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Searching For A Threat 



























THE THREAT PROFILE DURING THE COLD WAR















During the course of the Cold War, the strategic situation faced by the United States was relatively stable.  The Soviet Union was an easily identifiable enemy.  The world could be divided into friends and enemies, the equipping of the U.S. war machine was easily justifiable, and the U.S. role in the world was clear (Klare, 4-5).  The means and ends in the conflict were easy to identify.  The threat posed by the Soviet Union required the fielding of forces that were capable of conducting a global war, with Western Europe as the key area to be defended (Troxell, 1).  Equipment and manpower levels could be justified to Congress and the American public because a visible enemy was present, one whose ideology was opposed to our own and from whom there might someday come a formidable military challenge.  There was the constant possibility of a nuclear first strike from the Soviet Union, as well as the threat that the spread of Communist ideology posed.  Because of the stability of the conflict, despite varying degrees of intensity, foreign policy and military planning were fairly straightforward.

By the end of the1980s, however, the Soviet Union was in decline.  Mikhail Gorbachev had come to power as General Secretary of the Communist Party in 1985.  As General Secretary, he introduced policies, such as glasnost and perestroika, which made the Soviet Union more open than it had ever been.  Once restrictions had eased, the process of disintegration was hard to stop.  In 1990, the Soviet Union ceased to exist.  The Cold War, which had preoccupied the world for almost fifty years, was over.


The end of the Cold War brought many changes. Old enemies became friends, countries were re-united, and old threats to peace and security disappeared.  This left the United States in somewhat of a unique situation.  It had an extremely large army (two million plus men under arms), a still credible nuclear force (albeit somewhat diminished through various arms reductions treaties), and an impressive array of equipment.  After the Gulf conflict had been fought, it appeared that there was no one left to fight.














EXTERNAL THREATS AND DEFENSE PLANNING
















The presence of external threats to national security is an extremely important part of preserving national security.  Normally, states plan militarily in reference to an outside, or external, threat. The planning process that states go through is a multi-layered process.  It is influenced by a wide array of non-military factors.  Normally, the process occurs on three levels.  At the highest and broadest level, policymakers seek to protect and promote the various interests that form the basis of national security (Collins, 3).  Some of these include the protection of the homeland, the support of allies, protection of economic interests, and the protection of citizens.  Other interests might include the protection of the environment, stemming refugee flows, and aiding in natural and manmade disasters.  As some interests are more important than others, policymakers must put them in perspective to determine which are the most important (Collins, 3).  Once these interests have been placed in their proper context, policymakers identify impediments, allocate national resources to aide in overcoming them, and seek public consensus for their actions (Collins, 4).









The next level, narrower than the first, involves the formulation of foreign policy.  Statesmen outline what the country’s role in the world will be, who potential enemies are or might be, generate strategic guidelines, form alliances, and decide what role military power will play (Collins, 4).  It is then up to defense planners to decide how the military will meet its assigned tasks.  This planning is the last, most specific level of planning.  Military planners determine military aims, set priorities, assess enemy capabilities and intentions, formulate strategy to combat threats, and then assign responsibilities and allocate military resources (forces, logistics, and budgets), as well as identifying potential risks (Collins, 4).








External threats shape state behaviour considerably.  Their presence causes threatened states to be more receptive to co-operation with one another (Leiber, 9).  They also have considerable effects on domestic policy within states, such as influencing the allocation of government resources. Threats also play a fundamental role in determining how a state makes defense policy. External threats, in most cases, are the main determinant of the size of the armed forces of a given state, and how they are distributed to defend the state (force posture).   There are essentially three basic methods of force planning.   










The first is a threat-based methodology.  The purpose is to defeat the enemy, using possible scenarios to map the road to war, and war gaming to determine force requirements.  Forces are then sized to prevail in the desired number of contingencies. This method is normally employed when there is a clearly defined and identifiable threat.  The second methodology is a capabilities based approach, focused on resources (Troxell, 3).  These are optimized based on cost, and this method is normally employed when there are multifaceted and/or uncertain threats.  Force structure is determined by military judgements based on inputs, and total force requirements normally consist of an adequate and affordable mix of capabilities.  The last methodology is a mission focused one, where the main purpose is to accomplish required military objectives.  This is normally employed for generic military missions, and military judgement concerning force determinants is output-based.  Overall force requirements are normally sized to carry out missions (Troxell, 3).









For the majority of the Cold War, the United States used a threat-based approach to defense planning.  Defense of the state was always in reference to the capabilities and intentions that the Soviet Union displayed.  When the Cold War ended, however, the United States, for the first time in more than four decades, was faced with basic choices and decisions in foreign and defense policy (Hunter, 3). As a result, a threat-based approach to defense planning was no longer practical.  Instead, the ensuing struggle for appropriations would eventually lead to a capabilities-based approach becoming the more viable option. Because there was no longer a clearly identifiable enemy for the military to make plans in relation to, it was forced for the first time since its permanent entrance as a world player to plan for a wider set of military actions.  

















FOREIGN POLICY AFTER THE COLD WAR
















The Soviet Union’s collapse created a security vacuum for the United States.  It was forced to redefine both its foreign and defense policies.  The absence of an external threat made it more difficult to gain agreement with the Congress and within the executive branch on coherent foreign policy measures (Leiber, 12).  There were calls by some for America to withdraw from the outside world; they came with the rediscovery of a “pressing agenda in the United States and of efforts deferred: in health and education, infrastructure and investment, drugs and crime, the inner cities and the environment” (Hunter, 3).  Policymakers were now free to focus on domestic issues that, while not exactly neglected during the Cold War, had not received the attention that defense-related issues had.  Military spending was also expected to decrease, and these funds could then be spent on the areas that were seen to have been secondary during the Cold War.  This was termed the “peace dividend.”  Others felt that the U.S., as the sole remaining superpower, had the duty to assume to the position of “world policeman”, one that would require the United States to stay intensely involved in most of the world.  A third group preferred a more moderate course combining the two trains of thought into a workable strategy, one that they called selective engagement, which was eventually adopted.  The strategy rests on six pillars: protecting the U.S. homeland from an attack by weapons of mass destruction, preventing great power wars, maintaining oil prices at stable prices, preserving international economic order, fostering the spread of democracy and respect for human rights, and protecting the environment (Art, 319).  An important part of selective engagement is that it recognizes that military power and the use of force remains useful in the post-Cold War era, and that it can be used to shape the international environment so that it becomes more favorable for America’s interests (Art, 319).


The criteria regarding the use of force after the Cold War have been based on the “Powell Doctrine”, named after the former CJCS General Colin Powell.  It is part of an evolution of doctrine that began with the end of the Vietnam War and continued with the Weinberger criteria.  The Powell Doctrine, in a nutshell, states that in war the goal is to fight and win; in all other activities the goal may only be to support national objectives, deter war, and return to a state of peace (Stevenson, 517).  The doctrine makes a distinction between war and actions short of war; most of the military action after the Cold War falls into the latter category.  Part of the implied rationale is that force should be used overwhelmingly and decisively, and that casualties, both foreign and domestic, should be kept to an absolute minimum (Stevenson, 512).  The “Vietnam syndrome” is still evident in the civilian leadership, and has led to the fear that American soldiers coming home in body bags might cause a major public outcry. This is a driving force behind the Powell doctrine.  Recent military blunders such as Somalia taught policymakers that the probability of a successful outcome is important; the image of the armed forces must be protected at all costs (Stevenson, 516).




Officially, the use of force falls under the umbrella of the National Security Strategy Report.  The report must be revised and released yearly in accordance with Section 603 of the Goldwater-Nichols Act. The preface of the 1999 version of the document gives the justification for the continued reliance on military force as an integral policy instrument. “America must lead in the world to protect our people at home and our way of life…At this moment in history, the United States is called upon to lead-to marshal the forces of freedom and progress; to channel the energies of the global economy into lasting prosperity; to reinforce our democratic ideals and values; to enhance American security and peace” (http:www.whitehouse.gov/WH/EOP/NSC//html/documents/nssrpref-1299.html, 07/24/00).  There is a great emphasis on the promotion of American values and interests.  Interests, later in the document, become the method by which military involvement will be considered.  The 1995 version of the document officially categorized the idea of national interest and established three levels of national interest.  These were identified as vital national interests, important national interests, and humanitarian and other interests.  Vital interests are broad overarching interests that are important to the safety, survival, and vitality of the nation.  Examples include the territorial integrity of the homeland and that of allies, the safety of citizens at home and abroad, economic well-being, and the preservation of critical infrastructures (Introduction, 1).  Important national interests are somewhat less critical and include regional disputes affecting allies or economic interests, severe harm to the environment, and large refugee flows (Introduction, 1-2).  Humanitarian and other interests are the least important in some respects, and are more closely related to values than to security concerns (in some instances).  Natural and man-made disasters, gross violations of human rights, the support of democratization and the support for the rule of law are a few of these interests; support for the rule of law and democratization are because they help to “create a world community that is more hospitable to U.S. values and interests” and a hospitable environment for U.S. trade and business interests (Introduction, 2).  





































DEFENSE PLANNING AFTER THE COLD WAR 














Foreign policy makers were not the only people to find themselves in a quandry after the end of the Cold War.  Military leaders were even more at a loss.  During the Reagan Administration and the years leading up to the demise of the Soviet Union, there had been increased levels of defense spending because the public was willing to accept this in the face of perceived Soviet military growth (Klare, 5).  When the Berlin Wall fell in 1989, there were more than two million men under arms, 18 Army divisions, fourteen aircraft carrier battle groups, twenty-five tactical fighter wings, and three Marine Corps divisions (Klare, 5).  When the Wall fell, the entire U.S. military planning apparatus was overturned almost overnight.  There was no longer an enemy against which to train and equip forces, and the “map” that had guided world events and governed policymaking was no longer relevant (Klare, 6).  There was no longer any basis upon which to develop contingency plans, design weapons, or test combat skills.  Some say that this caused the military suffer an “identity crisis”; for almost forty years the American military had defined itself and its role in reference to the Soviet Union, and when that ceased to exist, the security provided by the situation went with it (Klare, 6).  




There were also other, more immediate problems.  As the old danger disappeared, so too did much of the public support for a large military establishment.  Every program in the defense budget came under intense scrutiny, and unless a new rationale could be found to justify continued expenditures, many of them would be in danger of cancellation (Klare, 7).  However, the problem was that just such a rationale was not at hand.  The Department of Defense had not really planned for a situation like that with which they were now faced.  In fact, it was the Pentagon’s critics who had been theorizing about the possibility of a post-Cold War environment, and it was these theorists, namely Robert McNamara and Lawrence J. Korb, who presented the Senate Armed Services Committee with a proposal concerning the reduction of the armed forces (Klare, 9).  



McNamara and Korb’s plan6 was more drastic than what many were ready to consider, but smaller cuts in spending, still significant, were a distinct possibility.  Senator Jim Sasser drew up a long list of programs for possible cancellation, and other legislators made such lists as well (Klare, 9).  These and other calls for reduced spending came to be grouped under the term “peace dividend”; this in a way became the new enemy for a short while (Klare, 9).  Some officials continued to focus on the crippled Soviet Union as the principal threat, such as Dick Cheney, then Secretary of Defense, others launched into discussions of budget allocations; while still others sought to give the Pentagon a completely new direction in the wake of the Cold War (Klare, 10).


These officers realized that a new, non-Soviet based outlook would have to be developed.  Led by General Lee Butler of the J-5 Strategic Plans and Policy division of the Joint Staff, they attempted to find a “new guiding principle that would prove as reliable in the post-Cold War era as containment had during the Cold War period” (Klare, 10).  They ran into a problem, however: there wasn’t anybody to fight.  A number of smaller threats existed, but none of these could be credibly constructed into a continued reason for existence.  One alternative was to group these together and then structure the military to respond to threats of this kind, a guerrilla warfare and low-intensity conflict (LIC) based force structure (Klare, 12).  Another alternative involved dispensing with the idea of enemies altogether, which would allow a sort of vague planning posture that would not require the existence of a clearly identifiable entity and would allow for the emergence of future, but unspecified threats (Klare, 13).  However, neither of these became viable strategies because the planners did realize the need for a clearly identifiable enemy.  This was reinforced when Senator Sam Nunn gave a speech in which he said that the Pentagon’s proposed spending plans were worthless because of a “threat blank” (an unrealistic and unconvincing analysis of future adversaries); the plan was based on assessments that were rooted in the past (Klare, 14).  




The Pentagon was forced to find an enemy. Identifying a state with comparable economic and military power would have meant targeting an ally or at least a somewhat neutral state, but an emerging trend gave the military planners the threat they so badly needed.  In the years leading up to the end of the Cold War, many regional powers had begun to develop larger military forces and had begun to acquire weapons of mass destruction and/or the technology to produce them.  During the Cold War this acquisition had been sanctioned and even promoted by the U.S. Foreign Military Sales and Military Assistance programs, and nowhere in the military establishment was there discussion concerning the idea that these states might someday become possible adversaries (Klare, 17-18).  Outside it, however, this “horizontal proliferation” was attracting attention, especially in Pentagon affiliated think tanks and the intelligence community (Klare, 19).  It also began to receive congressional attention, and by the end of 1989/early 1990 the military began to realize that this proliferation could be used as a substitute for Soviet power in order to ensure continued congressional budget support (Klare, 22).  


These new Third World states essentially became the new enemy in the immediate post-Cold War period.  Consequently, plans and concepts had to be developed in reference to the newly found threat.  During the process, planners came to the conclusion (reluctantly) that none of the states in which proliferation was a problem had sufficient military strength to justify the retention of a U.S. military establishment along the lines of that which existed during the Cold War (Klare, 30).  However, the military feared a massive reduction in the size of the armed forces, and this conclusion was not looked upon favorably, so an alternative solution had to be found.  The planners hit upon a novel solution: the large field of potential adversaries might someday produce various combinations of paired enemies, so the United States should retain the capability to fight simultaneously against two of these adversaries (Klare, 30).  




Called the two major regional contingencies (MRC) scenario, this would require the maintenance of forces three-fourths the size of what they had been during the Cold War, as well as a significant enhancement of power projection capabilities (Klare, 30).  This scenario then became the basis for the Base Force, CJCS General Colin Powell’s outline of the force structure needed to prosecute two MRCs.  The Base Force established manpower levels at somewhere between 1.5 to 1.75 million men, less than the two million men during the Cold war but significantly more than the levels envisioned in many of the alternate proposals (Klare, 31).  The new strategy was outlined by President George Bush in a speech given in Aspen, Colorado on August 2, 1990.



August 2, 1990 was also important for another reason.  One of the Third World powers that had vigorously pursued a weapons of mass destruction program vigorously, Iraq, invaded its tiny Gulf neighbor, Kuwait, in a virtually unprovoked act of aggression.  This was a veritable gold mine for the Pentagon.  Not only did it provide the United States with the opportunity to gain increased prestige and establish a firm post-Cold War identity, but it also gave the military an opportunity to prove its usefulness in a non-Cold War style of battle.  After a six-month build-up of both international support and military power in Saudi Arabia and the Gulf, the U.S. led coalition conducted a prolonged air campaign and an amazingly swift ground campaign in which Saddam Hussein’s forces were driven from Kuwait.









Operation Desert Storm was an apparent confirmation of what had come to be known as the “Rogue Doctrine”, and the Congress and military critics could now be faced with a considerable degree of confidence (Klare, 62-63).  The military hoped that the victory in the Gulf would dampen calls for military downsizing. The Pentagon attempted to decisively study the conflict in order to ensure that Desert Storm was seen as the model upon which future regional conflict scenarios could be based (and budgets justified).

The budget controversy, however, did not stop with the success achieved in the Gulf War.  In fact, although the debate narrowed to numerical issues (i.e. how many tanks, planes, ships, ect., were needed), the verbal battle intensified (Klare, 98).  The leak of a confidential Pentagon strategy document, the “Defense Planning Guidance Scenario Set,” that included several hypothetical encounters with states such as Iraq and North Korea, as well as with Russia and a reborn, Soviet-type superpower, caused a tremendous political uproar in Washington in early 1992 (Klare, 99).  The first scenarios received little criticism, but the two involving Russia and the emergence of a new superpower provided fuel for both Republicans and Democrats to challenge the Pentagon’s spending plans (Klare, 99).  The leak of another document, the “Defense Planning Guidance for Fiscal Years 1994-1995,” which envisioned a strategic role far beyond that specified in the Base Force, caused another round of criticism: some legislators charged that the document was a blueprint for a “Pax Americana”; and others charged that it paved the way for endless American intervention in quarrels that were not in support of vital interests (Klare, 101-102).  








A Roles and Missions Commission must present a report to the Secretary of Defense every three years.  Such a report was due in 1993, the same year that the new president, William Jefferson Clinton, took office.  Congress was hoping that the report would favor drastic reductions and a radical restructuring of the armed forces.  While the commission was making its study, President Clinton’s Secretary of Defense Les Aspin ordered the Pentagon to conduct a comprehensive review of the Base Force that would be known as the Bottom-Up Review.  When it was published, however, the force structure remained similar to that contained within the Base Force.  Numerically, the force was only slightly smaller than in the previous plan, and it was still sized against the need to fight two nearly simultaneous MRCs (Troxell, 2).  When the report of the roles and missions commission came back, it did not propose radical changes either, which further angered the Congress.  It ordered a second, private review of the first commission’s findings.


This seemingly unending pressure from legislators to reduce the size of the armed forces, plus the disturbing fact that after the Gulf War enemies other than Iraq failed to concretely emerge, put immense pressure upon the military to produce a rationale for the continued expenditures they wished to receive.  The Gulf War had not proved to be the decisive end to the budget war as the Pentagon had hoped it would, and a series of smaller interventions (notably Somalia) only added to the idea that perhaps a large-scale threat was non-existent.  The military needed to find another way of justifying continued defense expenditures and new appropriations that would satisfy congressional demands for a change in the way the armed forces were organized.  An emerging, seemingly only partly related trend would provide the basis for the Pentagon’s next attempt at stemming the tide of congressional criticism. Technology was beginning to advance at a rapid rate.  This would become a primary motivator for doctrinal change and theoretical debate.





 














































6 On December 11, 1989, McNamara and Korb told the Senate Budget Committee that U.S. military spending could be safely cut in half over the next five years, freeing hundreds of billions of dollars for domestic reconsruction (Klare, 9).






