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The Cold War provided a large measure of safety and security for the United States.  Friends and enemies were easily identifiable and foreign and defense policy could be formulated in reference to the Soviet Union.  With the end of the Cold War, the United States, especially the military, suffered from an acute case of panic.  Although the U.S. had emerged unscathed from the conflict and found itself as the sole remaining superpower, the military’s privileged position in the scheme of American politics became precarious.  With the election of William Clinton as president, the focus of the nation now turned away from defense and toward domestic issues.  The military found itself in the unique position of having to fight to retain its traditional structure and reason for being.  






Joint Vision 2010 and 2020 are products of a long and fierce battle with the Congress over budgets and manpower levels, mentioned in both the second and fourth chapters.  With their release, the military is trying to quell congressional demands for an extensive re-evaluation of the military’s structure.  This increased push towards jointery, although it has been present in the United States since the end of World War II, can be seen as a direct result of the end of the Cold War.  Congress had essentially refrained from involving itself in detailed investigations into the defense budget during the Cold War because most legislators had neither the experience nor the staff to adequately focus on defense matters.  However, with the disappearance of a quantifiable threat, the massive size of the military establishment in the United States was seen as inappropriate and impractical in light of more pressing domestic concerns.  Calls for reductions in both manpower and equipment levels began to lead to other, more disturbing, questions that threatened the existence of the services as autonomous organizations.  Two roles and missions commissions were set up, in the results of which Congress hoped to find recommendations dealing with a radical restructuring of the armed forces.  







Neither commission actually recommended such a radical restructuring; such a re-evaluation would have forced the services to look deep into themselves to find continued reasons for existence in their traditional forms.  This was anathema, and so the military turned to jointness to assuage congressional demands for integration. It became obvious to top military officials that something would have to be done to stop congressional calls for change.  New advances in technology and the RMA facilitated increased jointness.  They also provide a very convenient vehicle through which the military could seek to maintain a minimum level of appropriations. To facilitate increased jointness and take advantage of the information-based RMA, a modernization and research and development program must be embarked upon.  Therefore, funds for both procurement and R&D must be made available.  
In order to deflect congressional interest away from the troubling subjects of budgets and roles and missions, the military needed to compose an attractive policy statement showing their intention to work more closely together; one that would be acceptable to the legislature.  It is the responsibility of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to promulgate joint doctrine, so the document that eventually emerged originated from the office of the then CJCS, John Shalikashvili.  Work on Joint Vision 2010 began three months before the report of the second roles and missions commission was released, where the noticeable lack of a central strategic vision was a central theme.  
However, Joint Vision 2010 failed to keep the Congress’s eye off the military. The attempts to identify rogue states as the new major threat to American security were in large measure unsuccessful, due to the fact that only one such state, Iraq, attempted to challenge the United States through the use of force.  The Quadrennial Defense Review in 1997 reduced force structures even further, the third time in seven years.  Information technology continued to advance at rapid rates, and the Kosovo conflict showed that information superiority may not always provide a decisive edge.  A second Joint Vision document was released earlier this year.  It reflected the need for effective co-operation with allies and placed even more emphasis on information operations.










It remains to be seen whether the two policy statements will be an effective guide for the armed forces in the next twenty years.  The military is likely to be confronted with recruitment problems and continued squabbles with Congress over procurement programs and budgets.  Co-operation with NATO allies may continue to be hampered by interoperability problems, and a continuance of inter-service rivalry caused by the overlap of roles and missions will also affect the viability of the Joint Staff’s template for the future. The only concrete factor that will stem legislative calls for downsizing, and successfully vindicate the military’s attempts to preserve force levels, is the re-emergence of a quantifiable threat, namely from a peer competitor (a state comparable in size and military strength to the United States).  Some have been seeking to identify such a potential adversary, and China has been mentioned as one possibility because of its statement concerning its desire to pursue asymmetric warfare capabilities.  It is, however, important to bear in mind that, over a twenty-year time span, the international strategic situation can change dramatically.  The only thing that is certain concerning the prospects for success of the Joint Vision documents is that time will tell if the Joint Staff has accurately predicted the future.
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