
and civilian -- continue to do what they had been doing when 
central direction ceased . These pieces of the system , some of 
which are large and some of which are only smal l o f f i ce s , u s e  th ( 
resources they are abl e to acquire to continue to keep them s e lve r  
• u se fu l ly• employed ( and paid ) , and to maintain interna l moral e 
and integrity by keeping up standards . Lacking effective centra l 
policy-making authority , their easiest and l east controver s ia l  
basis o f  operation is to a ct as if fundamental goa l s  and guide
lines are unchanged . S ince they had been oriented to war agai n s t  
the u . s  .. such pieces of the security apparatus being guided by 
momentum continue to act as if the u . s .  were the ma in enemy . 

If the Rus s ian military were to make a real i stic a s ses sment 
of its capabilities , potential , and need s , it wou ld h ave to 
conc lude that it should drastical ly reorient its program s away 
f rom potential conflict with the u . s .  and toward interna l 
concerns and potential conflict with other Republic s  and near 
neighbors such a s  Iran or China . This wou ld be a ma j or 
downgrading of Rus sia ' s position compared to the Soviet Union , 
and wou ld be psychologically extremely unpleasant , as we ll as 
obj ectionable to vocal parts of the political system . 

If anyone in the security apparatus did anything that cl a ims 
or implies that Russia can no longer challenge the u . s . , and w i l l 
not be able to do so in the fores eeable future , that person wou l d  
be vulnerable to chal lenge by colleagues , s uperior s , or 
s ubordinates .  The safest way to proceed i s  not to do a nything 
that can only be j ustified by recognizing that Ru s s ia needs to 
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plan on the bas i s  o f  being in a very dif fe rent po s ition t han t h e  
Soviet Union . 

2 .  Does thi s  mean that a substantial portion of Ru s s ia • s 
mi l itary expenditures are being u s ed for activities that wou ld b€  
wel l-adapted to combat with the U . S .  in the futu re? Ye s , and no , 

but mostly no . 

Some share of Ru s s ian mil itary ef forts are be ing u s ed to 
bui ld sound links in a chain for fighting the u . s .  Tho s e l inks 
may be very good , but they are a sma l l  part of a combat chain . 
Ru s s ia does not have an intact authority capabl e  of en suring tha t 
any piece of the security structu re can have the support it n e ed £  
to be effective . Even pieces of the structure that are doing 
fine work are not motivated or affected by whether the i r  output 
wi ll have any value as part of a total force . 

However good they are , development or production facilit ies 
producing high quality advanced equipment are in some degree 
dependent on the quality of components suppl ied from out s ide , or 
their product is intended for u s e o n  platforms produ ced 
e l s ewhere . But they cannot be s ure that neces s ary qu a l ity 
control is maintained by a l l  their component supp l iers , or that 
the platforms they are s upplying their equ ipment to are being 
produced . 

Although many parts of the s ecurity apparatus have been ab l e  
to maintain their integrity and competence , many others have bee n  
decimated by corruption or lack of resources . There i s  no 

central authority that has been able to ens ure that the mo st 
important parts of the system are the ones that cont inue to 
operate ef fectively . No one is in a pos ition to rationa l i z e  the 
operat ion so that re sou rces are transferred from act ivities that 
are fata l ly crippled to those that cou ld be s u s tained by f ixing 
smal l problems . In effect / the pieces destroyed by corruption o r  
other factors are almost randomly distribut ed through the 
security organism . 

3 .  Could the security apparatus be restored to enough 
effectiveness to be a peer competitor of the u . s .  i n  5 or 1 0  or 
1 5  years ? No . They can not get enough governmental authority 
and re sources . 

Because of the destructive potential and pol it ica l 
psycho logica l power of nuclear weapons , Ru s s ia wi l l  neces sari ly 
continue to have some substantial ability to cha l l e nge the u . s .  
But this nuclear threat capability s hou ld be clearly 
distingu ished from genuine mil itary power . 

Obvious ly Russia could make major improvements in 10 years ; 
we have to be prepared for a military force signif ica nt ly more 

capabl e  than that existing today . By the year 2 0 0 6  Rus s ia might 
be capable of fielding a competent mu lti-corps army with modern 
equ ipment and tactical air s upport and a strategic nu c l ear force 
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capable o f  accurately delivering weapons anywhere in the world . 
But they could not have equ ipment that is able to compete with 
new u . s .  mi litary technology , and their nuclear force s  wou ld not 
be capable of defeating defenses that the U . S .  can build . 

There are two requirements neces sary to bui ld a mil itary 
force capable of being a genuine military competitor of the u .. s . : 
governmental authority and large amounts of resources . If t he 
u . s .  does not sharply reduce its military expenditures be low 
currently expected level s ,  Rus s ia would have to devote 1 5 %  or 2 0 �  
of its economy , or more , for a decade , to mi l itary programs to 
make its force competitive with the u . s . 

Ru s s ia has only s lightly more than ha lf the popu l ation of 
the u . s . , and a GNP per capita les s than a third as large . 
Therefore to spend as much on military as the u . s .  it mu st 
al locate six times as large a share of its economy to mi l itary a s  
the u . s .  And even though they had built a · large bas e  by 1 9 9 1 ,  
and Are able to steal much technology , and use op�n civi lian 
technical developments , the years they have been partly out of 
the race will leave them with difficult catching up to do , even 
if they were able to begin to rationalize their mi l itary programs 
as early as next year . 

To be cautious we must as s ume the pos sibi lity that an 
authoritarian regime hostile to the u . s .  might come to power in 
Russia as early as the end of this year . Thus we must ask how 
effectively might such a regime be abl e  to wield governmental 
authority . could it operate with the internal effe ctivene s s  of 
the Soviet Union? The short answer is • no t • 

While of course it is pos s ible that democratic politi cal 
forces , or popular res istance to a new tyranny , might prevent an 
authoritarian regime from effectively organizing government powe1· 
and fu lly controlling the state , we cannot re ly on such for ce s 
preventing Rus s ia from creating a military chal l enge to the u . s .  
It is quite possible that an authoritarian regime would be ab le 
to suppress democratic and popular resistance to its authority in 
a year or so . 

But there are stronger resistances that re liably limit the 
ability of an authoritarian regime to acquire the effective power 
needed to drive the Russian state where it \\'ants to go . It is 
relatively easy for a regime to gain what might be cal led 
• pas sive power , • that is the abi lity to keep it self in power , to 
prevent revolt , and to maintain order . The main enemy of pas s ive 
power is anarchy , and it is easy to find all ies against anarchy . 

It is many times more difficult to gain what cou ld be ca l led 
" directive power , • that is the ability to operate an economy 1 
enforce a coherent military program, withdraw large resources 
from the economy, and fol low a policy which create s  ris ks to the 
country . The enemies of directive power are the advantages of 
alternative directions ,  incompetence , pass ivity , and the 
difficulty of government . 
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The reason for this generalization is that even an 
authoritarian system requires at l east a hundred or more highly 
skil led and motivated people working together to run and provide 
directive power to a large modern state . Each member of thi s  
sma l l  ruling circle must be a strong person who is given a l ot o �  

dis cretion and power to do the job . The fundament a l  probl em  of 
government is l im.iting internal conf lict among the sma l l ru l ing 
group . Since internal conflict can quickly destroy the regime , 
the highe st priority must be to control su ch conf l i ct .. 

Throughout history the resu lt of thi s  fundamental imperatiV £ 
governing rulers has been that the ruling class has been chos e n  

primarily for loyalty rather than competence at achieving tasks 
other than staying in power , and that when there is a conf lict 
between policy goal s  and the need for internal unity u sua l ly it 
is resolved by doing what preserves internal unity . ( Even in t h E  
u . s .  mil itary coherence is sometimes reduced by inter s ervice 
competition . )  

The lesson of history has been that it is difficu lt to 
preserve internal unity even when all external goals are 
sacrif iced . Personal j ealousies , normal human mi sunderstanding 
ana dislikes , and the inevitable su Qpicions and s hifting 
al liances generated by court politics , are enough to make it 
difficult to maintain sufficient unity. If differences about 
policies , and the costs required for a demanding pol icy ,  are 
added, it becomes virtually imposs ible . 

The communist system for maintaining coherent power for 
three generations was a tour de force , a magnificent evil 
achievement almo st unmatched in history . Its succe s s  wa s ba s ed 
on the organizational use of communist ideology . But its s u c ce s n  

for three generations was at the cost of produ cing a destroyed 
economy , mas sive damage to the physical environment , and the 
decimation of the moral anci institutional bases of s ocial 
organization ( as a well as denial of freedom and the murder of 
some 50 million people ) .  

And in the end the communist system col lapsed . I t  is not 
available to be res tarted . And it is a profound mi s take to think 
that it i s  normal for a government to be able to do what the 
Conununist Party was able to do at such great cost , especial ly in 
Rus s ia ,  where a government will not have assets the communists 
inherited and used up . 

And left over from . the conununist system ,  making it more 
difficult to organize directive governmental power , are thous ands 
of top members of the nom&nklatura who have been able to keep 
pieces of personal power which they will fight to preserve . 

Conclysion . The two requirements for Ru s s ian mi l itary power 
directive governmental authority ana resou rces -- are in 

conflict with each other . A demanding , controvers ial policy 
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which limits he lp from the wealthy countries and suppresses  
internal oppos ition, would make it much harder to re construct 
Russ ia • s economy and sustain high l eve l s  of growth . And the 
removal of 15% to 20% of annual product ion for mi l itary purpo s e s  
wou ld make this task virtual ly imposs ibl e . But if Ru s s ia doesn • t  
have sustained high growth rates and a high rate of diversion to 
the military it can ' t  have a military capable of chal lenging the 
u . s .  

In brief , the inherent obstacles facing any authoritarian 
regime in Russia make it virtual ly impossible for Russia to 
create a genuine mil itary chal lenge to the u . s .  in the next 2 0  
years or more . 
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