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KEY POINTS



Military peace operations—peacekeeping and peace enforcement—can be an effective tool
in furthering U.S. nationd interests and coping with the dynamics of the internationa security
environment. However, with a greetly reduced military (over one-third), these operations
should be undertaken sdlectively and in consonance with our nationd security strategy, not
placeit at risk. Every mission has a cost and peace operations must be weighed and

ba anced in the grand scheme of nationa security.

The decision to pursue a defense drawdown, rather than sustaining funding to achieve a Pax
Americana, won out as the priority of the American people, after the Cold War, yieding
$750 hillion in savings. America, however, inexplicably began undertaking peace operations
without congressiond budget authority, public mandate or forma policy, increasng missons
300 percent for the Army and 400 percent for the Air Force, leading to areadiness crisis.

Asset preservation must be the watchword when contemplating the use of these reduced
U.S. forces. Only the U.S. military can engage in the use of force on behdf of the American
people and this capability must be protected at al costs. Peace operations should never be
alowed to compromise current or future readiness, as was the case in the 1990s. When
viewed holigicaly as part of an integrated nationa security strategy, these mistakes are less
likely to repeat themsalves.

America has no choice but to take an * gppetite suppressant” from the unbridled approach
to peace and humanitarian operations of the past decade. Thereisamagor disconnect
between the resources that Americans are willing to commit to its Armed Forces and the
gppetitefor a “vaues based” foreign and national security policy. At 2.9% GDP, it is
impossible to pursue a srategy based on intervention in ethnic conflicts and humanitarian
crises. Without amgjor increase in defense spending, the United States has no choice but to
adopt apolicy of “sdective engagement” in the 21% Century.

The American gpproach to peace operationsiswrong. Rather than committing forces to
causes that the American people find compel ling—where the consequences sometimes are
costly, but acceptable--the tendency today isto commit to causes of lessor importance that
avoid the issue dtogether by ingtructing the military to perform casudty free operations.

The U.S. must be willing to accept casudties in peace operations. Military operations are
inherently dangerous and the American people have histaricaly shown that they are willing
to accept casuaties when they consider causes to be compelling. There is no reason to
conclude that military personnd are immune to the norma dangers of military life, crimina
behavior or terrorist attack because they are serving under a peacekeeping mandate. Rather
than subordinate mission success to a higher priority of force protection, America should
limit itself to those operations that the public supports and where certain costs are deemed
acceptable vis avis the benefits.



Congressiona approva can aso lead to more aggressive and effective peace operations.
Committing U.S. forces to peace operations without public and congressiona support, as
was the case in Bosnia, encourages aminimalist approach that places the respongbility and
consequences for casudties and failure soldly on the adminigtration and the military. On the
ground, commanders fedl pressure to accept zero losses which jeopardizes the peace
mission and unnecessarily prolongs operations.

Peace operations need to be funded up front, asthereis no surplusin the U.S. defense
budget. Migrating funds from pay and qudity of life programsimpact negatively on
recruiting and retention, delaying procurement of state-of-the-art wegpons systems, which
jeopardizes future readiness. If Congress—the representatives of the American people—
it willing to commit funds for a particular peacekesping or peace enforcement misson,
then undertaking such atask should be rethought.

Allowing active component readiness to suffer, just to utilize amore expensve reserve
component is not viable in resource condrained environment. Additiondly, overcommitting
the reserves to solve operationd tempo (OPTEMPO) problemsis not fair and is having an
impact on their own recruiting and retention. The best way to lower OPTEMPO isto limit
the suite of potentid Stuations where the U.S. military is caled upon as the * agency of
choice’ solely because of its capabilities and history of success. Humanitarian operations
should be left to humanitarian organizations.

U.S. military personnd have always executed peace operations professondly-- asthey
perform al their missons-and, like most Americans, enjoy lending a helping hand to those
in need. However, that does not mean that military professionds prefer spending a career
on multiple deployments at the expense of areasonable family life. While the military
lifestyle is unique enough to compete favorably with the civilian sector, when faced with
sugtained financid hardships and extended time away from home, many married servicemen
and women are feding a greater respongbility to their families and are leaving the service.

The United Nations is incgpable—virtualy by desgn—of commanding and controlling large
and complex “second-generation” forces for peacekeeping and peace enforcement.
Although Security Council resolutions remain helpful in building consensus and adding
legitimacy to such efforts, such operations are best undertaken unilaterdly or by “coditions
of thewilling,” using selected countries within established military dliances, like NATO.



Introduction

The United States entered the 1990s on aroll, emerging from the Cold War asthe globe's
gngle remaining superpower. Americaled its dliesto a decisve victory in the Gulf War, less
than fourteen months into the decade, demonstrating competence and confidence in this new
role. Vetoes of multilaterd initiatives by permanent members of the United Nations Security
Council, commonplace during the Cold War, became rare.! Once-adversarial Council
members, such as Chinaand Russia, responded favorably to U.S. leadership while engaging
with America economicaly. Also, the reputation of the United Nations improved following
peacekeeping successes in Namibia, Cambodia and El Sdvador. With U.S. leadership and a
cooperative Security Council, there gppeared no limit to what could be achieved — in the
interest of peace — as the world closed out the bloodiest century in its history.

Multilateral peace operations became more feasible, in the absence of the bipolar
superpower stalemate, but regrettably, the United States did not have sufficient time to develop
a peace operations doctrine before it was compelled into action.? Intrastate conflicts — resulting
from the fdl of communism and other dynamics — quickly overloaded the United Nations,
defaulting the problem to the United States. For example, the Situation with the Kurdish minority
in Northern Irag evolved immediately as a sequd to the Gulf War. Obligations inherited from
the 1980s dready tied up aU.S. combat battalion in the Sinal. It quickly became apparent that
the United States was in the large unit peace operations business— policy or no policy.

Without a firm policy framework to provide guiddines for disciplined planning, U.S. military
peace operations increased to an unprecedented level in the first haf of the decade. By the end

of 1995, sx mgor peace operations had been undertaken, increasing missons 300 percent for



the Army and 400 percent for the Air Force.® During the Cold War, the United States had
participated in UN peacekeeping efforts by providing personnd fills -- small numbers of
observers and monitors -- for larger multi-nationa organizations, but never large combat units.
In non-UN sponsored peace operations, only one large unit — an infantry battalion — was
committed in the Sinai as part of the Multinational Force and Observers (MFO), and its impact
on the large Cold War military was minimdl.

Department of Defense (DoD) leaders became willing participants during the period of
increased demand for peace operationsin the early 1990s. In the absence of afinite peace
operations doctrine, there was virtudly no basis for ressting and being able to substantiate their
objections to adminigtration foreign policy makers outsde the Pentagon. With the Cold War
military machine till largely intact after the Gulf War, no threastening Warsaw Pact, and Saddam
Hussain firmly confined within his own borders, there were few competing priorities to judtify
foot-dragging on the part of the Department. Sufficient forces were in place to counter threatsin
such places as Korea, and the United States could forecast no military peer or near-peer for the
next fifteen to twenty years.

There were other reasons that DoD accepted increased involvement in peacekeeping and
peace enforcement. Since the fdl of the Berlin Wall, military leaders had been looking for
opportunities to redefine the role of the armed forces and adapt to the post-Cold War Era. Ivan
Eland from the Cato Indtitute stated: “They don’t redly like to do peacekeeping, but they know
from an organizationa point of view they have to do it to prove their rlevance.”” The need to
prove relevance should not have been necessary, given America s globd respongbilities, but

this concern among the Pentagon leadership was well founded. In the American tradition, a



dramatic drawdown in personnel and equipment immediately follows mgor victory, despite
prophetic predictions of decreased readiness followed by disastrous results when new thregets
inevitably emerge down theroad. Neverthdess, the Cold War was being hailed as such a
mgjor victory and American wanted its “ peace dividend.”

The arriva of the Clinton adminigtration and its expanded nationa security Strategy focusng on
“engagement and enlargement” legitimized the military’ srole in nontraditiona missons and increased its
relevance in aress other than warfighting.> Peacekeeping and peace enforcement operations empowered
the armed forces, in the early stages of a conflict, to influence the Stuation, preempting an escalaion of
the conflict with it potentidly greater human and monetary costs. Also, the possibility of preserving some
units from the impending force structure cuts was not lost on military leaders, as the same forces that are
used to perform peace operations are aso used for the primary military misson: fighting and winning
wars. Defense advocates, anxious to prevent conflict and preserve warfighting capability, initidly viewed
peace operations as a very positive opportunity. John Hillen stated that peace operations “may be the
key to keeping an Army that has arobust end strength and big budget.”®

After dmogt a decade of discovery learning and evolving policy, Americais now beginning
to cometo grips with itsrole as the world’ s dominant mgor power and the place that peace
operations plays in executing that role. What was viewed initidly by America s leeders
principaly as a postive opportunity to shape a better world and maintain relevance in the post-
Cold War era, is now being viewed more comprehensively: in terms of its costs and restrictions.
While Americans seem willing to expend over $20 billion in Basniaand billions morein
Kosovo, they a0 like the idea of redtricting defense spending below the 3% Domestic Product

Gross (GDP) levd. This contradiction has a produced a frenetic operationd tempo for the



severdy reduced forces and declining readiness as aresult of funds diversions from
modernization and training account. Also, poor retention of career personnel as military pay
increases and qudlity of life initiatives were dowed to free-up dollars for unfunded peace
operations. The additiond redtriction resulting from the American public’' s percaived intolerance
for casudties further complicates matters. As we enter the 21% Century, there are some myths
that have evolved from America s * peacekeeping decade’ that dtill linger today, influencing the
debate and confusing policy. My am in this essay isto outline and discuss five prevaent myths
that have evolved from the 1990s experience and the redlties of U.S. peace operations aswe
gpproach the millennium.
Myth #1: The Cold War is over and the task of the world’ sole remaining superpower now
turns to enforcing peace and ending violence throughout the world.
In the post-cold war era, secondary interests have anew sdiencein U.S. foreign policy.
The United States has more freedom to gratify its wants now that it needs are largely
sdtisfied.”
David Calahan
By being somewhat more ready to use force, and using it wisdy and firmly when
necessary, the United States and the internationa community may be able to sgnificantly
reduce the level of bloodshed around the world.2
Michadl O'Hanlon
It (Kosovo) has become ground zero in the debate over whether America should play a
new rolein the world, that of the indigpensable nation asserting its mordity aswell asits
interests to assure stability, stop thugs and prevent human atrocities.”
Walter Isaacson
Reality: Thereisamgor disconnect between the resources that Americaiswilling to commit

to its Armed Forces and the gppetite among avoca minority for a “vaues based” foreign and

national security policy. At 2.9% GDP, it isimpossible to pursue a strategy based on



intervention in ethnic conflicts and humanitarian crises™® Such a commitment would wear out
America*®physcdly and psychologicdly,” according to Henry Kissinger, eveniif it were
politicaly possible to abandon the Balanced Budget Agreement, increase defense spending and
recruit and man alarger force for the 21% Century.™* However, there is virtualy no politica
support to increase defense spending to the level needed to prosecute such awide range of
commitments while modernizing, maintaining current readiness and addressng new thrests
(terrorism and bdlistic missle defense) as outlined in the Adminigtration’s most updated
National Security Strategy of 1998.% Without a major increase in defense spending, the United
States has no choice but to adopt a policy of “sdlective engagement” in the 21% Century.
Americawill need to take an “appetite suppressant” from the unbridled approach to peace and
humanitarian operations it was unable to resst in the 1990s.

Peacekeeping commitments may so degrade the armed forces war-fighting capabilities

that it will beimpossible to carry out the national strategy.*®
Rep. Ike Skelton

We smply cannot carry out the missions that we have with the budget that we have:

there isamismatch. We have moreto do and lessto do it with, and it is sarting to

show in wear and tear: wear and tear on people; wear and tear on equipment.™
Defense Secretary Cohen

Too many unprogrammed deployments will inevitably disrupt operating budgets, ssp
morae, cause logt training opportunities, and accelerate wear and tear on equipment.
Most importantly of al, uncontrolled operations tempo destroys qudlity of life and
jeopardizes our ability to retain quaity people.’

Generd Henry Shdlton



Post-Cold War Choices. The United States had the option of trangtioning its Cold War
military to undertake new missions focused on pursuing secondary interests (Callahan) or
ending violence (O’ Hanlon); however, the nation opted instead for a* peace dividend” with an
eye toward a ba anced budget. The success of this plan depended on areduction of expensive
military force structure by about one-third, while at the same time, ressting any temptation to
increase operating expenditures. The needed discipline was provided by the Congress, on the
budgetary sde, while the Adminigtration also “ capped” defense spending at levels
commensurate with the god of a baanced budget. Unfortunately this discipline didn't carry over
to the foreign policy arena. Cdlahan explains
It would be wrong to characterize current foreign policy asidedidtic overdl, but it is
clearly more idedigtic today than it was during the cold war. The large-scde
humanitarian missions to northern Iraq and Somdlia, for example, have no precedent in
cold war history.*®
While the Congress was successful in maintaining the needed focus through the funds
appropriation process, the Clinton adminigtration directed the military to perform, during the first
haf of the 1990s, an unprecedented number of peace operations and humanitarian missonsin
support of its national security strategy of engagement and enlargement. Faced with a budget
cap and an increased mission load of up to 400% for some services, military leaders were
forced to raid other accounts, including future readiness, to pay for peace operations. Generd
Charles Krulak, the Commandant of the Marine Corps, explains.
...Unfortunately, without raising the top line defense budget, the price of maintaining this
degree [of current] readiness, given our aging equipment and increasing operationd
demands, has been paid for out of our modernization, base infrastructure and qudity of

life accounts. *’

Former Undersecretary of State Robert B. Zoellick agrees:.



The Executive Branch will need to recognize that extensive, frequent, and long
deployments on peacekeeping, policing, and humanitarian missons are wearing down
equipment, training, and ultimately people. Each misson may gppear to be for aworthy
cause, but at these budgetary levels, the U.S. military cannot do al of them and till be
prepared for the future.
Today, America s military is being run ragged in reective operations of al types around
the globe. If the U.S. defense strategy and budget remains preoccupied with the current
environment, the country will be risking the world' s gability, its home territory and
population, other vitd interests, and the young men and women who put their lives on
the line to safeguard their country. Mogt of dl, it will berisking America s greatest
cause: the future.'®
A Matter of Priorities. Given the experience of America s Peacekeeping Decade, the
nation is now faced with amgor dilemmacthat islikely to serve as an gppetite suppressant for
peace operations as we enter the 21% Century. After delaying future programsin the 1990's—
like modernization and pay increases—to pay for high OPTEMPO missions like Bosnia, Haiti,
The Gulf and now Kosovo, there now exists a mismatch between the articulated nationa
Security strategy and the budget that funds that strategy—currently around three percent GDP.
The problem is further exacerbated by the identification of new emerging thrests—from
terrorism to ballistic missile defense—that will compete againgt peace operations, with its strong
humanitarian component, for future tax dollars. Additionaly, the Administration and the
Congress are beginning to see the military taking amore vitad role in meeting the chalenges of
the globd economy.
The U.S. military exigts to execute awide-range of functions articulated in the Nationa
Military Strategy (NMS) which is derived from the Nationa Security Strategy (NSS). These
functions range from minor humanitarian criss to full-blown war. This strategy, prepared by the

civilian leadership of the Executive Branch, coupled with oversight and funding from the

Congress represents a disciplined process that keeps the limited capabilities of a downsized
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military synchronized with governmentd priorities. The NMS provides the disciplineto keep a
finite force, with warfighting as its number one priority, from being exhausted on every “good
ided’ that entersthe nationa debate. When linked to this strategy, America s military—lill
formidable after eight straight years of structure downsizing and 13 straight years of declining
budgets (red buying power)—can react to protect or further “vital” and “important” nationa
interests.™

Inthefdl of 1998, “A Nationd Security Strategy for a New Century,” was released by the
Clinton adminigtration as the most recent codification of nationa security policy. Despite dmost
adecade of extensve peace operations and gpologies for missed opportunitiesin places like
Rwanda and Bosnia earlier in the decade, the 1998 version of the NSS was not expanded to
embrace avison of Pax Americana. It was broadened, instead, to undertake the new
chalenges of homeand defense where * protecting our citizens and critica infrastructures at
homeis an essentid eement of our strategy” and the hedlth of the globa economy where “our
future prosperity depends upon a stable international financid system and robust globa
growth. %

Thiswas aredigtic goproach given the limitations of a downsized government and the
priorities of most Americans, who place individua security—both physica (persond) and
financia (job)--over armed dtruism. Americans “are wary about committing US forcesinto a
crisgsthat has uncertain outcomes. When the American people are not directly threatened, their
tendency is to remain detached” says Stephen Hook.** Following the Cold War, America
opted for a peace dividend, a balanced budget and low taxesingtead of maintaining alarge

forces that would have been cagpable of performing multiple peace operations or humanitarian
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missions. America rhetoricaly embraced the role as the world' s leader during this period of
globa chaos, yet responded both in policy and funding, with a contradictory and restrained
attitude.

The defense drawdown, rather than funding to achieve a Pax Americana, won out as the
priority of the American people, as articulated by their elected and appointed leadersin the
executive and |legidative Branches. This peace dividend yielded $750 billion in savings that have
hel ped jumpgtart the economy and contributed to the first budget surplusin 30 years, benefiting
al Americans. However, despite this effort to reduce the cost of defense, Americatried to
“have its cake and edt it too” by inexplicably undertaking peace operations without
congressiond budget authority, public mandate or afirm policy. Rather than spend at the five
percent GDP leve for defense to fund an ambitious peacekeeping, peace enforcement and
humanitarian agenda, the military was directed to undertake an unprecedented level of peace
operations without the needed funding. This gap between funded military capabilities and the
enthusiastic gppetite to lead and “ make a difference’ throughout a complex and unstable world
resulted in paying the bill with funds from current operations and readiness—near and long-
term. Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison of Texas highlights the impact on current readiness.

The Bosniamission is contributing to a downward spird of military readiness. The
increased tempo of operationsis costing money we haven't budgeted and is causing
military recruitment and retention problems.

The Army has had its worgt recruiting year snce 1979. For every pilot the Air Force
keeps, it loses two. The Navy is lowering educationa standards to attract potentia
recruits. Thisraises training cogts, drawing resources from wegpons and equipment
modernization.?

An equd problem existed on the modernization side, commonly referred to as future

readiness. Robert B. Zodlick, now president of the Center for Internationa and Strategic



Studies, testified before Congress that there “has been a significant disconnect between the
Pentagon’ s security strategy planning and the defense budgets that are supposed to fund the
strategy.”® He fedsthat the U.S. needs to spend 3.8% of its GDP on defense not the 3.0%
that are currently being spent to keep up with the new demands of the strategy and to retrieve
the sowdowns of the 1990°'s** That appears unlikely; as the budget is programmed to drop to
2.6% in 2003 making it even harder for peace operations to compete against more emotiona
issues like terrorism and ballistic missle defense, which were highlighted in the 1998 NSS.

At atime when amgor increase is heeded to “buy back” modernization and personnel
retention programs that impact on future readiness, additiona peace operations, like Kosovo,
serve to dow the recovery and further widen the gap. Thisis sure to make future
Adminigtrations reluctant to undertake 21% Century missions and temp officiadsto fal back on
the NSS and Presidentid Decision Directive 25—unavailable in the early 1990s—which
provides the justification for “ sdlective and effective’ peace operations®® With no money
dlocated for unknown future peace operations, Mr. Zodlick weighed-in with legidators and
policy makers:

The extra expenditures in the Administrations most recent proposad are focused
primarily on just keeping up with today’ s requirements. As aresult, the United Statesis
creeting a problem different from the hollow force of the 1970's, it isafailure of
preparedness. We are not investing in the wegpons and defenses the US will need for
the future.®®
I ncreased Defense Spending. For fisca year 2000, the defense budget was increased for
the first time since the mid-1980s but thisis till insufficient to fully fund the nationd security

drategy and to “buy back” the degradation in readiness that occurred in the early part of the

decade. Additionally, there is no money committed for potentia peace endeavors or Kosovo
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beyond September 1999. Aslong as a budget shortfall exists, the U.S. has no choice but to
take an appetite suppressant on “purely humanitarian” peace operations and limit itsdf to only
those high-payoff casesthat can be directly linked to the vital or important national interests as
articulated in the 1998 NSS. For example, the intervention in Kosovo was sold by policy
makers as one of those high-payoff cases because of its national security component—
destabilization of the region. It islikely that the Bosnia and Kosovo will take up to ten years,
leaving little gppetite for undertaking new peace operations, given the current nationa priorities.

In 1999, the adminigtration began raisng defense spending to fully fund the NMS through
the out years and address the readiness and personne shortfalls aluded by Senator Hutchison.?’
Since 1985, there has been agradud decline in defense spending that was findly addressed by
the adminigtration in 1999 with a $112b budget increase in the fiscal year 2000-2005 defense
budgets. During that period, defense procurement declined 66% and the overal budget declined
40%. Unfortunately, this amount will only partly meet the needs of the services &fter years of
neglect and increased requirements. For example, the year 2000 budget only partidly meetsthe
needs of the Army. While the budget satisfies some of the critica near-term readiness concerns,
it isdill $2.6 billion short of the minimum requirement of which $1.8 billion is required for
modernization. In 1985, the American taxpayer paid $21,000 per year for every man and
women in the Army for modernization; today, it is only $12,000, stated Secretary of the Army
Louis Caldera®

Although the FY 2000 budget bolsters funding for people, training and qudity of life, much
damage has dready been done during the 1990s that will impact recruiting and retention for an

extended period of time. The migration of funds from qudlity of life programs and base
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operations coupled with the lagging of military pay helped fund peace operations and other high
OPTEMPO missions but resulted many soldiers, sallors, airmen and marinesto vote with ther
feet and leave active service. The budget increases could prove to betoo little too late for those
who have been enduring the hardships of repetitive peacekeeping tours during the 1990s. Since
the progressive leader development model unique to the military does not accommodate amid-
level entry leader program, this could have a profound impact on the next generation of mid-
level officers and non-commissioned officers.
New Threats and Challenges

In addition to playing catch up in pay, retirement and modernization from the 1990s, peace
and humanitarian operations will have to compete with new and emerging threats and priorities
for limited defense dollars. The threatsto U.S. personnd abroad, brought to the fore by Khobar
Towers and the embassy bombings in Africawill take $2.9b out of the defense budget. Baligtic
Missle Defense (BMD), designed both to protect military personnel abroad, in addition to the
50 states, will take alarge share of the budget in the out years. Additiondly, the threat of
chemical and biologica weapons and their domestic terrorist implications will require addressing
by the Department of Defense, placing another drain on resources.
Domestic Terrorism. For thefirg timein history, DoD will have to devote precious resources
and focus to combet the threat of domestic terrorism. Traditiondly, America hasrelied on its
unique geographical pogtion to isolate itsalf from potential enemies, with the only perceived
threast coming from intercontinental ballistic missles. However, with numerous Third World
countries undertaking development programs for weapons of mass destruction, many

Americans are concerned that U.S. cities are becoming potentid targets for chemica or
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biologica terrorism. This concern has been articulated in the recent verson Nationa Security
Strategy (1998) and will need to be resourced, causing competition for peace operations within
the defense establishment for dollars.

Although, such domegtic emergencies fal within the purview of civilian authorities, the
military has unique response capabilities, particularly in the area of quick response and the
deployability of medicd, logistics and decontamination assets. Pressure has been mounting to
draw from the military in acriss response role. In 1998, ten National Guard teams were
established to respond to chemica and biologica atack anywhere in the country within four
hours. In 1999, the Secretary of Defense sought approva for a permanent task force, headed
by a generd officer, to coordinate these actionsin the event of attack. In the 2000 budget, the
President has earmarked $10 hillion to protect the U.S. and its people againgt terrori<t,
wegpons of mass destruction and potentia computer attacks, the fiscal equivaent of three years
of Bosnia type peacekeeping.?®
Missile Defense. Another new requirement that appeared in the recent version of the NSSis
the emerging threat of missiles against our troops abroad and people a home. North Korea's
open missletesting and Iran and Iraq's pursuit of wegpons of mass destruction in the Middle
Eadst arejust afew examples of what is occurring in over 20 countries the CIA hasidentified as
developing both weapons of mass destruction and ballistic missiles®

This raises big budget implications for the Department of Defense. The total defense budget
for Nationd Missile Defense from 1999 to 2005 will be $10.5b, nearly triple the previous leve
that had been sat. Some argue that the figure could go as high as $13 hillion to “ develop, test

and deploy.”®" In the summer of 2000, the President will make a decision concerning the future
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development and deployment that could make this one of the Pentagon’s most expengve
programs.

Theater missile defense, designed to protect our troops aoroad, will also accelerate
development. In January 1999, Secretary of Defense William Cohen, reiterated his support for
the Army’s Theater High Altitude Air Defense System, despite severd flight test failures that
jeopardized the program. At the same press conference, he announced that DoD would aso
fully fund the acquisition phase of the Navy’s Theater Wide which, up to that point, had been
only atechnology system. His rationale was to accelerate the development so that both systems
could befielded as early as 2007 at an increased cost of haf abillion dollars from 1999-
2001.%

Since both of these projects represent new expenditures to the defense budget, pressure
will be on DoD to reduce expendituresin other aress if the domestic programs of the Clinton
Administration and the balanced budget guidelines are to survive Base closures and nuclear
wegpons reductions will not be much help in the near-term. The Clinton administration had
hoped to cut costs by closing unneeded bases in 2001 and 2005, however, it isunlikely that
there will be any benefit in the near-term and it could actudly produce a negative effect if not
approved by Congress or closing costs become excessive. According to Robert Bell at the
NSC: “We need new authority [to conduct base closures] —in fact, our budget projections
assumewe Il win approval for that.”** However, in the spring of 1999, Congress ruled out base
closures for the immediate future, creating another budget dilemma as those optimistic budget
projections will need to be revised. Additiondly, failure to implement the Start 11 treaty—over

differences with the Russians over BMD--could result in having that expensive arsend
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maintained in the outyears, another unforecasted expenditure that puts a further dent in the same
defense budget that supports peace operations.
TheHigh Cost of Peace Operations. The U.S. military is a* strategy-based force.”
Strategy defines requirements, which in turn determines our force structure and modernization
needs. Generd Dennis Reimer, U.S. Army Chief of Staff, reminded Congressin recent
testimony that:
The triumphs and failures of American military history can be traced through how well we
have kept the demands of strategy and the requirements for military force in balance. When
the link between strategy and our rationde for retaining and modernizing forces remained
clear and compdlling, the military proved an effective ingrument of nationa policy. When
drategy and military capability drifted gpart we put both our nationd interests and the men
and women of the armed forces at risk.®
Nothing in the post-Cold War period threatens this delicate bal ance more than peace
operations and humanitarian missions, whereit is not difficult on any given day to find a
opportunity where America“ can make adifference,” to use the presdent’swords. However,
given the desire to keep taxes low and balance the budget, one must heed General Reimer’s
words and those of his successor, General Eric Shinseki, as he reflected on the impact of
Kosovo at his confirmation hearing:
Each additiona contingency operation impacts the Army’ s ability to remain focused on its
warfighting requirements. | am concerned about the prospects of along-term commitment
to Kosovo with ground forces...We have a missons and resource mismatch. It's
premature to say that raising the end strength istheright cdl, but end strength is alegitimate
concern.*
The primary mission of the US military has never been humanitarian assstance,

peacekeeping, peace enforcement, expunging evil from the world or other any other dtruistic

endeavor, and the post-Cold War period should be no exception. As Professor Barry Posen of
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MIT pointed out at a pand a Harvard on Rwandain 1998, “Armed dtruism is rare and when
nations use it, they are stingy.” The chalenges of the post-Cold War Era are different and the
Department of Defense is underfunded to perform the many tasksit is currently assgned, even
with President Clinton’s projected defense increase of $112 billion over the next six years.
Former Defense Secretary James Schlesinger states that, “we don't have the forces to intervene
everywhere...we are not able to control everything irrespective of theillusonstha have
developed after the collapse of the Soviet Union.”*” He fedsthe Clinton Adminigtration has
taken an “dl-too-expangve definition of nationd interest.” Former-Secretary of State Henry
Kissnger points out:

We can't get involved in every ethnic conflict as a police force without sooner or later
getting overextended.®®

...that America s military power is available to enable every ethnic or religious group to
achieve sdf-determination? Is NATO to become the artillery for ethnic conflict? If
Kosovo, why not East Africaor Central Asia?®

The Army senior leader explains the high cost of peace operdations:
| am in complete agreement that the U.S. must be a globd player and engagement isin
our best interest, but our engagement can only go o far. Thereis aculminating point
beyond which engagement can be sustained without endangering our vita interests.

Security and economic prosperity. Engagement can have a negative effect on the
military, and the security of the nation, if we fall to fully grasp the Sate of the current

military.*°
For example, every unit in the active U.S. Army and U.S. Army Reserveislinked to a
vdidated warplan directed againgt the DoD’ s primary mission of deterring conflict and if that
fails, to “fight and win our nations wars.”** Although a secondary mission exists for conflict
prevention and peacetime activities, no forces are fenced for these contingencies. Thereare no

speciaized peacekeeping units from which to draw for Bosnia, Kosovo, the Snal, Haiti or
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Macedonia or other such missions. Forces are justified and equipment procured based on
wartime missions and strategies and each unit dways has a mission to be combat ready to
execute its specific warplans.*

When aunit is assigned to do a peacekeegping mission, a caculated risk is taken in executing
the war and contingency plans of the United States. Prior to Kosovo, the Army’ s ability to
handle a second mgjor theater war under the current strategy was aready at high risk.*® One of
the risks comes in eroding readiness, for a soon asa unit isidentified for a peacekeeping or
peace enforcement mission it ceases combat training and begins focusing on the new task at
hand. As aforce becomes better trained in its peacekeeping mission, its combat skills atrophy
over time, eventudly to the point where it is can no longer be consdered combat deployable
without some period of additiond training. For continuous peace operations, like Bosnia, this
condition affects two or three other units a the same time for each unit deployed. For every unit
on location performing a peace operation, there is another performing intense training in the
preparation phase to relieve that unit at the end of its six-month deployment. Additiondly, there
is another unit that has recently returned from its deployment—whose wartime skills have
atrophied—that is trying to regain the combat edge through collective maneuver training and
refitting.

Stay-behind units are dso impacted, representing the equivadent of yet another unit, as they
arerequired to help evauate, prepare and “push out” a unit for peace operations, disrupting its
own unit training and affecting its readiness for war. Stay-behind units aso provide “fillers’ for

shortagesin deploying units as Mgor Generd David L. Grange explains.
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It took over 60,000 soldiers from unitsin Germany and the continental U.S. to maintain
approximately 23,000 troops in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Macedonia. .. Units left behind
aso suffered decreases in readiness status as Sster units deploy for Military Operations
Other Than War (MOOTW) operations. Thisisdueto partid manning of al but the
Army’s highest-priority units. Since units deploying on MOOTW operations receive
additiona resources, dl of their personnel and equipment shortages must be filled from
the units not deploying.*
Disciplined choices in peace operations. The best way to keep the United States from
becoming party to every good idea that comes dong isto aways link peace operations to the
nationd security and nationd military strategies. The current revison of the NSS provides for
the advancement of U.S. nationa interests and places peacekeeping and peace enforcement in
the category of “important national interests” as opposed to higher priority “vital nationd
interests.” These “(nationd) interests do not affect our nationd surviva, but they do affect our
nationa well-being and the character of the world in which we live.® The U.S. involvement as
part of the NATO operations in Bosnia and Kosovo are two such examples.

Although such operationsis not of primary importance to the surviva and vitdity of our
nation, asisthe case of vitd interests, they can be secondarily linked to these interests due to
our security and economic ties with Europe.

We have a clear nationd interest in assuring that Kosovo is where the fighting
ends...Potentidly, it could affect our alies, Greece and Turkey. It could spark tensons
in Bosniaitsalf, jeopardizing our gains there.*®

President Clinton

Although, peace operations have a negative impact on readiness, raise budget challenges
and contribute to the attrition of people from the military, this remains avauable tool in the

national security arsend to support U.S. nationa interests—economic, diplomatic or military.

Oftentimes a peacekeeping or peace enforcement operation can preempt or prevent a conflict
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that would eventualy involve the United States & a more dangerous or costly stage down the
spectrum of violence. However, contemplating such actions should aways involve adirect link
to the strategy and only after the cost/benefit analyss reveds a high payoff . Also, an eye must
aways be given to asset presarvation, for the U.S. military is unique in its ability to engage in the
use of force on behdf of the American people. Thisis not aresponsbility can be deferred to
another segment of American society, alies or the UN as Charles Krauthammer reminds us:
America s military has adifferent job: imposing itsef—deploying its massve
sophisticated forces to strike and fight—where the stakes are high and the causeis
clear. Liberaing an invaded Kuwait was precisaly such an instance, asis protecting
South Koreaand Taiwan. In Bosnia, the most powerful and sophisticated army in the
world is stting in the rain and the mud at the cost of more than $20 billion and counting.
What a colossal waste—and drain. Asthe protector of last resort, the United States
needs to husband its resources for great exertions, not diss pate them in a thousand
stagnant fens®’
With that respongbility in mind, it is aso important, however, for the U.S. to remain engaged
and exercise leadership to protect and advance nationa interestsin a globa economy and
defense policy provides for that:.
U.S. leadership can deter aggression, foster the peaceful resolution of conflicts,
encourage stable and free foreign markets, promote democracy, and inspire othersto
create a safer world and to resolve globa problems. Without active U.S. leadership
and engagement abroad, threats to U.S. security will worsen and opportunities will
narrow. Peace operations provide the United States with an effective and flexible
instrument to cope with the dynamic nature of the international environment.*®
A Casefor Selective Engagement. Given America s reluctance to increase defense spending
dramatically (5% GDP in the near-term and 4% GDP steady state), to accommodate an
ambitious peace operations agenda plus address the priorities identified in the NSS it would
seem logicd to consider apolicy of sdective engagement in the 21%* Century. Such a strategy,

aong the lines articulated by Barry Posen, Andrew Ross and Robert Art, would alow for the



short-term investment of around 4% GDP (Zodllick) with agoa to eventually return to the
traditiona 3% GDP steady state advocated by most Americans.
Advocates of selective engagement do start from the premise that resources are scarce:
it issmply impossible to muster sufficient power and will to keep domestic and
internationa peace worldwide, or to preserve the United States as the undisputed
leader in the unipolar world.*

Sdective engagement enthusiasts don't look at each violent conflict in avacuum and
suppress the urge to get involved in ethnic conflicts. They look a the world holigticaly and
concern themsdves only with those conflicts that impact the security arrangements of the magjor
powers. They would view humanitarian interventions as an issue to be settled by norma U.S.
domestic processes, say Posen and Ross. “The most important strategic question isthe
opportunity cost.”*® For example, the U.S. might undertake an effort like Hurricane Mitch
because it was determined to be less expensive, in the long-term, to have athriving Latin
Americathan ded for years with awith a depressed one.

In their critique of selective engagement, Posen and Ross note that the Strategy lacks a
certain romance compared to other drategies, “thereisvery little idealism or commitment to
principle behind the strategy . ... It focuses very narrowly on interests defined in terms of
power.”>" However, given the rluctance of the American taxpayer to fund an ambitious peace
operations agenda, perhapsthisis exactly what the nation needs.

Such a policy would be geared toward defending the United States and it’ s vitd interests by
promoting peace among the mgor powersin abaance of power arrangement, containing ethnic
conflict rether than getting involved in it and only occasiondly intervening in humanitarian

crises.>?

23



Humanitarian Imperialism Retired Marine generd Bernard Trainor of Harvard believes that
“the age of American imperidism is coming to adose”>® He feds that neo-isolationismis on
the rise and the public has grown tired of the “indecisive mord crusades that have led usinto
Somdia, Haiti, Bosnia, and Kosovo” and they “will demand that military deployments be tied to

concrete and narrowly defined nationd interests.”™*

Whether the American people have lost
their gppetite for such ventures will be amatter for debates in the years ahead. Onething is
aure, a 2.9% GDP, DaoD is not funded to perform an ambitious peace operations agenda in the
21% Century. In redty, America has dready signed up for a sdective engagement strategy with
The Bakans as the area of choice for the next ten to fifteen years and there will be little room to
accommodate new operations for at least the first decade of the next millennium.

Summary. After extensve peace operations in the 1990s and the corresponding public debate
throughout that period, America has yet to adopt a proactive peace operations agenda or
budget. Infact, the trend isin the other direction, based the most recent document outlining our
national security strategy--the 1998 NSS.  The nation, facing numerous new threats and
chalenges—such asterrorism and securing U.S. interests in the globa economy—and
determined to maintain a balanced budget without raisng taxes will likely be forced to teake aan
“appetite suppressant” on peace operations during the early part of the next century. The cost
of peace of operations of the past decade was absorbed at the expense of near-term readiness
and future military cgpabilities and that legacy of the 1990s is unlikely to be forgotten as
lawmakers and future adminigrations fully aosorb the impact..

MYTH #2: U.S. peace operations—peacekeeping and peace enforcement—need to be

casudty freeto gain the support of the American people. The quick withdrawd in Somdia,
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following the Baitle of Mogadishu, shows intolerance for casuatiesin peace operations, while
the lack of casudties in Bosnia and Kosovo shows how support can be sustained when aless
aggressive approach is taken.
REALITY: Americans are willing to accept casudties on military missonsthat it consders
compelling. The unwillingness to accept casudties in Somdia, Bosnia, Haiti and Kosovo can be
atributed to the relative importance of such missonsto the American public. Higtoricaly, other
armed interventions—like the Dominican Republic and Lebanon—have dicited the same
reaction. Military operations are inherently dangerous, including peacetime training. The risk of
casudties will dways be present, when soldiers are deployed. Examplesinclude: a breakdown
in the peace agreement, aterrorist incident, or even acrimind act could lead to violence against
American servicemen or
women. American policy should not depend on luck. If the case is compelling enough to accept
casudties, we should commit; if not, we shouldn't.

The United States' unwillingness to accept casudties is perceived in other parts of the

world as alack of commitment.
Ambassador Jayant Prassad, India

The American gpproach to peace operations is wrong. Rather than committing forcesto
causes that the American people find compelling—where the consequences sometimes are
costly, but acceptable, the tendency today is to commit to causes of lessor importance that
avoid the issue dtogether by ingtructing the military to perform casudty free operations. For
example, in Bosnia, a cautious gpproach was with emphasis more toward avoiding catastrophe
rather than achieving quick success. This was accomplished by choosing to favor force

protection over the gpprehension of war criminas, a key confidence building measure affecting
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the return of the refugees. To date, this has ill has not been achieved, three years after
implementation of the Dayton Peace Accords. Former Ambassador Richard Holbrooke
explans, “(Admird Smith) made it clear that he intended to take aminimdist gpproach to dl
aspects of the implementation other than force protection.” Admira Smith even stated that “I
don't have the authority to arrest anybody,” which in Ambassador Holbrooke' s words
“dangeroudy narrowed his own authority.”>

To date the greatest limitation on military peace operations has been the perceived
intolerance of the American people to accept combat casudties on missons underwritten in the
name of peace. This perception evolved from the disaster in Somaiafollowed afew years later
by the decision to deploy peace forces to Bosnia without public or congressional approval.
Richard Holbrooke reportsin his book that 70% of the American public was againg the
deployment of peacekeeping forcesto Bosniain 1995. In the post-Somdia era, without a
mandate from the American people and their elected representatives, the administration directed
that thisis a casudty free operation. Thisdid not need to be the case and Ambassador
Holbrooke and others fed that more might have been accomplished in Bosnia had we
undertaken a more ambitious and aggressive military agenda.
America and Casualties. Thereisa popular perception — at home and abroad — that
America has no tolerance for casuaties and that when public opinion erodes as aresult of high
casudties, the United States will withdraw from the conflict. However, history is replete with
examples of cases where high casudties led to negative public opinion, yet the fighting continued
for years. For example, in the Civil War, the Battle of Antietam claimed over 20,000 casudties

in one day, yet the war raged on for three more years. Korea and Vietnam, commonly
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perceived as wars that were stopped by public opinion, claimed over 348,000 casudlties,
including 81,000 desths spanning three consecutive decades. A RAND study addressesthis
paradox:

A detailed andysis of polls taken during both wars shows that as the conflicts continued

and casudties and codts. . . mounted, public opinion did indeed become disillusioned

with America sinvolvement, with more and more Americans regretting the origind

decison to intervene,

There was, however, very little movement in the percentage of Americans polled who

wished the United States to withdraw from the conflict. In fact, agrowing number of

Americans favored escdation of the conflicts to bring them back to aquick % and

victorious % end. *°

Escalation to win appears to be the American preference when faced with the dilemma of
mounting casudtiesin wars and most armed regiond conflicts. Polls for Koreaand Vietnam
showed “an inverse relationship between *gpprovd’ of the intervention and the public’s desire
to escalate to achieve the decisive results” > For Korea, in April 1952, 49 percent of people
polled wanted to attack the Communist Chinese while only 16 percent favored bringing the
troops home. There was even at one point a47 percent gpprova rating to “attack the
Communist forces with everything we have.”*® Throughout the war, 77 percent of those polled
opted not to withdraw and “those favoring escalation aways greatly outnumbered those
favoring withdrawa — from amargin of two to one at the beginning of the conflict to dmog five
to one for the period after July 1951.”°
Vietnam, the RAND report states, was even a more compelling example of public support

for escdation as conflicts continue. Asin Korea, public support fell as casuaties mounted while

support for escaation went up, presumably to complete the mission and get the troops home

27



victorioudy. From 1965 to 1968, 77 percent of the people polled in the RAND study favored
remaining in Vietnam versus 12 percent favoring withdrawd.
By November 1967, those favoring escaation exceeded those favoring fighting at the
same leve of effort by nearly five to two, and those favoring escal ation exceeded those
favoring withdrawal by nearly fiveto one. ‘Approva’ of the war wasinversdly related
to the desire to escalate the conflict.®°
The Gulf War provides a contemporary example that is consstent with the aforementioned
desire of the public to gain victory and “not quit,” despite the fear of high U.S. casudlties.
Although initid public support to “drive the Iragis out of Kuwait” yielded only 37 percent to 52
percent gpprovd ratings in Galup pollsin the six weeks leading up to the Senate vote on Irag,
support rose to 83 percent once the war started. This support existed despite the fact that 83
percent believed that *high numbers of casudties would result on both sdes’ and that “Irag will
use chemical, biologica, or nuclear wegpons (82 percent).” More surprisingly, 67 percent of
the public wanted to exceed the UN mandate, not stop once the stated objectives were met;
“they wanted Americato press on until Saddam was removed from power.” Clearly, America
wanted a“decisive victory,” and the casualty issue was subordinate to this overarching goa.**
Despite occurring in the single-superpower era and before the same post-Cold War
audience as that of Operation Desert Storm, the same level of success could not be achieved in
Somaia— less than three years later. Clearly, Somdia demondtrated that humanitarian
intervention was not viewed in the same context by the same American public that reacted
positively to the use of forcein the Gulf. In fact, the Somdia reaction more closly resembles

another category of military operations where the populace has shown alow tolerance to accept

caaudties
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Prolonged interventions in complex politica Stuations in falled states characterized by
cvil conflict, in which U.S. interests and principles are typicaly much less compdlling, or
clear, and in which success is often elusive at best. past examples of thistype include
interventions in the Dominican Republic (1965) and Lebanon (1982-1984).%

Eric V. Larsen argues that the relative importance of the casudty issue can be linked to the
perception of benefits and prospects. There are cases where the benefits may be “as— or
more — important than casudties in determining support.” However, he adds, “There is strong
evidence that declining perceived benefits or prospects erode public support. In short,
Americans do not want to sacrifice lives for causes they do not consider compelling.”®

A study of Somaliaclearly shows that this operation, despite its noble origins and initid
public support, didn’t fal into Larsen’s category where the desired benefits are equa to or more
important than casudties. Initidly, there was strong support from the people and Congress for
providing forces for the safeguarding of humanitarian supply ddiveries, even though the area had
little geo-gtrategic sgnificance to the United States and was not linked to our vita interests.
However, for some reason, that public support for providing forces was never synonymous with
awillingnessto incur any casudties, asit was redized later. In fact, Larsen fedsthat public
support was not only contingent upon the pursuit of the initia humanitarian objective, but, in fact,
had another component: the mission had to be accomplished with few-to-no casuaties®

In Somdlia, the U.S. forces were withdrawn &fter afailed raid on a clan leader claimed the
lives of 18 American servicemen on 3 October 1993. Following this setback, the United States
smply gave up the mission rather than bolster security — with additiona forces— aswas

consitent reaction in most military commitments throughout history.® Although the catastrophic

results of the Battle of Mogadishu provided the ultimate trigger for this mgjor policy decison,
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public support had been waning in the months snce the redlity of casuaties had become
apparent. In June of 1993, 26 Pakistani peacekeepers were killed by locds, followed by seven
U.S. degths in two incidents during August and September. By the end of September, public
support had totaly eroded for the mission, prompting Congress to threaten to cut off funds on
15 November 1993 if the mission continued. In Washington, the long-overdue draft policy on
peace operations — afairly solid document — was nearing approval, but now had to be
completely rewritten to address the politica falout of the Somalia debacle.

“No sngle event has done as much to influence peacekeeping in the post-Cold War era,”
gates Mark Bowden, who authored a study on the incident. He argues that the Somdia
mission continues to haunt American peacekeeping decisons to this day and served to delay
American involvement in Haiti, Rwanda and Bosnia® Bowden argues that: “1n the five years
snce the humanitarian mission dissolved into combat, Somalia has had a profoundly cautionary
influence on American foreign policy. He concludes that the lesson to be learned from Somdia
is If the mission is not worth the loss of life, you don't undertake it.”®’

The lesson to be drawn from Somdiais not that Americans are not willing to take casudties
for peace operations, but, rather, that they do not consider the types of operations that the
nation has committed them to in the 1990s to be compelling. In short, the test should be: “isiit
important enough to incur losses?” Not, “how should we avoid casudties?” Commanders will
aways place a high premium on the protection of those placed in their charge, but it should teke
more than luck to vaidate a policy.%®
The limitation that the fear of casudties has placed on the use of the military has somein

Congress troubled. Rep. Dondd Payne (D) of New Jersey stated, “This whole question about



the reluctance [to put] the United States military at any place that is dangerous has to redlly be
rethought.” He fedls that such a philosophy weekens the ability of the United States to act
independently and effectively and believes that “we have to get a redefinition of what a military
forceis and the redlities of amilitary force. No one wants to hear about casuaties.”® Then
senator Sam Nunn made the same observation when Congress was debating Bosnia:
| don’t want to see us evolve to a point where we have expectations in this country of a
war where nobody gets killed on ether side, and where we don't have any collatera
damage on the other side.”
The former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Army Generd John Shdikashvili, agreed: “I
think maybe that issue is an outgrowth of Desert Storm, followed by our experiencein Somalia,
and | am very concerned about that.” ™*

This reluctance gppears to manifest itself most with respect to cases where troops have the
potentia to be committed on the ground. Other aspects of the gpplication of U.S. military
power in support of peace operations have enjoyed greater freedom from public scrutiny,
particularly when the totd numbers of Americans at risk are smdl. For example, NATO
ardrikesin Bosnia prior to Dayton proved very effective in enforcing UN resolutions and was
one of many significant factorsin bringing the Serbs to the bargaining table a Dayton. "
However, when U.S. Air Force pilot Captain Scott O’ Grady was shot down on 2 June 1994,
the resulting press coverage brought the support for the UN operation in Bosniato an al-time
low.

When NATO consdered action to persuade Serbian President Slobodan Milosevic to ease

up on his crackdown on the rebels in Kosovo, it decided to launch Operation Deliberate

Falcon, ashow of force consisting of 89 aircraft, asafirst step. “Was this the best way to send
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amessage?’ Earnest Blazar asked. “Perhaps, but it sure was the best way to employ U.S.
forces without ruffling the feathers of the people at home.” ™ Then-Brigadier General CharlesF.
Wad, head of the Air Force' slong-range Strategy office, explained:
The only dternative isto go and put 13,000 troops on the ground. Y ou don’t hear the
American public arguing over Albania. . . . They aren’t [protesting] in front of the White
House saying we can't have that. Y ou put 13,000 troops on the ground, and |
guarantee you the president is going to hear about that.™

Gen. Wad's statement amost a year before Kosovo was prophetic. Whenthe U.S,, as
part of NATO, decided to dedl with the Kosovo problem, the idea of committing ground troops
was immediately taken off the table by the Adminigtration, presumably to reassure the American
people that massive casudties would not be incurred. In the Spring of 1999 a successful air
campaign, designed to avoid casudties, resulted inloss of life in dmaost three months of combat
operations, an enviable gatigtic even for alarge-scae training exercise.

The public — and some political leaders — tend to object to casudties among U.S. forces
employed in non-ground missons only as they occur, rather than during the planning, asis
typicd in the case of the commitment of large ground formations. This phenomenon seems
logical, as ground forces are subject to awide variety of “around-the-clock” dangers such as
terrorism, mines and counterattack that are not applicable to offshore vessdls or distant airbases
that are sometimes used for peace operations. The danger for air and nava forcesis perceived
as being smaler and lessrisky, due to their high-tech nature, and apparently more acceptable to
the public — until something happens.

If ground troops are involved, the perceived casudty limitation has been observed to

influence even the most benign missions. For example, the U.S. contingent that was part of the

32



750-person UN force in Macedonia came under criticism in the media during April 1998 asthe
violence in Kosovo highlighted peacekeeping operationsin the region. Although the officid
mission of the 350-person U.S. force was only to monitor and report, rather than stop the
fighting should it erupt, The Washington Post found that the United States took extraordinary
precautions to ensure that U.S. troops are kept “farther from harm’ s way than troops of other
nations” ™ Spexificaly, the Post reported that American troops were under strict instructions
not to venture within 300 yards of the border and monitored two-thirds less of the border area
than that patrolled by the Nordic Battaion. The Scandinavian soldiers, it was reported, greetly
resented these restrictions and accused the Americans of not being able to observe key territory
inther sector. A foreign officid Stated that the U.S. gpproach was for “domestic consumption”
and that “they do not want to risk having to explain to Congress why any American became a
casudty in Macedonia.”

Policy Implications of a Flawed Per ception. The perceived low tolerance for casudties
brought to the fore by Somdiaresulted in the clearly defined policy for peace operations
doctrine that America had badly needed but had failed to develop in the early 1990s.
Presdentia Decison Directive 25, “The Clinton Adminigtration’s Policy on Reforming
Multilaterd Peace Operations,” wasfindly rdeased in May 1994, just Sx months after the
Battle of Mogadishu. It caled for U.S. peace operations to be more “ selective and effective’
and recognized peace operaions as just one toal in the foreign policy suite of potentid options
to prevent and resolve conflict. PDD-25 listed numerous factors that must be considered

before the U.S. would participate in peace operations, including a cease-fire and the consent of



the parties involved in cases where traditional peacekeeping (Chapter V1) operations were
being considered.”

Although PDD-25 provided drastically needed discipline on the decision to commit to new
peacekeeping operations, it has come under much criticism due the Somalia experience and the
limits on casudties that influenced the policy’ s development. Adam Roberts writes:

PDD-25 is vulnerable to many criticisms. In particular, the characteristic and
understandable U.S. anxiety to work out in advance an end point to an operation,

coupled with the equally understandable U.S. worry about casudties, can actudly
encourage local leaders to be obstinate, knowing that they can outlast an embattled

peacekeeping force.”®

There are other policy implications evolving from the low casualty record of recent peace
operations, and the perceptions they reinforce. In December 1997, the Washington Times
reported that the “zero tolerance” for casudties makesit easier for an administration to send
troops abroad. If the Pentagon can guarantee near-zero casudties, opposition to a deployment
narrows.” " However, such an expectation puts tremendous pressure on the military leaders on
the ground to focus on force protection instead of the primary misson and begs a difficult
question: If some casudties areincurred, as a cost of doing business, will this undermine an
otherwise sound policy? The zero tolerance limitation has even been turned around to support
extensons of ongoing peace operations. When government leaders redlized that the U.S. would
be unable to withdraw from Bosniain one year, as predicted, the fact that we had not sustained
any casudties became one judtification for a continued presence.

However, thistrend of predicting unredigticaly low casudties to help support dangerous

operations has begun to cause a concern for Executive Branch leaders® In his remarks to the

Nationd Defense University class on 29 January 1998, Presdent Clinton reminded military



leaders (and the American people) that “it is not easy to wear the uniform and it is never a
completely safe proposition.” He went on to add:
We must be strong and tough and mature as a nation — strong and tough and mature
enough to recognize that even the best-prepared, best-equipped force will suffer losses
inaction. . . . Every casudty isatragedy dl its own for aparent or achild or afriend.
But when the cause isjust and the purpose clear, our military men and women are
prepared to take that risk. . . The American people have to be, aswell.®
Force Protection. The near-zero tolerance for combat casudties has raised the premium on
force protection digproportionately. What was traditionaly just one of many important tasks for
amilitary commander has now become the top priority to many as adirect result of the new
evolving standard. This new primacy of force protection often occurs a the expense of the
mission. Although civilian leaders — including the President, the Secretary of Defense and the
Deputy Secretary of Defense — have been careful to keep force protection in its proper
perspective as “an integrd part of mission accomplishment” rather than the mission itsdlf, that
feding is not accepted universaly down the chain.®? For example, Generd Wilhem of U.S,
Southern Command stated it as histop priority in congressona testimony:
The unrest generated by palitica ingtability requires us to constantly reassess the safety
and security environment in which our troops are living and working. | have
recommended that we terminate our permanent military presence in Haiti and conduct
routine periodic engagement activities. In the interim we will continue to make force
protection ‘job one’ for our deployed forces, we will not let down our guard.®®
Another example would be the air campaign in Kosovo where NATO air power avoided
casudties and only lost two planes but failed to stop the ethnic cleansing of Kosovo because the

attacks we conducted above 15,000 feet where the aircrews were a minimal risk to Yugodav

Army ar defensefire.



Why so Conservative? Theterrorist attack on Khobar Towers did for force protection what
Somdiadid for the tolerance of casudties. On 25 June 1996, aterrorist truck bomb exploded
a the U.S. forces housing complex in Dhahran, Saudi Arabia claming the lives of 19 armen
deployed in support of Operation Southern Watch. Fortunately, the public viewed this
operation — which occurred in an active combat zone — in the context of U.S--Iraq
confrontation, rather than as a peace operation or even atraditiona peacetime operation. Had
the reaction been otherwise, the entire U.S. involvement in the Persian Gulf could have been
jeopardized. Thisincident brought the issue of casudtiesto center stage plus raised the
standard of persond accountability to an unprecedented level that till impactsdl U.S.
operations, as was recently seen in the Kosovo air campaign and what is currently being seen
on the ground in Kosovo and Bosnia

Following the terrorist attack in Saudi Arabia, an exhaudtive investigation was undertaken.
The resulting report to the President outlined massive ingtitutional changes in the Department of
Defense, including gppointing the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as the DOD-wide foca
point for al force protection activities. Additionaly, in July 1997, Secretary of Defense William
Cohen announced he was removing the responsible commander, Air Force Brigadier Generd
Terryl Schwaller, from the two-star promotion list despite the fact that he * ably discharged his
primary misson of enforcing the no-fly zonein Southern Irag,” further citing that “we expect a
high standard of performance of our commandersin the field who are entrusted with the safety
of our troops.” He added that “field commanders . . . are accountable for dl that their units do

or fail to do.”®



Although the Secretary made it clear in his statement that enforcing the no-fly zone was the
primary mission of Operation Southern Watch, the personal accountability issue for force
protection reverberated down through the services. He stated: “All in the chain of command
need to draw from this experience those lessons, however painful, which may help others who
follow, and who will be a smilar risk.” Regrettably, many careerist commanders began treating
thisasthar primary misson when deployed for operations. An example of how some have
interpreted these developments can be found in this innocent and well-intentioned U.S. Air
Force announcement on the internet entitled, “ Force Protection Is Job One For U.S. ForcesIn
Saudi Arabia."®

The criticiam that avoiding casudties, rather than accomplishing the misson, has become the
primary purpose of the military iswell documented in peace operations dl over the globe,
including The Bakans. A review of the Department of Defense' s definition of force protection
reveds some ambitious tasks and chdlenges, al of which are defensive in nature.
Implementation of this program, sure to preserve lives, will not in itsdf accomplish the misson.
The DOD dictionary defines force protection as a security program designed to protect
soldiers, civilian employees, family members, fadilities and equipment, in dl locations and
Stuations, accomplished through planned and integrated gpplication of combating terrorism,
physical security, operations security, persond protective services, and supported by
intelligence, counterintelligence and other security programs®

In combat, acommander caniill afford to substitute force protection — or any other
important task — in the place of the stated mission without jeopardizing the successful

accomplishment of the campaign or battle. If heistoo conservative and lacks the aggressiveness
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to pursue the objective, then thiswill be apparent in the outcome where he must balance force
protection and operationa freedom. Force protection and other important priorities compete
with one another and are balanced ddlicately to achieve overal misson success. In peace
operations, Snce success revolves around SO many other factors — economic, governmentd,
diplomatic, humanitarian — the military can rarely carry the entire operation to a successful
concluson on its own. But, given the intolerance to casudties for missions of questionable vaue
to the American people, the military component can certainty cause the overal operation to fail
in the court of public opinion. Therefore, the temptation exists today for military commandersto
decideto play “not to losg” rather than “to win.” The BosniaHerzogovina After Action Review
(BHAAR I) Conference Report published by the U.S. Army Peacekeeping Ingtitute concluded:
In OJE (Operation Joint Endeavor) the force protection effort rose to the level of
actudly being part of the stated misson and above the level of the other three baitlefield
combat dynamics (firepower, leadership, maneuver) . . . Additiondly, the perception
among the participants was that force protection measures in OJE were not based on a
vaid risk assessment, often dtifled the operationd commander’ sflexibility, and clearly
fostered the overall perception of a*zero defects’ mentaity/environment.”®’

Many palitica and military leaders now fed that risk management, integrd to dl military
operations, does not include taking risks with the lives of America's sons and daughtersin
peacekeeping and peace enforcement operations. Former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Generd John Shdikashvili expressed his concern to Congress:

Not only are we setting a sandard by which this country will judge us but . . . that might
begin to have an impact on our young [commanders who] have the sense that if they go
into an operation, and despite their best efforts, suffer casudties, that someone’ s going

to be looking over their shoulders. How tragic it would be if we did that because we
would grow a group of leaders who, through their hesitancy, would begin to endanger

people.®



For example, today’ s military commanders in Bosnia are often being criticized by civilian
relief agencies and think tanks for not doing more to enforce the nonmilitary tasks of the Dayton
Peace Accordsin Annexes 1B through 11. The BHAAR | reported:

Many participants felt that U.S. force protection measures seemed to be politicaly
motivated and clearly not based on aredigtic threat assessment. . . . Force protection
requirements severely limited CSS (combat service support) availability to support
nonmilitary functions.

More importantly, the U.S. levels of force protection were significantly different from
other nations. These inconsgstencies lead to two specific areas of concern. First,
stringent U.S. force protection measures directly hampered civil-military cooperation
and the ability for U.S. soldiers to move away from the peace enforcement misson only
mindset. Second . . . many non-U.S. members were concerned the this inconsistency
was sending mixed signals to the warring factions®

This move to palitically-motivated accountability semming from the fear of casudties has
raised the premium on force protection to adisturbing level.  Uniformed |leaders, however,
should not be faulted for their rluctance to limit their involvement to their formd tasks, given the
gakesinvolved. Casudtiesin peace operations have nationd political and policy consequences
that military leadersfed they are not empowered to risk. The senior leader and organizationa
energy required for the additional tasks outlined in the Dayton Peace Accordsis being
expended, first, on the stated tasks (Annex 1A, Military Aspects of the Peace Settlement) and
then on force protection.®® Annex 1A states what the military is formally required to accomplish,
while other non-specified tasks are interpreted, by many, as competing with force protection
focus.

The caution in Bosniais has precedent in the post-Cold War peace operations world. The

UN Macedonia experience occurred prior to Bosnia, chronologicaly. When Mgor Generd
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W.H. Y ates, deployed an infantry battalion from The Berlin Brigade to perform the first U.S.
peacekeegping misson in the former Y ugodav republic of Macedonia, he noted:
My initid concern for the task force deploying to Operation ABLE SENTRY wasforce
protection. Some UN military commanders don’t understand our preoccupation with

thisissue because they are not faced with the same threat as U.S. forces. They don't
understand that because we are the American Army, we are an isolated target of

opportunity.**
His concern appearsto be judtified, as the U.S. forces in Macedonia—one of the smallest
contingents there—was singled out for the “snatch” operation by the Yugodav Army during the
Kosovo Conflict where three American soldiers were abducted inside Macedonia and taken
deep into Serbia.

To mitigate some of this danger, U.S. commanders and diplomats have been forced to take
aharder linein the types of missons the United States is willing to accept during particular
peace operations. Previoudy, it was often assumed that the military would provide awide
range of functions commensurate with its robust cgpatiilities, particularly during times of peace
where competing priorities were minimal.  These expectations were particularly high in areas
where the environment is austere, like Somdia, or where the infrastructure has been destroyed,
asin the case of Bosnia. However, given the renewed emphasis on force protection and the
development of amore defined doctrinein PDD-25, the military is shying away from additiona
tasks that are not specifically mandated by the national command authorities.

A specific areathat has come under criticism in Bosniais the issue of the gpprehension of
indicted war criminds, particularly Radivan Karadzic and Generd Ratko Mladic, the Serb
politica and military leaders during the Bosnian War. While most agree that thisis one of most

ggnificant tasks ill to be completed in Bosnia, there gppearsto be little U.S. military support



for an operation to secure their arrest. Although conventional combat and specia operations
forces are more than capable of such atask, some casuaties would be inevitable, military
planners believe. Since the gpprehension of war crimindsisnot aformd task outlined in Annex
1A of the Dayton Peace Accords (the military annex), the military is not formaly compelled to
perform such amission. In the absence of such direct guidance, the focus shifts to force
protection, which, in the case of Bosnia, was enough to leave this task uncompl eted.

Many argue that the main reluctance to gpprehend war crimindsis the unwillingness to
accept casudties ether in the apprehensons themsdaves or from potentid retdiation by their
affected groups. In Somdia, the conflict between UN forces and the Habre Gedir clan and its
leader, Mohammed Farah Aidid, underscores the dangers of going after specific groups or
individuals. Over time, the origind security mission there escalated into awar between the clan
and the U.S. peacekeepers. In Bosnia, a more aggressive campaign toward apprehending war
criminas by the NATO Stabilization Force (SFOR) was viewed by some as an unnecessary
risk to peacekeepers, a carry-over from the experience in Somdia. Many military leaders
resent the notion that the problems encountered in recruiting, training and standing up an
internationd police force should automaticaly default this problem to the military component of
the operation — SFOR.

By the summer of 1998, the issue came to a head and the New York Times reported that
decisons had been made to abandon plans for a secret military operation to apprehend these
individuals, citing concerns within the military over casuaties.? After an estimated expenditure
of $100 million on intelligence gathering and the deployment of specid operations forces to

Europe, “White House officids — induding President Clinton — could not convince the military
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that arresting the indicted men was arisk worth taking, present and former administration
officias said.”* Ambassador Peter Galbraith, the former U.S. ambassador to Croatiaand a
strong supporter of apprehension, stated: “ They’ ve [the military] been cautious. One wants
one's military to be cautious and careful, but still operationd.™

It was not surprising to those familiar with the 1990s force protection emphasis to see that
the air campaign in Kosovo was conducted in such a manor asto iminate or minimize
casudties. Weapons systems designed to be mogst effective a much closer distances were
being employed at safe dtitudes to minimize crew exposure to enemy air defenses. Not only
did this margindize their effectiveness, such tactics may have contributed to collaterd damage,
as the exaggerated standoff distances made target acquigtion difficult. Also, as mentioned
before, it did little to prevent the ethnic cleansing.

In conclusion, dl military operations are inherently dangerous and peace operations are no
exception. The American people have historically shown that they are willing to accept
casudties when they consider causes compelling. Unfortunately, thislesson was lost in Kosovo
where the myth that Americans are unprepared to accept casudties prevailed. Since The
Bakans was being portrayed as anationd security issue (stability of the region) aswell asan
humanitarian crigs, that myth might have been shattered, had a more aggressive approach been
taken. Instead, we are destined to continue to see U.S. force commanders focused primarily on
force protection, potentialy jeopardizing the peace misson and unnecessarily prolonging
operations. Partid or prolonged successes in these missons for this reason will further serve as

an appetite suppressant for peace operations from a reduced military in the early 21% Century.
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Myth 3: Increased use of the reserve components (RC) for peace operations is a cheap way
to take the burden off the active forces which would trandate into improvementsin active
component reediness, qudity of life and retention.
The Guard does everything from providing active duty forces in overseas missons, like
those in Bosnia and Iraqg, to managing emergency Stuations here a home, from train
derallments to tornadoes and floods. The Nationa Guard provides awide range of

services a afraction of the cost of the active Army... %
Senator Russ Feingold

Reality: The U.S. military relies heavily on reserves and national guard forcesto perform a
variety of missons as part of atotaly integrated force. For example, the mgjority of the Army’s
support structure is located in the Army Reserve, one-third of al Air Force trangport and air-
refueling missons are performed by the RC and it is not unusud for aNavy arcraft carrier to
have up to 500 reservistsin its crew and air wing for asix month deployment.”® However,
deferring peace operations to the National Guard and Reserve, beyond their normal
contribution--for the purpose of easing the burden on the active force--could put a greater strain
on the RC and could jeopardize the future viahility of the citizen-solder concept. At present,
reserve forces are stretched, creating readiness and retention problems in the RC force, as
individuds leave due to dissatisfaction after lengthy deployments or civilian employment
considerations.

Additiondly, using National Guard and reserves in place of active personnel is more expensive,
which could backfire on the readiness of the AC by depriving active units of needed funds for
training and qudity of lifeinitiatives.

If demands continue, army officids fear that reservists and Guard members will leave

the service in large numbers because they are no longer willing to risk civilian careers for
such low-priority operations.?’



USA Today
Impact on the Reserve Component. The RC, like their active counterparts are aready being

dretched for peace operations and it is beginning to show at unit, family and civilian employer
level. Higtoricdly, the reserves were the force of last resort, caled in only to reinforce active
units as they exhausted themsdlves in sustained combat during wartime. Over time, this had
grown to become a key expectation of reserve members and their civilian employers.
Thisisno longer the case. Since 1996, over 20,000 reservists have served in Bosniawhere
they comprise 1,000 of the 7,000 U.S. positions in the NATO peacekeeping force there.
Some reservigts serve up to 270 days ayear away from jobs and families. In the Army, specia
skillsthat are concentrated in the reserves—civil affairs, psychologica operations, public affairs
and trangportation movement control—have been particularly hard hit. “We' re just tearing the
guts out of people,” says Mg. Gen. Clyde Hennies, who recently retired as the chief of the
Alabama Nationad Guard. “Some of his units were having trouble filling their rosters” %
Civilian employers—most of which are non-veterans—are accustomed to the historica
use of reservesin a*“back-up” role and are less sengtive to the demands of low priority
peace missons in parts of the world that they may not care about. Accustomed to
losing reservigts only for two weeks a year for active training, they have begun reacting
to the increased deployments causing many soldiersto fear layoffs. ‘If your company
can live without you for Sx months, they can live without you forever’ saysreserve
major and manager for achemica company.®
Many people are leaving the RC rather than chance such a deployment.
Conditioned in the Cold War, where their employees were safe from cal-up—short of a
Desert Storm type Stuation—many employers have reacted negatively despite laws designed to

protect the jobs of citizen soldiers called to active duty:

Returning soldiers have filed more than 1,000 lawsuits charging employers, including the
federd government, with failing to meet their lega obligations. .. Other reservists say they



are glad to serve once but cringe a the prospect of being cdled again. They fear that

their employers patience may wear thin over missions that seem endless and without

clear purpose.'®
Even the US Air Force, the best of the services a reserve component integration, is feding the
grain. Air Force resarvigs fly one-third of the logistics in the world in support of peace
operations and other high OPTEMPO missons, like the “No-Hy Zone’ in the Persian Gulf.
However, one reserve unit reported its air crews are away from home 110 days ayear and
Brig. Gen. David S. Sihley has acknowledged that the heavy commitment is beginning to put a
grain on other reservists:

| think we are beginning to see alittle problem in this area of working our folks too

hard...We're doing al thiswith volunteers, so our chalenge isto work very hard with

employers and families™
High Cost of Reserves. The additiona use of reserve components could potentidly hurt the
readiness of the active force that it isintended to help. Idedlly, Soreading the high operationd
tempo across the total force—active and reserve—would free up active component personnel
for much needed combat training and family time, with a resultant potential for increased
readiness, morale and retention. However, bringing reserves on active duty is more expensive
than using active forces as reserve forces are only budgeted for two weeks of active duty per
year and one weekend amonth for pay. Active duty sdaries are dready bought and paid in the
budget and expanding the pay account to accommodate “full-time’ reservigts puts a further
drain on alimited number of resources. By law, when reserves are brought on active duty, the
active component pays. An expanded role for the RC in peace operations would be the more

expengve option and would necessitate a migration of funds from other criticad accounts such as

training, qudity of life, pay and modernization.



Extra pre-deployment training requirements can further extend active duty service,
increasing the pay costs to the active component. For example, leadership training prior to the
RC heavy Sinat MFO mission, added an additiona two months to the actua deployment. This
would not be a problem, if the defense budget was sufficient, but after 13 years of decreased
buying power, the modest budget increase proposed for 2000 and the out-yearsis only
aufficient to address the most urgent readiness problems. “More will be needed to meet the
chdlenges of the future,” Army Chief of Staff Dennis Reilmer told industry leadersin March of
1999.'%

The Sinai Example. When the Army became greater involved in peace operations in the post-
Cold War period, it attempted to take the burden off the active force by having RC soldiersfill
the mgority of the positions for twenty-eighth U.S. rotation (1994-1995) of the Multinationa
Force and Observers (MFO) misson. The Sinai mission, a product of the Egyptian-Isradli
Treaty of Peacein 1979, historically had been one of the lowest payoff missions performed by
combat unitsin the US Army. In this operation, battalion sized infantry units manned squad sized
outposts in the benign desert environment while their combat maneuver skills atrophied for Sx-
months a both the battalion and company leve. Although these sx-month rotations require only
one combiat unit & any given time, the 3 to 4: 1 commitment ratio applies here as well 1%

Although this RC MFO rotation was considered an operationa success, it proved more
coslly in efficiency, dollars and morae. In fact, the RC rotation has never been repeated,
despite the fact that the Army has experienced a 300% mission increase later in the 1990s. In
the Sinal, just manning the 446 reserve dots became amgor chdlenge, necessitating the

involvement of soldiers from 35 gtates for amisson that was initidly directed to Virginiaand



Maryland. Just three weeks prior to the “report-for-duty” date, 39% of the Guard soldiers
who volunteered were subsequently unable to report and Maryland and Virginiaended up only
contributing only 53% of the eventudlly fidded force'®

As mentioned earlier, two-months of additional leader training had to be funded to train and
test the battdion’s leaders a home station and at the Infantry School. Such training isimbedded
in the norma combat battalion due to continuous participation in Army’s leader development
program, which includes the Primary Leadership Development Course. Unit cohesion and
teamwork are dso a byproduct of an active unit’s annud training cycle. The biggest expense,
however, was in salaries for those 446 former part-timers to come onto active duty for such an
extended period. Sdariesfor reservigts, normaly budgeted for one weekend a month and two
weeks of active duty ayear created an unfinanced requirement of up to eight months of full-time
pay for some soldiers. Such awell intentioned use of reserves actudly turned into a position to
hurt readiness, as the funds that are used by active units to train were migrated to pay for
training and operations for more expensve RC soldiers.

The impact on the reserve components was also great. Inthe Sina, there was a 36%
decrease in reserve soldiers who said they would volunteer again and, more sgnificantly, a
26% decrease in those that intended to remain in the reserves. The RC can hardly afford to
exacerbate norma attrition through lengthy and often boring commitments, like the Sinal, where
“morale dropped considerably over the duration of the deployment.”*® Such trends continue
tothisday. The Army Reserve, which has provided 16,000 people for the peace enforcement

in Bosnia, failed to meet it’s recruiting goal by one-third in the first quarter of fiscal year 1999.1%°
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Opportunity Knocksin 1999. The planned use of anationd guard divison, as the command
and control headquartersfor U.S. forcesin Bosniain the year 2000, has provided arare
opportunity for reserves to be used sdlectively and responsibly to dleviate the high OPTEMPO
in the active force, without hurting readiness. By using the headquarters of the 49™ Division,
Texas Nationd Guard, will be more expensve than using an AC unit--for the aforementioned
reasons--the active force has generated sufficient pay savings to cover the pre-deployment
training due a poor recruiting year in 1999.2 By not having to pay the salaries of 5,000
soldiersin the active force, the Army can easily afford to pay the two hundred RC soldiers
without robbing other accounts that might impact on combat units.

Army Chief of Staff Dennis Reimer made this decision in order to reduce AC OPTEMPO
and to limit the negative impact on the readiness of high priority
combat forces which may be needed to respond to other threats around the
world. “The decison dso reflects the CSA’ s confidence in the RC' s ability
to perform criticd missons for the Army—and his vison of “One Team, One
Fight, One Future,” stated a spokesperson. Costs were minimized by having the Guard provide
only the headquarters and not the troop units, as was the case in the Sinal, a decison that not
only saves dallars but minimizes the impact on civilian employers and Guard families.

It must be noted that it is arare circumstance where arecruiting shortfal coincideswith a
maor peace operations deployment. Idedly, the Army would be able to recruit to its full
authorization and the issue of the impact on civilian employers and reserve families ill remains.
The viahility of the Totd Force must be maintained and stretching and exhaugting the RC for

active component is not prudent over the long-term. Also, dlowing AC readiness and quality of



life to suffer, just to utilize a more expengive reserve component is not a sustainable drategy.
Gen. Reimer cautioned the Army and industry leadersthat, “we can't just transfer OPTEM PO
problems to Guard and Reserves—it’ s not fair--the key is predictability.”*®
Myth 4: The troops like doing peacekeeping and peace enforcement operations, it’s the strong
economy thet is causing the military’ s retention problems,
“Policymakers may find themselves surprised at the willingness of many U.S. military
personnd to carry out well-conceived missons that make a meaningful differencein
peoples lives overseas. While it istrue that many U.S. military officers would prefer not
to participate in humanitarian operations, it is dso true that the Army’ s highest
reenlistment rates come from units that have recently been deployed to Bosnia”'®
O'Hanlon and Solarz
Reality: U.S. military personnel have adways executed peace operations professonaly-- as
they perform dl their missons--and, like most Americans, enjoy lending a helping hand to those
in need. However, that does not mean that they prefer spending a career on multiple
deployments—not focused on warfighting--at the expense of areasonable family life. While the
military lifestyle is unique enough to compete favorably with the civilian sector, even in arobust
economy, when faced with sustained financid hardships and extended time away from home,
many married servicemen and women are feding an grester respongbility to their families. It is
interesting to note that the servicemember usudly makestheinitid decision to join the military
while the spouse tends to make the decision to reenlist. The good economy only removes much
of the risk and uncertainty and eases the trangition into the civilian world.
| do not enjoy peacekeeping. It'sfar too politica. | didn’t join the Army to bea
peacekeeper.*°

Resigning career officer

Deployments to far-off ‘ peacekeegping’ missions are another reason for mid-career
atrition. With dl of the services shorthanded, assgnments to these hardship missons
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are far more frequent than in the past. Moreover, to soldiers who have been trained to
fight, many of these peacekeeping missions seem pointless™

Lucian Truscott
Some say the military can't compete with the high sdaries being paid during these
robust economic times. Not S0, says Nunamaker, *No amount of money will ever
determine whether | stay or go.’**

Lt (j.g.) Ted Nunamaker
Family separation has long been known to be the primary reason that married soldiers
give for not remaining in the Army.**3

Vernez and Zdlman
A considerable number of young men indicated they did not wish to serve as
peacekeepersin foreign countries. . . . Some suggested that recent military ventures
were motivated by the interests of nationa |eaders—Congress or the Presi dent—but
were not the nationd interest. They objected to being put in jeopardy to fight someone
else’s baitles™

Washington Post

The military cares more about Bosnian families than they do about my family.
Unidentified soldier

The migtake in the 1990s of viewing the military as an unlimited resource, while
smultaneoudy cutting defense budgets and force structure has raised the operationd tempo of
the Department of Defense to unprecedented levels. Missions, currently up 300% for the Army
and 400% for the Air Force, are being performed by a force that has been reduced one-third to
provide America with a peace dividend and a budget surplus. In thefirst haf of the decade, it
seemed that the only requirement for the U.S. military to get involved was that some group bein
need and the international community or the mediacal for “leadership by the world's sole
remaining superpower.”

This unbridled gpproach led to five new peace operations in the first haf of the 1990s and

placed an unprecedented strain on service personnel and their families. Although military families



are accustomed to certain hardships and separation, as a matter of course, the pace has
become unbearable to many. For example, a senior non-commissoned officer with 13 years
invested into amilitary career and only seven years away from retirement is departing after
having served in the Sinai, Bosnia, Macedonia and the Gulf, dl in the 1990s.

‘With dl these pockets of ingtability in the world, isit our responghility to be big brother

every timethereisaproblem,” he asks...Unfortunatdly, he thinks, the answer is yes.

He just does't want to be the one doing it anymore.™

Cases like this are becoming more common, particularly among servicemembers with

families. The Army, which does the heavy lifting on peacekeeping and peace enforcement, finds
that 64% of itsforceis married. At the mid-career levd, as the case of the sergeant first class
mentioned above, the percentage is much higher. Genera Reimer, the Army Chief of Staff,
shared his concern in this testimony before Congress.

Brave, sHfless soldierswill accomplish al assigned tasks, but if they see the military

professon asincompatible with a reasonably stable family life, then the future if the

Army isin serious jeopardy.**®
“The key to retaining outstanding soldiersis the spouse,” testified Roy Thomas, the Command
Sergeant Mgjor of an Infantry Brigade at Ft Hood.™'” Generdl Reimer agrees:

Excessve time away from home is often cited by qudity professonds asthe main

reason for their decisonsto leave the military. .. It is sill common to find soldiers that

have gone 140, 160 or 190 days during the past year. It is not uncommon for Spouses

to believe they have done their part. All our research shows the views of the spouse to

be the most important factor in asoldier’s decision to stay in the Army.**®

Military spouses, once accustomed to handling short separations to locd training areas with

an occasond prolonged separation, are finding the operationa tempo to be too high to sustain a

full twenty-year career. It is not unusud for asoldier or armen who enjoyed his or her

peacekeeping experience to leave the service upon the input of the spouse. Separations are not
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limited to the actud time deployed but include the training preparation prior to departure and the
intense training, to restore combat skills, once the unit returns from a peace operation. Many
military families are not willing to absorb the repetitive financid hardships and separations
commensurate with fidld training or deployed operations™®  Generd Reimer notes:
The bottom lineis that most (soldiers) are proud to serve, and many would like to
continue to serve, but can not afford to because of the family sacrifices required. If we
provide an environment thet is safe, predictable, enriching, and fulfilling to the family, we
keep the soldier. They are our future.*

This helps to explain the confusing signas that came out of the recent experience in Bosnia
and Haiti where morade was high and retention rates actually improved in some units. Morde
was high because the U.S. military has a high qudity force which takes pride in performing a
chdlenging, meaningful real-world misson. Retention improved initidly because military families
are accustomed to some separation and one long deployment was deemed acceptable to most
families. However, asthe military prepares to enter itsfifth year in Bosnia, the numerous
deployments are taking their toll. For example, as early as May 1998, one-third of the 1%
Infantry Division force conducting the six-month peacekeeping deployment in Macedonia had
aso served in Bosnia. Currently it also has ground maneuver unitsis on duty in Kasovo.

This problem is not unique to the Army. The U.S. Air Force, another key contributor to
peace operations—is experiencing a problem in retaining mid-career pilots and attracting new
recruits. In 1999, the Air Force, for the time ever, began having to engage in paid advertisng to
attract young people into its force. Despite unprecedented financid incentivesto retain pilots,

the number of pilots that took advantage of such incentives plummeted from 81 to 26 percent.

This has resulted in an 800 pilot shortage in 1998 compared with a shortage of 41 in 1997 after
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asurplus of 409 in 1996. The two reasons pilots give for declining the bonusis not the lure of

the airlines but “high operationa tempo and poor qudity of life”*#

It’s not the economy stupid.
‘Hying an F-16 as an Air Force pilot in Europe may be more rewarding and chdlenging
than flying for aprivate airline” Jehn said. As aresult, dthough (the Pentagon) may need
to pay its pilots more than it does today, it probably does not need to match the salaries
that civilian arlines offer.'*

Too much is made of the robust economy, specificdly the attractiveness of the airlinesto Air
Force pilots. Rilots rarely cite such reasons when they are confronted with the decision to leave
the service. Firg, military flying—particularly combat aircraft—is a unique experience that could
not be replicated anywhere, especidly in the arlines. “The future | see is more deployments,
more time away from home,” the Baltimore Sun quoted a 37 year-old pilot saying. “I just want
to spend more time with my family.”*#* During Vietnam 70 percent of the pilots were single,
today 70 percent are married and people yearn for “the normdity of civilian life.”*?

The arline argument redlly breaks down when one examines the case of Army attack
helicopter pilots. The Apache helicopter, acombat aircraft, with no transferable civilian kills
has the highest attrition rate among Army pilots. The problem is so bad that for thefirgt timein
history, the Army is participating in abonus program designed to give each warrant officer pilot
an additiona $12,000 a year to remain in the Army. However, with three attack battalionsin
Korea and four in Europe, the Army does not have enough “ state-side” units to guarantee a
norma two to three year assgnment in the U.S,, as part of its assgnment rotation.

Surveysindicate that the main reasons for the early departures relate to greater strains
being placed on troops as aresult of a decade of force reductions and a risng number

of U.S. military operations abroad. Moreover, the continued strength of the U.S.
economy has increased the availability and attraction of civilian job opportunities.*®



It has become apparent to senior leaders that amajor way to decrease military attrition isto
decrease the operationd tempo. President Clinton’s decision to remove the force from the
Persian Gulf in the spring of 1998 was to “reduce the strain of these deployments.”
Additiondly, the Army Chief of Staff has indtituted a policy of providing soldiers with one month
at home for every month deployed. However, the best way to lower OPTEMPO isto limit the
suite of potential Stuations where the U.S. military is caled upon as the “agency of choice”’
soldy because of its capabilities and history of success. Purely humanitarian operations should
be |eft to humanitarian organizations. The fact that such organizations lack the inclination or the
funding to undertake such operations should not automaticaly default the problem to a military
organization smply because it is deployable and competent. They should be funded to perform
their specific function and the military preserved to execute its portion of the National Security
Strategy—the Nationd Military Strategy.

People. A very smdl percentage of the future defense budget has been programmed for peace

operaions or humanitarian assistance.™’

The primary purpose of the programmed budget
increase is to enhance personnel programs (and turnaround the downward spird in
modernization). Military pay now lags 13.5% behind the civilian sector of the economy asa
result of lagging pay raisesin the 1990s to pay for high OPTEMPO operationsin Somdlia,
Bosnia, Haiti and the Persan Gulf. This, dong with family separation, raises another issue of

providing a“living wage’ for military families where currently 12,000 families are living on food

stamps.



Deferring pay raisesto create funds have led to recruiting and retention problems throughout
the force that raise serious questions as to whether the Department of Defense can be manned
at gppropriate levels to support the military component of the NSS, the Nationd Military
Strategy. For example, in 1998, the Navy only enlisted 88% of the sailors it needed, coming up
7,000 short. Inthefirst quarter of FY 99, the Army needed 12,420 men and women, but could
muster only 10,075. Unofficid estimates indicate that the total for the year could be as high as
10,000 short.® The Air Force aso came up short and is on itsway to itsfirst recruiting
shortfdl in 20 years. Both the Army and the Navy have lowered quaity stlandards to 90% high
school graduates—the most alowed by the Department of Defense.

In one effort to address the critical personnd shortages, DoD is earmarking alarge portion
of theincrease for military pay and retirement benefits. In an effort to close the pay gep that
developed inthe 1990's, FY 2000 will mark the largest annud raise since 1982 followed by
subgtantial increases in the out years through 2005. The retirement system isaso being
increased back to its pre-1986 levd of fifty percent retirement after twenty years of service.
Lowering Quality. Asthe quaity of the individuas across the American military declinesto
meet the necessary manning requirements, specia implications arise with regard to humanitarian
and peace operations. These missons are more complex and often require a greater degree of
culturd sengtivity, sdf-discipline, inteligence and politica or diplomatic Stuationd awvareness.
In the post-Cold War world, the requirement for quaity has gone up, while qudity of the
Armed Forcesis trending down.

Americansfed great pride when its forces go abroad and conduct a successful peace

operation; however, fallures represent nationa embarrassment on an internationd stage. What



may have been agood ideain Bosniain 1995, with ahigher qudity force, may not pass muster
with the turn of the century force conssting of 90% or less of high school graduates. Although a
high school diplomais not the necessary mark of successin the military, historicdly the services
have found that high school graduates demongirate a desire to succeed and statisticaly perform
better and experience less problems in thelr firgt term of enlisgment.

The emphasis on quality, asthe force continues to decline, can not be overstated. Even the
Canadian Army—one of the finest in the world during the Cold War—experienced a case of
indiscipline in Somdiawhere members of its peacekeeping contingent tortured and killed alocd
man. The incident created an internationa incident that led to the nation’ s only parachute
regiment to be permanently disbanded.

More recently, in SerraLeon, UN human rights monitors charged thet the regiond
peacekeepers had summarily executed dozens of civilians and conducted * numerous incidents
of ill trestment.”**° Filed with the Secretary Generd of the UN, the report stated that the
monitoring group of the Economic Community of West African States (ECOMOG) had
engaged in executions of patients, including children, at a hospita on Jan 12, 1999 and
conducted punishments to indigenous personnel which included, “whipping, besting, varying
types of public humiliation, and being bound extremdy tightly.”**° Previoudy, in June 1998, the
Secretary General had commended the same peacekeepers for helping to restore order to many
parts of the country.

Asthe overal qudity of the force continues to decline, so will the qudity of the commanders
making the decisons. The fact that the U.S. was successful in Bosniamay not be germane to

future complex peacekeeping Stuations. The same goes for the leve of discipline they are able



to demand and maintain within their units. Asthe qudity of the force goes down, cases of
indiscipline are sure to increase. Before America commits aforce to a complex politicad and
diplomatic Stuation, we should assess the current state of the force and its capability towork in
demanding and decentralized environment. We may find the military of the 21% century isno
longer as wdll suited for such operations. It is unlikely that the hollow Army of the 1970s could
have handled it.
The Personnd Train Wreck. Aslarge number of deployments and low pay and retirement
benefits compd many military veteransto leave service, another problem is emerging into what
could best be described as a personnd train wreck. Y oung people today are just not showing
the propengty for military service that preceding generations had. Asfewer young Americans
are influenced by reatives that served in World War |1, the publicity of many of the advantages
of military service is no longer there within communities and families. Also, more young adults
are going on directly to college where federd financid ad is plentiful and monies are not tied to
nationa service. Findly, as military familiesfed the continued burden of frequent deployments,
fewer young people are compd led to follow in their parents footsteps as the military dowly
loses a sgnificant source of its man power—second generation military members.
Nothing sums up the impending personnd crisis better than the following state report of

James Freeman in the USA Today:

Y ou may get alittle more discouraged when you see the Pentagon’ s data on attitudes

about military service. Every year, the Defense Department polls 10,000 Americans

aged 16-24 about their desire to serve on active duty. It's called the Y outh Attitude

Tracking Survey, or YATS. And since the Gulf War the YATS shows a gradud but

very definite trend - fewer and fewer young Americans are attracted to military service.
In fact, it's becoming ared problem.
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Recruitment is getting tougher just as more and more quality troops are declining to re-
enlist. In his 1999 annua report to Congress, Defense Secretary Cohen says that many
of the most killed members of the Navy and Air Force “are leaving at higher than
normal rates” He adds “retention isincressingly challenging.”***
Myth 5: The UN isthe organization of choice within the world community to undertake future
peace operations. They have been involved in global peacekeeping for over 50 years and have
the legitimacy and experience to meet future chalenges.
Reality: The United Nationsisincgpable—virtualy by desgn—of commanding and
controlling large and complex * second-generation” forces for peacekeeping and peace
enforcement. Although Security Council resolutions remain helpful in building consensus and
adding legitimacy to such efforts, such operations are best undertaken unilateraly or by
“codltions of the willing,” comprised of selected countries within established military aliances,
like NATO.

When the Cold War ended, the nature and magnitude of United Nations peace operations
took aturn toward the large and complex. The firg-generation or traditiona peacekeeping that
the world experienced prior to 1989 was benign compared to its younger brother that evolved
in the post-Cold War era. Always within the shadow of the superpower confrontation and with
each operation unanimousdly approved by the Security Council, traditional peacekeepers were
only alowed to operate in areas that were deemed acceptable by both the Soviet Union and the
West, in addition to the belligerent parties.**? John Hillen observesin his excellent book entitled,

Blue Helmets: The Srategy of UN Military Operations:

To be gpproved by the Security Council during thistime of Cold War friction, a
peacekesping misson had to be unambitious enough in its military characterigtics and



godsto fit below the threshold of tenson on the Security Council. A large military
mission with ambitious objectives did not stand much of a chance of gpproval...
Thusit was sne qua non that a peacekegping misson enjoy the full support of the
Security Council, and the superpowers in particular to be successful.***

It was this Cold War safety net that never alowed traditional peacekeeping to be stressed
enough to determineits viability asauniversa doctrine. When applied to the post-Cold War
period, the modd smply did not stand up and a second-generation version of peacekeeping
needed to be developed. Hillen describes the inherent flaw in traditional peacekeeping:

A paradox of traditiona peacekeeping missions was that their environments combined a
physicd danger from the heavily armed and aggressive belligerents with an assumption
that these factions would cooperate with the UN force swishes. The potentia
bellicogty of the environment made these missions unsuited for loosdy organized teams
of unarmed observers. However, the passve nature of the UN force' s actions and the
reliance on the cooperation of belligerents meant that a huge and aggressive collective
security force was unsuited (and most often palitically unattainable) for the misson.™*

The post-Cold War consensus on the Security Council coupled with several UN successes
in the early 1990s—including the successful enforcement of the resolution on the Gulf War—led
many, including the UN Secretary Generd, to envison a dominant and expansonary role for the
UN in policing theworld.** More significantly, individua nations were well on their way to
cashing in on their own peace dividends and were quite content with letting the world body dedl
with the new environment of intrastate conflicts. Unfortunately, traditiona peacekeegping
methods and force Szing were unsuitable for these new challenges, which were inherently more
dangerous and complex. The increased danger necessitated the need for larger and more

robust military forces. While the requirement now existed for military forcesto get larger, the

military’ srole actudly diminished from that of lead agency—in traditiond peacekegping—to just
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one of many actors—humanitarian, economic and diplomatic—as the focus of the UN turned to
nation building.
A Track Record of Incompetence. The UN was smply not up to the task of managing such
large-scal e second-generation peacekeeping operations. A report to the Generd Assembly by
the UN Office of Internd Oversight Services (OSIS) found that from 1992 to 1995:
The Organization did not have the necessary human resources and expertise to provide
sufficient logigtica and adminitrative support to peacekegping missions (which involved
more than 80,000 military and civilian peacekeepers and a budget in excess of $5.3
billion).**°
This problem resulted from inadegquate consultation from the headquarters and expertisein
the fidd resulting in improper procurement practices resulting in $7.1 million in legd fees and
interest for arbitrated disputes. Unclear contract terms resulted in over $52 million in daims
againg the UN, of which haf the cases were decided in court againgt the world body in favor of
the contractor plaintiff. In one case, a peacekeeping mission paid $4 million for substandard
food rations and services, but since the information provided the headquarters was neither
complete nor sent in atimely manner, no forma notice of non-compliance was ever filed with
the contractor. Examples of other problems were encountered in the distribution of fuel, where
aUN procurement officer failed to note on the contract the minimum amount of delivered fue
(7,921 gdlons) per trip in petroleum tankers. Without this provision the contractor used
partidly filled tankers (between 500 and 1500 galons), causing the UN to incur $1.3 millionin

additiona trip expenses. In another case, the UN had to pay for over amillion dollarsin

damages to helicopters caused by unlicensed or unqudified drivers.



The UN survived these years only by the efforts of military personnel from the member
nations who pitched in and performed these critica functions, but not without its problems. The
OSI S report states:

Under those circumstances, key contract adminigiration functionsin the field in many
cases had to be entrusted to military personnd provided by the Member States. Those
personne, dthough competent in their respective functions, were not familiar with the
Organization's procurement and contract management procedures. They also could not
be held accountable for their actions by the Organization.™’
Peace Enforcement. For the firg timein history, the UN began dedling with the issue of
enforcing the peace, in addition to keeping it.*® Unfortunately, they began deploying such
forces with this mandate before they adequately dedlt with the distinctions between Chapter V1
(peacekeeping) and Chapter VI (peace enforcement) provisons. Hillen points out that in
Bosnia, “no enforcement actions were carried out by UNPROFOR forces until May 1995,
over three yearsinto the mission.”** One of the UNPROFOR commanders, operating under
this mandate fdlt “that his UN force was neither structured for, nor in his mind, authorized to use
coercive force to create an atmosphere in which his UN force could succeed.”**

It is not difficult to see why UNPROFOR had so much difficulty implementing its peace
enforcement mandate. In his strategic study of UN peace operations, Hillen notes that the
“United Nations by 1996, had not achieved, on the ground, a clear divide between
peacekeeping/Chapter VI and peace enforcement/Chapter VII missions”*** In fact, the UN
had operated in Bosniafor three years promising safe havens and services requiring
enforcement, while doing little in its indtitutional mindset to move beyond the traditiona

peacekeeping. When aU.S. Army commander—enroute to Bosniaas part of NATO's

implementation force (IFOR)—asked a British veteran of the UNPROFOR operation why he
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had dlowed his heavily armed convoy to be held up for 24 hours by two lightly armed Serb
paramilitaries, he responded, “if we had provoked afight, we would have had to take off our
blue berets. We would have prevailed, but what happens later to the lone, unarmed laundry
truck.” Such traditiond thinking of passve military operations focused only on sdf protection
led to the demise of UNPROFOR and gave rise to the robust peace enforcement operation
undertaken by NATO in Bosnia during the post-Dayton period.

While it gppears that the UN could overcome the aforementioned mistakes over time and
adapt to the enforcement needs of second-generation peacekeeping, the issue of interoperability
and command and control are unlikely to be overcome. Although more nations now contribute
to UN peace operations than ever and the palitical consensus that this community representsis
formidable, the UN isjust not capable of managing such large and complex forces. Mats
Berdd notes:

The UN machinery for organizing and sustaining peacekeegping missions has not
changed fundamentaly since the reviva of UN field operationsin 1988. Indeed the
case of the former Y ugodavia has shown that the management of field operations
continues to rely heavily on improvisation, ad hoc solutions, and the cultivation of close
rdationships among the members of the UN Departments.*#?

Although a concerted effort has been made to improve the UN’ s ability to manage peace
operaions, many that have caled for an expanded role have resgned themselves to the limits of
the indtitution:

The meansto plan, support, and command peacekeeping, let done enforcement, is
scarcely greater now than during the Cold War. Modest progressin establishing a
gtuation room in New Y ork and some consolidation in the UN adminigtrative services

are hardly sufficient to make the militaries of the mgjor or middle powersfed at ease
aboutt placing the UN in charge of combat missions.™*
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The bottom line is that nations and aliances do it better where potentid interoperability and
command and control problems are addressed in training and their solutions codified into
standard operating procedures. Adam Roberts observed that:

Military actions require extremely close coordination between intelligence gathering and
operations, a smoothly functioning decison-making machine and forces with some
experience of working together to perform dangerous and complex tasks. These things
are more likely to be achieved through exigting national armed forces, dliances, and
military relationships, then they are within the structure if a UN command.**
Hillen agrees, “Professor Roberts observations were correct: the UN smply has not had the
ingtitutional competence to manage military forces engaged in what he labels * dangerous and
complex tasks.’”'*

The problem is not just mechanica but relates to the fundamentals of the UN'’ s existence.
The United Nations is not aworld legidature with the sovereignty, governmentd authority and
legitimacy of anation gate. It does not have a ganding Army and the ability to recruit, organize
and train forces—and that is the way its members desireit. AsHillen points out in the
conclusion of his book,

The exidting ‘ structure of a UN command’ has shown over the yearsthat it could
accommodate some military operations that are managed through the United Nations
proper. In the main, these operations were smal and smple, as they were kept limited
by the condraints and redtrictions inherent to a multinationa organization such asthe
United Nations.**
If Not the UN, ThenWhom? There was a great expectation, particularly before the Kosovo
criss, that NATO would take on much of the worldwide burden of future peace operations, not
only within Europe but extra-regiondly, aswell. Not only would the aliance demondrate the

viahility of regiond organizations deding with regiond problems, many envisaged NATO

becoming a Trans-Atlantic instrument for degling with common security concerns--regardless of



location--when any member’sinterests were a stake. Such thinking, advanced by former
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and NATO commander General John Shdikashwili at
Harvard in April of 1999, literdly could mean anywherein theworld. For ingtance, he
suggested that should the U.S. and Europe find it in their common interest to intervene militarily
in the Persan Gulf to ensure ail flow, NATO should be the mechanism for the intervention. He
even went so far asto say that the NATO nations should agree in advance and that UN
goprova of aNATO intervention in aregiond or “out of region” areais not necessary.
However, after Kosovo, it isunlikely that NATO will develop rapidly as a Trans-Atlantic,
extra-regiona peacekeeping organization. In fact, Kosovo could serve as aredlity check and
appetite suppressant much like Somdiadid for the United States, earlier in the decade. Firdt,
NATO will betied up in the Bakansfor a least the next ten years, making any smultaneous
operaion ahard sdl for nations that guard their peace dividend even more serioudy than the
U.S*" Even Kosovo did not represent afull commitment on the part of the Europeans, asthe
United States underwrote 90 percent of the costs and flew 75 percent of the aircraft missons.
Only one-third of the NATO countries offered to take on refugees, athough the operation was
osteng bly done on behalf of the welfare of the Kosovar Albanians on humanitarian grounds.
Second, NATO—a consensus organi zation where one veto by any one of 19 members can
kill an initiative—will not go blindly into another Kosovo stuation. After being reassured by the
United States and Britain that the bombing campaign would be short--aform of coercive
diplomacy--many countries did not object, despite serious misgivings. Greece, for example, did
not veto despite the fact that 95% of the people were againgt airdtrikes. The new countriesin

NATO—Hungary, Poland, and Czech, on the sddines this one--will have veto authority on



future operations. In Kosovo, only Poland—the most distant geographically--strongly
supported the NATO action with Hungary and Czech very concerned about the actionsin thelr
neighborhood. Virtudly every nation exceeded its comfort level on the operation and it will be
difficult to get the group together for such an ambitious project again.**

Third, the benefits of usng the aliance in Kosovo did not outweigh the costs, which will
tempt the U.S. and other mgjor powersto seek better solutionsin the future, like “ coditions of
thewilling.” NATO, whileit provided aformidable internationd politicd presenceinisolating a
third-rate European power, also experienced its problems as it expended exceptiond levels of
organization energy keeping political consensus and gppeasing dl the members. In the future,
selective NATO mgor powers—US, France, Britain, and possbly Germany—can form
coditions of the willing and dtill use the common procedures and equipment that have long been
the strength of the NATO military component. Such sdlective groups are more likely to hold
together during crisis and be more willing to delegate the military portion of the effort to the
military commeander.

In short term, there may be an attempt to return to UN peacekeeping as areaction to
Kosovo, however, the systemic problems with the UN' s inability to deal with the complexities
of second generation peacekegping have not improved and are unlikely to be accomplished
short of amgor reorganization and restructuring. Thereis virtualy no support among the
members for such aradicd action, particularly among the permanent members of the Security
Council. NATO will be tied down with the Balkans and give up its extra-regiona peacekeeping
amhbitions, at least temporarily. The long-term solution will be coditions of the willing, most often

congsting of the NATO mgor powers and only when the interests of al the powers are



concerned. For the European powers, their out of area operations will most likely will remain
within the “NATO perimeter,” while the U.S. will focus more towards the Pacific and Asia’*

Given the UN’sinability to dedl with second-generation peacekeeping and NATO' s difficult
and codlly intervention in Kasovo, in the main, there will be little response from the world
community to get involved in intrastate conflicts and civil wars, even where ethnic cleansing and
genocide are involved, like Rwanda. 1t is pretty much up to regiond organizations to ded with
the early 21% Century, which is not promising, as only the Europeans seem capable of dedling
with ther internd regiond problems.
Concluson. As Americaclosesout its*Peacekegping Decade’ and continues to learn from
this unprecedented venture in unbridled peace operations, severd myths have endured. The
United States is not queued up, as many think, to undertake an ambitious peace operations and
humanitarian agenda. That could have been an option, following the Cold War, but instead
opted for a peace dividend instead—worth $750b. At 2.9% GDP, America has to be very
sdective in the causes it underwrites for only afinite number of operations can be undertaken at
thisfunding levd. Even if additiona monies could be budgeted, it is doubtful that the military
could recruit sufficient numbersto fill the ranks, as young people today opt to look € sawhere.
A recession could improve the quantity but what does that portend about the quaity of people
that would enter the military?

With Kosovo and Bosnia, the future of peace operationsisfarly predictable, at leest for
the next ten years, Americawill be taking an appetite suppressant from new peace operationsin
the first decade of the new millennium. The myth on accepting casudties will unnecessarily

extend ongoing operations as the premium on force protection will dow progressin Bosniaand



Kosovo. The Guard and reserves will continue to contribute at the same high OPTEMPO as
the active component, hurting their retention of personne and raising the overal codts of peace
operations. The myth that servicemembers like peace operations will further contribute to a
personnel and readiness crids as both active and RC military people leave the service in droves.
Findly, the myth that the UN can do effective peacekeeping will probably continue into the next
century, despite strong evidence to the contrary. After ten years, it is obvious that lessons must

only be learned but also absorbed.
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