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   Chapter Five

















   Prospects For Success













Joint Vision 2010, and its more recent counterpart Joint Vision 2020, offer what may in some ways be called an optimistic view of what the U.S. military should be able to accomplish in future conflicts. Both documents are full of catch phrases and images that appeal to those on Capitol Hill.  They were written primarily to appease congressional representatives who were extremely unhappy with the way the military was organized after the Cold War.  This was partly due to the desire to spend money on programs other than defense, and partly to the military’s inability to adequately justify a reason for continued existence on a similar scope to that during the Cold War. 











The Joint Vision documents, then, are essentially the package by which the military will harness technology and the RMA to increase jointness, in an attempt to provide a raison d’etre and continued budget allocations.  Whether the documents will be successful depends upon a number of factors, some external to the military establishment and some internally based.  The military has a number of practical problems it must solve concerning manpower issues and technology application, and cultural issues concerning service identity and inter-service rivalry.  It also faces external problems, such as the continued absence of a clearly defined threat, which influence politicians on a number of levels.  If this vision of the future is to be successful, the military must find decisive ways of reconciling all these issues.











MANPOWER


















Resources are important to any organization.  Qualified personnel and up-to-date equipment are essential in any company, but perhaps even more so in a military force.  Money too is important.  These three impact the quality of an army more than anything else.  Doctrine and tactics will not work without them.  If any of these three is adversely affected, then the effectiveness of the force is diminished.  The United States military has been dealing with all of these issues in the wake of the Cold War.  Public pressure and the call for a “peace dividend” have helped influence a major military downsizing effort.  Domestic spending has risen vis-à-vis defense, and domestic problems have come to the forefront of American politics.  As a result, foreign policy and defense issues have, in a manner of speaking, fallen by the wayside. America is still, however, a world leader and continues to have global diplomatic and military commitments.  This is not expected to change in the future.  Joint Vision 2010 and 2020 (especially) state that global commitments, both military and diplomatic, will not cease.  If anything, they will increase.  In order for this engagement to be sustained and for the concepts in the documents to be met, the United States must have adequate manpower levels.





The first issue associated with manpower is that commitments have not been cut commensurate with force levels.  There are currently around 1.4 million Americans on active duty, with 250,000 of these serving overseas (Cordesman, 30).  In 1986, the United States had over two million men under arms.  When the Gulf War broke out, numbers had decreased slightly, but there were still more than two million men in the armed forces (Cordesman, 5).  After the Gulf War, the Pentagon began a long downsizing effort that is still continuing to this day.  The number of men deemed necessary to provide the United States with an adequate defense has decreased several times, first through the Base Force, and then the Bottom-Up Review. However, these two attempts to define the right mix of manpower and capabilities failed to quiet the Congress.  Twice the military though it found the right balance, but was forced to re-evaluate its plans and reduce numbers even further. These two attempts have each named figures; the Joint Vision remains deliberately silent where numbers are concerned.  The Quadrennial Defense Review, which occurred in 1997, reduced numbers even further, so the question must be asked as to whether the first document was successful in deflecting the interest of Congress away from numbers.  Joint Vision 2020, like its predecessor, remains silent where numbers are concerned.  There is no reason to believe, however, that this latest addition to the Joint Vision series will be the last word on force levels.  If the budget becomes the subject of further heated debates, this will surely constitute a further re-evaluation of manpower levels.  

Additional issues affect manpower levels. Military pay is an important issue.  As of 1999, the gap between civilian salaries and military salaries was 13 percent, and even higher in some fields (Cordesman, 33).  A 4.8 percent military pay increase was enacted later in 1999, and a further 3.7 percent increase is planned, but military salaries would still remain roughly 6 percent below those in the civilian workforce (http://www.algore.com/defense/def_agenda1.html, 08/19/00).  Currently, with the prospect of less-than average pay levels and long periods away from home part of the job description, incentives to join the military are few.  As civilian and educational opportunities increase, the attractiveness of a military lifestyle will decrease even further, and it will be harder to recruit new soldiers. 





Other quality of life issues are important as well.  Because of the lower income received by the military, some have been forced to rely on alternative sources to supplement their military salaries.  Around 12,000 have been forced to rely on programs such as food stamps, WIC funding, and Army Emergency Relief (http://www.georgewbush.com/Media/PDFs/defense.pdf, 08/19/00).  The military healthcare system is also in need of renovation, and there are childcare and retirement concerns that must be addressed as well.  Joint Vision 2010 and 2020 both outline the need for quality personnel. If manpower problems cannot be corrected, then tough decisions will have to again be made concerning the level of U.S. military involvement around the world. 










  At the time that Joint Vision 2010 was being composed in 1996, the armed forces had been reduced by 700,000 men, and were smaller than they had been since before the Korean War (Shalikashvili, 08/19/00).  New deployments occur on an average of every nine weeks, although many of these are low-key and do not receive much public or media attention (http://www.georgewbush.com/Media/PDFs/defense.pdf, 08/19/00).  Because the force has been reduced, men now stay in the field longer and are away from home more often.  This causes morale to decrease and affects re-enlistment levels.  In 1998, the Air Force missed its re-enlistment goals for the first time in almost two decades, and estimates showed that it would be 700 pilots short in FY1999, and 2,000 pilots short by FY2002 (http://www.georgewbush.com/Media/PDFs/defense.pdf, 08/19/00).  If the military is forced to further cut manpower levels, it cannot maintain the same level of international commitments.  It will have to either cut back the number of deployments or work in concert with allies to ease the burden borne by the U.S. military.  The path that seems to have been outlined in both Joint Vision documents, most strongly in Joint Vision 2020, involves burden-sharing between the U.S. and allies, perhaps because the U.S. wants to retain its international influence, but at the same time cannot admit that it might not have the future resources to do so.

 















CO-OPERATION WITH ALLIES
















This co-operation with allies may not be the solution to the resource problem that the military hopes it will be.  The United States is not the only nation that has been cutting the amount of appropriations allotted for defense; the United Kingdom is a prime example.  There also exist capability gaps between the United States and its allies, mainly those within NATO.  These are often glossed over by allies, or it is assumed that the United States will pick up the slack.  Hence the importance of the common strategic vision for NATO, mentioned in the last chapter, to help solve interoperability problems and ensure that allies make appropriate contributions. Evidence that interoperability problems do exist was evident at Combined Endeavour 2000, a recent military exercise sponsored by the European command that included many NATO and Partnership for Peace members (Verton and Seffers, 08/16/00).  The U.S. Air Force’s Joint Communications Support Element (JCSE) could not effectively communicate with the Europeans, because the communications equipment used by the JCSE did not support the European version of the Integrated Digital Network that NATO uses for its standard interface for tactical communications; the Army had similar problems and was forced to operate on an open frequency (Verton and Seffers, 08/16/00).  Joint Vision 2020, while it mentions the need for co-operation among allies, does not focus much attention on improving networking and communications between the U.S. and its allies (Verton and Seffers, 08/16/00).  These capability gaps between the U.S. and its NATO allies could cause problems in a future conflict.

However, manpower and alliance co-operation are not the only issues that must be considered.  As has been demonstrated, budgets have been perhaps the most contested issue in the ten years since the end of the Cold War.  The size of the budget determines almost every aspect of the size of the military establishment, and where resources are allocated.  For the Joint Vision series to be successfully implemented, there has to be continued budgetary support from the Congress.














THE BUDGET


















Defense spending has decreased considerably since the 1980s.  At the height of the Cold War, defense was a top priority to legislators, who hold the power of the purse in the American system.  Appropriations for new programs and for other aspects of defense were not lacking.  Today, however, defense spending has decreased from almost $450 billion dollars in 1986, and is projected in 2004 to be some $277 billion (Cordesman, 3).  Not only has the level of defense spending decreased in real terms, but it has decreased as a percentage of the gross national product (GNP) as well.  In 1986 defense accounted for 6.2 percent of GNP, while in 2005 it is expected to account for just 1.370 percent of GNP (Cordesman, 5).  This is a direct result of the budgetary war waged between the Congress and the military.



This decrease in appropriations has several effects.  Procurement funding will drop relative to overall defense spending, and this means that current and future programs and modernization efforts could be under-funded or cancelled. Funding may also be directed into inappropriate programs due to “pork-barrell” politics. Procurement has been funded at an average of $40 billion a year, but the requirement is somewhere around $65-75 billion (Cordesman, 2).  Because of the decrease in budgetary resources, each new defense program since the Bottom-Up Review in 1993 has had to postpone the previous year’s plan to begin increasing defense procurement spending (Cordesman, 33).  Consequently, with each successive budget the Department’s
procurement plans have shifted one year into the future and the cumulative amount of procurement planned in each program has declined (Cordesman, 33).  Although President Clinton’s FY2000 budget proposal did include procurement funding that approached the required levels, this is his last year in office and a new administration could decide to return procurement funding to a lower level.
The Joint Vision documents are an attempt by the military to quell congressional complaints about force structure and appropriations.  The move towards jointery stems from the knowledge that something had to be done to appease legislative allegations of waste and redundancy.  The technology that is a fundamental part of the RMA has made increased levels of jointness possible.  Increased jointness between the services cannot be done, however, without a comprehensive modernization effort, which provides the justification for continued levels of defense spending.  The United States may have one of the most advanced militaries in the world, but even it has its share of equipment problems.














EQUIPMENT



















The Army, Navy, and Air Force have all decreased the number of active fighting units.  The Army has gone from 18 active and 10 reserve units in 1986 to 10 active and 8 reserve units in the year 2000.  The Navy has gone from 569 ships to 314, and from 15 aircraft carriers to 12. The Air Force currently has 13 active and 7 reserve fighting wings (Cordesman, 12). 





U.S. military equipment is also ageing.  Many platforms and systems have been in service since the 1960s and 1970s.  The F-15 Eagle has been in service since just after the Vietnam War.  It is slated to be replaced by the F-22 Raptor in 2004, but the program has come under intense congressional scrutiny and has undergone a series of budget cuts by congressional appropriations committees.  
The number of planes to be purchased has been reduced several times.  Likewise, the F-16 Falcon is slated to be replaced by the Joint Strike Fighter, but the program may come under the same congressional scrutiny as the F-22 if continued budget pressures occur.  Other systems are not slated for replacement but are just as old.  Development of the F-117A fighter began in the late 1970s (Cheney, 9). The M-1 Abrams Main Battle Tank was developed in the 1970s.  Several variations have been produced since the original was fielded, but the basic design remains the same, and serves as the major battle tank for both the Army and the Marine Corps.  The Navy too has its share of ageing equipment.  The Los Angeles class of submarine began to be developed in the late 1960s (Clancy, 23).









The military would have us believe that such equipment puts the United States at a disadvantage in a future conflict. The F-22 debate is a good example of how the military is seeking to promote the transformation to next-generation technology.  The Air Force, in the debate last year on Capitol Hill, claimed that the cancellation of the F-22 program would seriously affect its long-term defense strategy: “This action represents a major blow to the United States’ future war-fighting capability and places our warfighters at higher risk” (www.f-22raptor.com, 09/10/00). Both Joint Vision documents state that there are countries around the world who do currently and who will in the future have the capability to acquire comparable or even better equipment than the United States. However, the documents make no mention of which states or actors will have these capabilities, or how they are going to acquire them.  Most states, let alone other organizations, cannot afford such equipment in numbers large enough to challenge the United States.  If they could, they would face challenges in finding a supplier.  Among the traditional states which sell weapons, most do not have the capability to produce comparable equipment to that used by the United States.  In most cases, Russian equipment is a generation behind that of the U.S., and European equipment, while it tends to be comparable to that of the United States, is extremely expensive to procure. 









Because of the time it takes to develop, test, and deploy a major system (an average of seven to fifteen years depending on the kind of system), it will take the United States a considerable amount of time to equip the armed forces with the kind of equipment that make the four concepts in the Joint Vision documents viable operational tools.  However, according to the military, this must be done if the future vision is to be successful.  Both Joint Vision documents speak of transforming the military, a process that, while it does involve much more than just purchasing new equipment, at the same time is very dependent on equipment to see through the transformation.  In March of 2000, Adm. Harold W. Gehman gave a speech in which he said that “the planes, tanks and ships of our military are wearing out….Our current force structure cannot be maintained on a one –to-one replacement basis within likely future budget levels” (Garamone, http://www.msiac.dmso.mil/journal/jv2010.html, 08/16/00).  This is a key point.  Essentially, with the Joint Vision documents, the military is telling legislators that in order to maintain a measure of technological advantage, it must have appropriations, something that Congress has been increasingly loathe to part with in conjunction with defense issues. By stressing the disadvantages of current systems and planning for their replacement by next-generation technology, the military hopes to assure itself of continued appropriations in the near-term, if not the long-term, future, as well.  



















RELIANCE ON TECHNOLOGY

















Both Joint Vision documents are heavily technology dependent.  Dominant maneuver, precision engagement, focused logistics, and full dimensional protection cannot become realities without sophisticated electronics and other equipment.  Computers are perhaps the most important weapons that the Joint Vision documents rely upon to make the transition to next-generation warfare.  While this will speed up decision times and make the battlefield more transparent, there are new problems that will emerge as a result.








This reliance upon technology to get the job done has been a characteristic of U.S. military planners throughout most of the twentieth century.  World War II showed the U.S. military the advantages of employing modern technology to aide in war fighting.  In each subsequent conflict, cutting edge technology was deployed against the enemy.  Vietnam, however, showed the United States, in what should have been an unforgettable lesson, the consequences that blind faith in technology to procure a victory can have. The military had entered the conflict confident that because they were the technologically superior party they would be victorious. The reliance on technology has become essentially the “American way of war” in the twentieth century, characterized by a full-force, full-frontal approach relying on firepower, mass, and technology.






With Joint Vision 2010 and 2020, the United States is continuing the twentieth century reliance on technology. One of the major underlying themes of both the documents is that sophisticated technologies would make the battlefield more transparent and therefore lessen what Clausewitz called the “fog of war”, and also reduce what he referred to as “friction.”  Both friction and the fog of war refer to the intervention of chance events that affect the course of a battle, what Clausewitz called good and bad luck.  Information technology, it is hoped, will help provide a more comprehensive picture of the battlespace, and better information about both friendly and enemy forces.  This view, however, does not allow for the existence of several factors that will most likely contribute to the continued problem of friction in warfare.  As an example, the most recent, and most technologically sophisticated conflict in which the United States has been involved, the Gulf War, had its own share of unforseen difficulties.









For all the computer technology and sophisticated weaponry employed in Desert Storm, the frictional impediments were not greatly different either in scope or in magnitude than they were for the Germans when they conquered France and the Low Countries in May of 1940 (Watts, 2).  Equipment malfunctioned, there were inadequate mission-planning materials and lapses in intelligence on both targets and enemy defenses, and there were co-ordination problems between strike and support aircraft (Watts, 38).  There were also target and time-on-target (TOT) changes after takeoff, unanticipated changes in pre-war tactics, adverse weather, the lack of timely bomb damage assessment (BDA), and in many cases, a minimal understanding of what headquarters was trying to accomplish from one day to the next (Watts, 38).
There were also problems during last year’s campaign against the Serbs.  Although NATO achieved near perfect information superiority in Kosovo, the Serbs managed to manipulate NATO’s battlespace awareness more often than was expected (Thomas, 05/24/00).  Serbian civilian and military personnel were able to use civilian and radio links to pass military information, NATO aircraft repeatedly struck fake targets positioned by the Serbs, and NATO could not process information quickly enough to enable aircraft to strike mobile targets (Thomas, 05/24/00).  Also important was the lack of accurate battle damage assessment (BDA).  The presence of a Serbian spy within NATO affected assessments, as did the Serbian use of decoys.  Bombing also took place at regularly scheduled intervals, as dictated by the NATO rules of engagement (ROE). Not only did the Serbs know what would be bombed through their human intelligence asset in NATO, but they were able to predict roughly when the target would be hit as well.   The number of bombs expended cannot be used as a factor in BDA, because aircraft were ordered not to return with any ordinance still on board, so many bombs were either dropped on open countryside or into the Adriatic Sea (Thomas, 05/24/00).  Accounts of the number of Serbian tanks and armored personnel carriers varied, and so it was impossible even two months later to verify battle damage with any accuracy (Thomas, 05/24/00).




 As these examples show, IT cannot completely eradicate friction as a force that must be factored into the planning process. It can also be constrained by political factors such as rules of engagement.  Not only can it not completely eliminate technical glitches, it cannot adequately predict the influence that individuals may have on the battlefield.  Individuals throughout history have changed the course of events on many occasions, and although technology can show where a commander has stationed his forces and how those forces are distributed, it can never get inside his head to find out how he is going to use them.  NATO had almost perfect intelligence on the character of the Serbian president Milosevic through previous dealings with him, but they were not able to find a way to bring him to the negotiating table.

This reliance on technology also opens up new areas that are vulnerable to attack.  Joint Vision 2020 reveals plans for a web-based logistics network.  While the document admits that there are significant disadvantages associated with this reliance on computers ("The United States…and U.S. forces…are subject to information attacks on a continuous basis…"), there are still plans to move much, if not all logistics activities such as ordering and tracking to the Web (http://www.netwarfare.com/2020.htm, 08/16/00).  Nowhere in the document does it elaborate on how the military will cope should this system fail, whether through an intentional attack or a simple malfunction.  Computers do malfunction; one of the author's friends recently received 1,681 copies of the same email.  In everyday life such an occurrence is merely a nuisance, but if a computer-based logistics system made such an error when ordering a high-priced platform such as an E-8 JSTARS surveillance aircraft, it would prove to be an extremely costly problem to fix.  

This shift towards computers could also be hampered by institutional resistance to change.  The military tends to be a very traditional organization, and individuals (and services) are very protective of their own interests.  Computerizing much of what is today done by humans means that there will be even more downsizing.  Army Lt. General John McDuffie, director of logistics for the Joint Chiefs has identified this as a key impediment in the move towards increased computerization.  "What I run into is people worried about their jobs" he said at the recent DoD Electronic Commerce Day (Murray, , 08/16/00).



Institutional issues may also affect the Joint Vision in another way.  Institutionalization amongst the services may be one of the biggest impediments tot he successful implementation of the Joint Vision concept.















INTER-SERVICE RIVALRY AND THE JOINT VISION













The name Joint Vision implies that the two documents constitute the further unification of the armed services, i.e. that the services are moving even more towards eventually becoming one single fighting unit.  This would indeed save money and prevent the needless duplication of capabilities.  Several countries have already accomplished such a unification of the separate services into a single comprehensive force.  The Japanese Self-Defense Force is one such unified organization, and the Canadians made the move to complete unification on February 1, 1968 (http://www.defence.gov.au/lwsc/issue12.htm, 07/13/00).





In the United States, however, unification on such a comprehensive scale may not be practical or desired, since such an option has never been proposed.  The services today retain a certain level of independence that they guard intensely. They have always struggled to retain some measure of control over their own fate.  Although previous attempts at further consolidation have been resented, the services know that it is the key by which they can retain control over their own budgets (Allard, 125).  Even under such determined policy makers as Robert McNamara, the services have managed to keep control over their own budgets.



As with the previous attempts at unification, the services continue to see jointness as the key to retaining a measure of autonomy, especially where budgets are concerned.  The services have each prided themselves on having a monopoly on their capabilities, and they therefore have specific knowledge concerning budgetary requirements.  However, they also know that the need for modernization and shifting geopolitical environments leads to calls for unification, and if they are to continue to receive appropriations then they must make the right political gestures.


Many outside the military think that increased jointness will ease inter-service rivalry.  This, however, may not be the case, as unification efforts may only serve to increase it.  Each service, as stated above, prides itself on being able to offer a unique capability that none of the other services can duplicate.  The Army is expert at land warfare, the Air Force is expert at fighting in the air, and so on.  The technology associated with the RMA and the four operational concepts in the Joint Vision documents may bring the services into increased conflict.  One concept, precision engagement, may cause particular tension.





Precision Engagement and Service Missions




Precision engagement involves the use of information technology and the attainment of information superiority to deliver stand-off weapons to their targets effectively and accurately.  This task has traditionally been 
performed by the Air Force.  However, new roles for other services, particularly the Navy, will lead to precision engagement ceasing to remain the domain of a single service.  These new roles and missions for the Navy may not only bring it into conflict with the Air Force, but with the Army as well.








During much of the Cold War, aircraft were the dominant platform used for strike warfare (Cote, Jr., 5).  At first, strike warfare involved a large number of planes in addition to those that actually delivered the weapons.  The bombers were accompanied by chaff flight planes and escorts, strike escorts, and a host of other aircraft.  In Vietnam, the typical strike mission involved 42 support aircraft plus the 16 strike aircraft (Cote, Jr. 7).  As technology advanced and air defenses became more sophisticated, these large strike forces became both uneconomical and more vulnerable.  The introduction of stealth enabled significantly smaller numbers of aircraft to perform the same mission.  Strike weapons also began to be found on board naval vessels.  During the Gulf War, conventional cruise missiles with terminal seekers launched from Navy ships were the only weapons, along with laser-guided bombs dropped from stealth aircraft, aimed at targets inside the ring of terminal defenses surrounding Baghdad (Cote, Jr., 7-8).





The use of naval assets to carry out precision-strike missions is likely to increase in the future.  Reduced access to forward basing structures reduces the utility of aircraft in many regions, and enhanced C4ISR capabilities should allow smaller, more dispersed forces armed with long-range PGMs to significantly impact large areas of land with less risk of counter-attack (Cote, Jr., 10).  The Navy’s move away from mainly blue water capabilities towards increased involvement in littoral areas makes it a key asset in these kinds of strike missions.  Although blue water capabilities remain important, power projection from littoral areas enables the Navy to mass forces rapidly and generate high-intensity, precise offensive firepower (Weeks, 57).











Although using naval power to attack targets on land does have attractive advantages (navies sometimes have a less visible presence and can move about more freely than can other forces), this change of role and mission for the Navy will bring it into conflict with the other services.  Joint Vision 2010 and 2020 present an image of the armed forces minus the inherent friction associated with the service system in the United States.  The operational concepts are meant to eliminate these sources of friction, but most service friction occurs when two or more services are asked to operate in the same medium, which will assuredly happen under the Joint Vision (Hooker, Jr., 47).  The possibility of friction between the Navy and Air Force will increase as the Navy assumes a larger role in strike warfare, and the tensions between both and the Army will increase as the Navy and Air Force are re-oriented on ground targets (Hooker, Jr., 47).








The emergence of a clearly identifiable enemy would help to facilitate co-operation.  The services would then have a focal point around which to organize, and roles and missions would be clearly defined.
















JOINT VISION AND THREAT IDENTIFICATION














In Joint Vision 2010, the two MRCs planning contingency and the “Rogue Doctrine” discussed in the second chapter are clearly the threat profile that the document is meant to address.   Proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and the requisite technology to regional actors is identified as the main threat to U.S. security and interests, although no specific state is identified.  States that can challenge the U.S. asymmetrically by using technology to make rapid improvements in military capabilities are identified as the most vexing kind of adversary the military may face (JV 2010, 10-11).









In Joint Vision 2020, however, the threat spectrum becomes much more ambiguous and vague.  Potential adversaries are grouped under the vague title of “asymmetric threats”, but the document gives no hint as to the specific kind of adversary that will be faced.  In the previous document, states remained clearly the most dangerous category of actor that might be encountered, while in the updated version, the threat to U.S. interests can be extended beyond states to include individuals and organizations.  These anonymous adversaries are credited with having the same resources (the global commercial industrial base and technology) as the United States, and with the desire to turn increasingly to asymmetric ways of using these resources to defeat the U.S. (JV 2020, 4).  Joint Vision 2020 speaks of the need to overcome asymmetric threats through our non-technological resources: leaders, people, doctrine, organizations, and training (4).  This vulnerability to asymmetric threats has replaced “rogue” states as the new enemy.  There are several different visions of the form that these threats may take.





The first view of asymmetric threats that will be presented is that posited by Robert D. Steele in his paper “Takedown: Targets, Tools, and Technology.”  Found in a publication put out by the Strategic Studies Institute, based at the U.S. Army War College, Steele’s paper seeks to demonstrate that, far from being a secure state, the United States is, in effect, extremely vulnerable on many fronts.  He identifies several targets that, if attacked, could severely cripple the United States internally.  Examples include railway bridges over both the Mississippi and Missouri rivers, the Alaska Pipeline, the Cincinnati rail yards, and the U.S.’s power generators (Steele, 124-125).  Also vulnerable are data-storage computers, fuel stock data, the Federal Reserve, and satellite downlinks (Steele, 126).  Steele then goes on to describe the tools that could be used to attack these targets.  It should be noted that not all the tools are dependent on high-technology; pick-axes and eighteen-wheeled trailer trucks prove to be just as useful as computer viruses (Steele, 127).  He also points out that the vast majority of the communications and electronic infrastructure that the military depends upon is controlled by civilians.  William Owen’s system of systems includes not only the military’s infrastructure, but the civilian infrastructure as well, and every aspect of national competitiveness is today dependent upon it (Steele, 131).  National defense, he contends, will have to re-orient to deal with these vulnerabilities, all of which are readily discernible through open-source intelligence (Steele, 117).



In “Terrorism and Asymmetry”, found in the same publication as Steele’s paper, Stephen Sloan discusses another possible asymmetric threat to the United States.  He begins with a general discussion of terrorism and establishes it as an asymmetric response to superior force (175).  Later in the paper he describes the growing threat that terrorism will play in U.S. national security planning and the methods that the U.S. should adopt to combat it.  Intelligence is key, as is simplicity of organization (Sloan, 184-185).  Sloan goes on to discuss the disadvantages that the U.S. has that will hamper its ability to adequately defend itself against this threat.  Many have already been covered in previous chapters of this work: the lack of strategic vision in the 1990s, the re-definition of the military’s roles and missions, and the lack of consensus between fundamental legislative and executive agencies that influence the defense policy planning process (Sloan, 188-189).



Joint Vision 2020 refrains from identifying either key weaknesses that need to be improved upon, nor does it explicitly identify the nature that these asymmetric threats will take.  It is as if the military feels it needs to be ready for anything, because it can’t concretely identify one specific threat that must be defended against.  Some critics feel dissatisfied with the latest document’s noticeable lack of concretely identifiable threats.  They are seeking to identify a tangible state or organization upon which to base planning and force structures.  Some have taken to favoring China as the prime asymmetric threat, as China has announced its intention to wage asymmetric warfare by making information warfare a capability equal to the other traditional services (http://www.netwarfare.com/2020.htm, 08/16/00).  However, the Pentagon has refused to pin down one specific type of threat.  This may lead to further speculation that with both Joint Vision documents, the military is only continuing to grope about in the hopes of finding the proverbial pot of gold at the end of the defense rainbow that will justify continued expenditures and the global presence of the military apparatus (Bello, 08/16/00).

