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Abstract of

TOMRDS AN | NTELLECTUAL COVPONENT OF JO NT DOCTRI NE: THE
PHI LOSOPHY AND PRACTI CE OF EXPERI MENTAL | NTELLI GENCE

The practical application of operational art requires
the ability to apply the intellect to solve conpl ex problens
in an environnment characterized by non-linearity,
interaction, and |ayers of correlative cause and effect that
are influenced by unknown and unknowabl e el enents. The
Chai rman, Joint Chiefs of Staff and Comrander, Joint Forces
Command, shoul d devel op an intellectual conponent to Joint
Doctrine as the foundation for a habit of thought that
educates officers to think, plan and execute in that
envi ronnment. This paper provides the “blueprint of an idea”
for developing an intellectual conponent that has as its
practical purpose the application of the tenets of
experinmental intelligence, theory, and critical analysis to
the conpl ex problens inherent to the use of operational art

to achi eve strategic objectives.



| ntroduction
“I think with joint staffs we can lick any of these things. In other words, we
have to pull together and have the best brains we can get to work on the
probl ems, and | think we can get the solutions”?
- Adm ral Raynond Spruance

Adm ral Spruance’s |esson---that joint staffs exist to solve
probl enms and that thought nust precede action---introduces ny thesis:

t he practical application of operational art requires the ability to
apply the intellect to solve conplex problems in an environnment
characterized by non-linearity, interaction, and | ayers of correlative
cause and effect that are influenced by unknown and unknowabl e el enents.

That intellect cannot be assuned; it nmust be given purpose through
t he processes of phil osophy and theory, devel oped and honed through the
processes of education, and inculcated as a habit of thought through
articulation in Joint Doctrine. The tenets of experinmental intelligence
and critical analysis provide the philosophical and theoretical
structure for developing a theory that will formthe substance of an
intell ectual conponent to Joint Doctrine. Joint education uses
phi | osophy and theory to educate officers to analyze cause and effect,
to use experience to informreason, and to use reason to forecast the
possibilities of future experience. Philosophy, theory and education are
fused into a conceptual framework that describes and explains the nature
of current and future Joint operations. That conceptual framework
provi des gui dance to thought and action in the execution of operations
in conplex, uncertain environnments.

The energence of Joint Forces Conmand as a functional command
responsi bl e for devel opi ng Joint Doctrine provides the opportunity to
devel op, articulate, and expound an intellectual conmponent to Joint
Doctrine. This paper provides the “blueprint of an idea” for devel oping

an intell ectual conponent that has as its practical purpose the
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application of experinental intelligence, theory, and critical analysis
to solve the conplex problenms inherent to the use of operational art to
achi eve strategic objectives.?
Conpl exi ty
“Today we operate in an environment of ‘many damm things simultaneously’ and

not an environment of ‘one damm thing after another,’”?
- Janes Rosenau

Conpl exity theory describes and expl ains the nature of conplex
systens, the nature of conplex problenms, and how conpl ex systens sol ve
conpl ex problens. In 1969, Herbert Sinon defined a conplex systemas a
system

made up of a | arge nunmber of parts that interact in a

nonsi npl e way. In such systenms the whole is nore than the sum

of its parts, not in an ultimte, nmetaphysical sense but in

the inmportant pragmatic sense that, given the properties of

the parts and the laws of their interaction, it is not a

trivial matter to infer the properties of the whole.*

In the m d-1980s conplexity theorists expanded on Sinobn’s
definition by describing an adaptive conponent to conpl ex systens,

t heori zing that conplex systens conprise a:
network of many agents acting in parallel. Each agent finds

itself in an

envi ronment produced by its interactions with the
ot her agents in the system

It is constantly acting and reacting to what other
agents are doing. And

because of that, essentially nothing inits
environment is fixed.?

Conpl ex problens result fromthe conpetition between conpl ex
systens, the complexity of the problemarising fromthe conplexity of
the systens and the conpetitive nature of the interaction between
systens. Because nothing in its environment is fixed, the conpetition
bet ween systems is continuous. A conplex system survives by devel oping a

reliable means to continuously solve conpl ex probl ens.

Si non states that conplex systens solve conplex problens through a



process of selective trial and error. Conplex systens start the process
by applying previously proven axions to a current problemin a system of
trial and error that continues until the problemis solved. Once sol ved,
the path to solution assunes the status of an axiom or rule, to be
enpl oyed in solving the next problem Over tine the system organi zes a
body of axions into principles which guide practical solving.® Sinon is
enphatic in describing this interaction of experience and probl em
sol vi ng:

Al'l that we have | earned about these nazes points to the sane

conclusion: that human problem solving, fromthe nost

bl undering to the nost insightful, involves nothing nore than

varying m xtures of trial and error and selectivity. The

selectivity derives from various rules of thunb, or

heuristics, that suggest paths that should be tried first and

whi ch | eads are prom sing.
The source of that selectivity is previous and current experience.?

Later theorists observed that as conplex systens interacted with
their environnent, recognizable patterns energed that were used by the
systemto predict its future environnent. In an environnment of constant
conpetitive interaction, the systemlearned to use patterns to build
nodel s that allowed it to anticipate and solve problens. In conplex
systens:

nodel s and predictions are everywhere...But, then where do the

nodel s conme fron? How can any system | earn enough about its

environment to forecast future events? Where does the

consci ousness cone fron? Utimtely, the answer is “no one.”

Because if there is a programer lurking in the background---

then you haven't really explained anything. But, there is an

alternative: feedback fromthe environment. This was Darwi n’s

great insight, that an agent can inprove its internal nodels

wi t hout any paranormal gui dance whatsoever. It sinply has to

try the nodels out, see what works, see how well the

predi ctions work in the real world and then adjust the nodels

to do better next tine.?

Conpl ex systens, in other words, use old experiences to

devel op new and



better experiences through the discovery of patterns that guide
present action and provide a framework for forecasting future
actions.

Consider the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps as conplex systems within
t he constructs of this theory. Both are conprised of subsystens---ships,
fleets, departnents, divisions, air w ngs, and headquarters---which
interact in non-sinple ways. Both are nore than the sum of their parts.

Bot h Services have devel oped a body of axions derived froma
conpi l ati on of experiences, nenories, and traditions. Those axions form
rules to guide current practice, provide nodels to anticipate and sol ve
future problens, and formthe body of beliefs that define Service
culture.

A level of conplexity resides in each Service and its subsystens.
Bot h have wel | devel oped axi onms and nodel s---conpil ati ons of 200 years
of experiences---that define Service culture, thought process, and
met hods of practice.

Conbi ne both systens in an Anphi bi ous Ready Force, and the |evel of
conplexity increases exponentially. In addition to increasing the non-
sinple interaction of parts, each Service's conpilation of culture,

t hought, and practice enters into the conpetition between systens. Add
an eneny force to the interaction and the level of conplexity increases
by an order of magnitude. Still, the Naval Services have devel oped a
body of common experiences, nmenories, and traditions that guide action
and provi de nodels that help anticipate and solve problens in the
executi on of anphi bi ous operati ons.

At both levels of conplexity, each Service has conpiled a body of

experiences and thought into doctrine. It is doctrine that provides the



intell ectual and practical framework to guide action, anticipate the
future, and codify culture. The capstone doctrine of all four Services
reveal s the same commonality. All four conpile a body of experiences,
menories, and traditions into a body of thought that guides action. All
four address the past as a guide to the future and all four articul ate
the evol utionary nature of doctrine, acknow edgi ng the conti nuous nature
of the interplay between experience and practice. That interplay, the
correlative relationship in which the patterns of experience are used to
gui de current action and to forecast future possibilities, forns the
intell ectual foundation of Service doctrine and provides the conceptual
framework for solving conpl ex problens.

Ratchet the conplexity to the operational -strategic |evel however,
and the | evel of conplexity increases by orders of magnitude. Consi der,
for exanple, the conplexity inherent to either the war on terrorism or
the requirenments of transformation. The conplex systens involved include
the entire National Security Systemand its subsystens (one of which is
t he Departnment of Defense); international political, social and mlitary
systenms and their subsystens; and systens whose patterns are
i ndefinable. The U.S. Mlitary conpetes in this conplex system w t hout
any axions, nodels or conmmon basis of thought to guide present action or
to forecast the possibilities of future operations and requirenments. The
Joint community relies on the intellectual foundations of the Services
to manage conplexity. Those foundations are insufficient. The Joint
community nust develop its own rules, nodels and culture in the form of
an intellectual conponent of Joint Doctrine. This paper argues that
experinmental intelligence should formthe philosophical foundation of

that intell ectual conponent, that experinmental intelligence is



articulated into doctrine through the processes of theory, that critical
analysis is the basis of theory, and that the principles derived from
critical analysis formthe bridge between the intellectual and practical
conponents of doctrine by providing the axi ons and nodel s that guide
current action and forecast future possibilities.

The Origin of Doctrine
“Bot h unconsciously and by definite social requirenment individual nenories
are assimlated to group nmenory or tradition and individual fancies are
accommpdat ed to the body of beliefs characteristic of a community.”?!
- John Dewey

John Dewey describes doctrine as the codification of assim|ated
i ndi vidual and coll ective experiences. Mlitary theorist James Schnei der
describes it as the nmeans to integrate a common set of ideas derived
from experience into culture and society.' Both observed that man, in
an attenpt to give purpose to his experiences and bring order to his

soci ety, consolidated experience into sonme form of doctrine that *gave

general traits to the inmmgination and general rules to conduct.”?®

These general rules give shape to social behavior and, consolidated as a
body of acceptabl e behavi or and conmon teachings, provide practical
guides to social and cultural conduct. The intellectual conponent of

culture enmerges as a society engages in efforts “to formul ate the things

of experience to which they are deeply and passionately attached.”

That formul ati on occurs when reason is applied to experience:

Reason is experinental intelligence, conceived after the
pattern of science and used in the creation of the soci al
arts, it has something to do. It liberates man fromthe
bondage of the past due to ignorance and acci dent hardened
into custom It projects a better future and assists man in
its realization. And its operation is always subject to test

i n experience. The plans which are formed, the principles

whi ch man projects as guides to action, are not dogmas. They
are hypotheses to be worked out in practice, and to be

rej ected, corrected and expanded as they fail or succeed to
gi ve our present experience the guidance it requires...Od
experience is used to suggest ains and nethods for devel oping
a new and i nproved experience... W use our past experiences to
construct new and better ones 6in the future...To such



enpirical suggestion used in constructive fashion for new

ends, the name intelligence is given. ™

The observation that societies and organi zations assim |l ate
experiences into nmenories and traditions is the heart of Dewey’s
phi | osophy. Those nenories and traditions are codified into doctrines
t hat govern acceptabl e behavi or and provide practical guides to action
within that society or organization. This process of experience and
codification is a closed system however, |limted always to the size of
the community which is able to collect a comopn body of experiences,
menories, and traditions. Reason, when applied to that body of
experience, is analyzed and evaluated fromwi thin a cultural prismbuilt
on the body of menory and tradition codified into doctrine. The
interaction of experience and reason is always hostage to the comon set
of beliefs devel oped through the continuity of that interaction.
Finally, and critical to understanding this thesis, doctrine is a
conpil ati on of experience and reason. |t cannot precede either. A
doctrine which ignores the interaction and continuity of experience and
reason, or that is constructed through deduction with the intent to
force experience and reason to conformto preconceived tenets, is a
doctrine to which the nane intelligence cannot be given.

Service doctrine reflects Dewey’ s philosophical tenets. The
intell ectual conponent of all four doctrines is based on an anal ysis of
ol d experience as a neans to “suggest ains and nethods for devel oping a
new and i nproved experience” through a constant, iterative process of
anal yzi ng experience to fornul ate axi ons and nodels. Those axi onms and
model s provide practical guides to present action and a neans to

forecast the range of potential future experiences. '



Doctrine codifies how a Service thinks about warfighting and how it
executes that thought. In a very real sense, doctrine defines the
social, practical, emotional, and traditional norns that govern each
Service's culture; cultures that reflect a collection of common beliefs
devel oped over the course of centuries for the three ol der Services and
over the course of one hundred years for the fourth. Joint Doctrine,
regardl ess of its intent or authority, is not going to be able to inpose
a comon culture that replaces the collection of common beliefs to which
each Service is “deeply and passionately attached.”

To its credit, the current body of Joint Doctrine reflects that

truth. The preface to Joint Warfare of the Arnmed Forces states that its

purpose is nerely “to assist nmenbers of the arned forces of the United
States to operate successfully together.”' It then abdicates any
responsibility for developing its own nenories or traditions:
Joint Warfare relies upon Service traditions, cohesion,

and expertise. Successful joint operations are made possible

by the capabilities devel oped and enbodi ed in each Service,

i ncluding Service culture, heroes and professional standards.'®
The remai nder of the docunment nmakes one reference to phil osophy---
defining joint warfare as teamwarfare---and then linmts itself
exclusively to the practical. Discussion of the future focuses on the
practical application of emerging technology to joint warfare with no
reference to the thought that will guide that practice. There is no
attempt to apply experinmental intelligence in an attenpt to “use past
experiences to construct new and better ones in the future.”! Joint
Doctrine struggles with the hard truths of Dewey’s philosophy. Unwi |l ling
to inpose a culture on the Services, and smart enough not to try to

i nvent one, Joint Doctrine has defaulted to a | owest common denom nat or

and beconme nerely a textbook on fundamentals and a conpilation of
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techni ques, tactics and procedures. Wthin that textbook there exists no
foundati on of thought to drive action.

Joint Forces Command shoul d devel op and codify an intell ectual
conponent of doctrine that applies the tenets of experinmental
intelligence to conplex operational-strategic problens. Over tinme, as
experience is used to informreason and reason to forecast the
possibilities of future experience, a collective set of beliefs wll
energe that conplenents Service cultures and provides a foundati on of
t hought to drive the operational and strategic actions of the arned
forces of the United States. The first step in devel opi ng that
foundation is the establishment of a theoretical framework for the

intell ectual conmponent of Joint Doctrine.

The Purpose of Theory *°

“Theory’s main practical value is that is can assist a capable man to acquire
a broad outl ook whereby he may be surer his plan shall cover all ground and
whereby he may with greater rapidity and certainty seize all the factors of a
sudden situation.”?

- Julian Corbett

Dewey refers to the process of theoretical analysis when he states
that reason is “conceived after the pattern of science.”? To establish
a theory, one nust first determne a set of facts then analyze how those
facts interrelate to discover patterns. |If patterns energe which suggest
a reliable cause and effect, those patterns beconme principles: the
foundation of a valid theory and the nmeans for testing the durability of
that theory. Wth the discovery of principles, theory can be used to
expl ain, describe, or forecast behavior.

In the hard sci ences, where behavior follows i mutable | aws, the



theorist’s role is to discover those | aws and then to exam ne their
behavior. In mlitary theory that process of discovery is much nore
difficult. The introduction of the human el enent, the conplex nature of
political-mlitary dynam cs, and the non-linear and interactive dynam cs
of human conflict, conmbine to forman environment that is difficult to
anal yze. The realities of this environnment require the mlitary theori st
to tenper any discovery of principles with know edge acquired through
experience. A systemof reliable cause and effect nust still formthe
foundation for any mlitary theory, but the theorist understands that
those principles are not inmmutable and require careful qualification.

In On War, Carl von Clausewitz states that the purpose of
mlitary theory is to develop an analytical tool one can use to
understand the nature and conduct of war. That purpose renmains valid
today. Mlitary theory provides a tool for analysis and not a
prescription for action.

Cl ausewi tz believed that theory was devel oped by “identifying the

n 23 FOI‘

vari abl es of war and establishing their interrelations.
Cl ausewi tz, the function of theory is to identify and establish the

rel ati onshi ps anong the el enents of a given situation w thout assigning
a relative weight to each elenent. The principles derived fromtheory
provide a commander with a conceptual franmework to gui de deci sion

maki ng, but the principles do not provide gui dance on which decision to
make. Clausewitz believed that theory acconplishes its purpose when it
provi des a commander with “insight into the great nass of phenonmena and
their relationships” while leaving himfree “to rise to the higher
real ms of action” unencunbered by prescriptive fornmulas that dictate

t hose actions. 2*
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James Schnei der, building on an analysis of Clausewitz, identifies
Si X purposes for theory: to provide a reliable blueprint oriented
towards the future, to provide a basis for criticism to anticipate
changes, to recognize those changes, to inpart new insights, and to
change future reality to our own advantage. ?* Schnei der defines
mlitary theory as “a reliable systemof beliefs, casually sustained and
justified by the professional and personal understandi ng about the
nature of war;” a definition that brings us full circle to the
requirenment to search for a systemof reliable cause and effect by
“identifying the variables of war and establishing their
interrelations.”?®

Cl ausewi t z and Schnei der considered a critical analysis of history
as the only neans available to determ ne cause and effect, to establish
a reliable system of beliefs based on the interrelationships of those
causes and effects, and to separate the enduring principles fromthe
accidental anomalies. This critical analysis of history is the method
t hat conprises Dewey’' s pattern of science, and it is through critical
anal ysis that we “fornulate the things of experience” to establish the
foundati ons of experinental intelligence. %

In developing an intellectual conponent to Joint Doctrine, the
specific aimof critical analysis is to develop a theory that: (1)
descri bes the nature of the enploynent of the U.S. mlitary el ement of
nati onal power, in concert with the other elenents, to acconplish
strategic objectives and, (2) forecasts the nature of future mlitary
operations in support of future national objectives. The specific

pur pose of the resulting theory is to provide the Joint community with

t he conceptual tools required to solve conplex problens. Critica
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analysis is the tool used to establish a reliable set of beliefs upon
which to build that theory; it is the foundation for devel opi ng a habit
of thought “whereby [an Officer] may with greater rapidity and certainty
seize all the factors of a sudden situation,” and it is the neans

t hrough which we “use our past experiences to construct new and better

ones in the future.”?®

The Eye of M nerva®
“Effects in war seldomresult froma single cause; there are usually several
concurrent causes. It is therefore not enough to trace a sequence of events back
to their origin; each identifiable cause still has to be correctly assessed.
This leads to a closer analysis of the nature of these causes, and in this way
critical analysis gets us into theory proper.”?

- Carl Von

Cl ausewi t z

Cl ausewitz defined critical analysis as a three step process
i nvolving three separate intellectual activities: “first, the discovery
and interpretation of equivocal facts...Second, the tracing of effects

back to their causes....Third, the investigation of the neans

n 31

enpl oyed.
He expands on the second elenent in a passage that captures the
conplexity of the environment of study:

But in war, as in life generally, all parts of a whole are

i nterconnected and thus the effects produced nust influence
all subsequent operations and nodify their final outconme to
sone degree...One can go on tracing the effects that a cause
produces as long as it seems worthwhile. In the sane way, a
means nmust be evaluated not nmerely with respect to its

i mmedi ate end: that end itself should appraised as a neans for
t he next and hi ghest one; and thus we follow a chain of events
until we reach one that requires no justification, because its
necessity is self evident.?®

Finally, he adds an inportant caveat that addresses uncertainty:

The disparity between cause and effect may be such that the
critic is not justified in considering the effect as an
inevitable result of known causes. This is bound to produce
gaps...All a theory demands is that such an investigation
shoul d be carried out until such a gap is reached. At that
poi nt, judgnent has to be suspended. Serious trouble arises
when known facts are forcibly stretched to explain effects.

12



Cl ausewi tz’s description of critical analysis, with its qualifiers
and caveats, defines the termas used in this paper.

Cl ausewi t z devel oped theory through an inductive analysis of
hi story that addressed the social, political, mlitary, noral and
enotional di mensions of a conpl ex human endeavor. The tenets of
Cl ausewitzian critical analysis: inductive reasoning, acceptance of the
human di nensi on, the use of history as |aboratory, theory as “reference”
or "guide" vice "formula", the critical inportance of linking theory to
practical experience, and the nethod for tracing effects back to causes,
are as valid today as they were 200 years ago.

I nductive logic is the bedrock of critical analysis, the
foundation that provides it validity and force of argunment. The rigor
with which Clausewitz pursued cause and effect---analyzing cause and
effect through a prismthat viewed history as a series of correl ated
events occurring in parallel systens and not as |inear events to be
separated and studied in isolation; the rigorous assessnment of each
identifiable cause in relation to its effect and the assessment of that
ef fect as another event in the causal chain; his refusal to forcibly
stretch known facts to cover gaps in the |inkage of cause and effect---
al | owed “concepts to conbine of their own accord to formthe nucl eus of
atruth we call a principle.”®

“Conbi ne of their own accord” is the essence of the inductive |ogic
central to critical analysis. There are no val ues or judgnents assigned
to the correlation of facts, cause and effect, and principles derived
fromcritical analysis.

Critical analysis provides the neans to develop a reliable system
of beliefs to guide present actions, to forecast a range of

13



possi bl e futures, and to argue the veracity of that future. Critical
anal ysis al so provides a neans for determ ning when change occurs and
our theory nust either be adjusted or declared irrel evant.

The new theory---and it will have to be a new theory---designed to
take control of the intellectual foundations of Joint Doctrine begins
with a critical analysis of the underlying order resident in the nmass of

mlitary, social, economc, and political phenonena that conprise the
operational art canvas. If, in the course of analysis, “concepts conbine
of their own accord to formthe nucleus of a truth we call a principle”
then those principles are incorporated into the body of reliable
beliefs which formthe foundation of Joint Doctrine. ** In the tasks
assigned theory it is the principle---emerging of its own accord as a
result of rigorous, historically-based critical analysis---that provides
t heory the means to describe and forecast behavior. It is the principle
t hat enmerges, through the process of critical analysis, as the practical
el ement of experinmental intelligence. In Dewey’s philosophy, it is the
principle that “has something to do.”* And what a principle “has to do”
is formthe bridge between the intellectual and practical conponents of
Joint Doctrine by providing a reliable frane of reference for solving
conpl ex probl ens.

Synt hesis and Anti-Thesis
“Okay. Interesting stuff. But so what?”?%
- LtCol, U S. Arny

The reactions of officers who have read early drafts of this paper
coal esce around two points: (1) it doesn’t tell me how to do anything
and, (2) the theory has already been done for us.

An attitude that “it doesn’t tell me how to do anything” reflects a

US mlitary culture unwilling to accept a framework of thought whose

14



sol e purpose is to provide a framework for thinking. The U S mlitary
has an al nost uncontrollable urge to nold thought into a formthat wll
tell us “how to do sonmething.” We either force theory and principles
fromthe real mof thoughtful analysis into a recipe book of tactics,

t echni ques and procedures, or we throw technology at it and declare
oursel ves revol utionized. *®

The argunent that the theory has already been done for us reflects
an institutional intellectual |aziness. Elements of the theories of
Cl ausewi tz, Corbett, Alfred Mahan, Sun Tzu and others have nodern
applicability. However, it is worth considering if the source of Service
inertia that resists change is not in fact rooted in an intell ectual
foundati on that has been allowed to stagnate through blind acceptance of
old theory. In the absence of an intellectual foundation capable of
constantly testing the conpilation of old experience against the
realities of present practice, it is inpossible to determ ne the
validity of those old theories. The default is a projection of old
experience into the future. The critical internedi ate step---conti nual
anal ysis of the interaction of experience and practice--- is ignored.

We can see the influence of both attitudes in the current debate on
transformati on. Ask each Service and the Joint Staff what it the U S.
Mlitary is “transformng to” and you will likely get four different
answers and one shrug. Each Service is a prisoner of the body of
assim |l ated nenories and experiences which conprise its culture and is
capable only of projecting into a future that extends fromthose
experiences. The Joint Staff has not codified a body of assim| ated
menori es and experience and has no foundation of reliable beliefs and

principles to forecast the possibilities of future experience. The
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result is an anarchic constellation of four separate conplex systens
whose conpetition is not harnessed by a hierarchical systemthat
provi des gui dance and direction. The intell ectual conponent of Joint
Doctrine will provide that hierarchical guidance and direction.

This anal ysis of experinental intelligence, the purposes of
theory, the role of critical analysis, and the architecture of
conplexity, is designed to provide the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
and Commander, Joint Forces Command with a phil osophical blueprint for
“how to” develop that intell ectual conponent. The use of this blueprint
wi Il produce three results: first, an intellectual foundation of thought
to drive action as the U S. Mlitary struggles with the chall enges of
conpl ex problens in a conplex future; second, the devel opnent of a
t heory whose principles provide an analytical framework to guide the
practical enploynment of the Services to achieve strategic objectives;
and, third, the codification of a systemof beliefs that will define a
joint culture in the U S. Mlitary. There are four steps to putting the
bl ueprint into action:

1. Define the mass of phenonena the theory will describe. The
intell ectual conponent of Joint Doctrine should be based on a theory
that: (a) describes the nature of the enployment of the mlitary el enment
of national power, in concert with the other elenents, to acconplish
strategic objectives, and (b) forecasts the nature of future mlitary
operations in support of future strategic objectives. The political,
mlitary, and social environnents conprise the mass of phenonena to be
studi ed. That “mass” includes the study of elenents normally outside the
purview of mlitary analysis, but is fromw thin that mss of phenonena

that principles and beliefs will coalesce. In addition, this |level of
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anal ysis raises theory to the operational-strategic |evel and provides
the inmpetus for assimlating and codifying the body of experiences and
beliefs that define a joint culture.

2. Invest intellectual capital to develop the theory. This theory,
built through rigorous critical analysis of joint operations and the
results of joint exercises, nust extend beyond a conpilation of stove-
pi ped | essons learned to a study of the |ayers of correlative cause and
effect inherent to the political, mlitary, and social dynam cs of
operational and strategic |evel operations. It is a herculean task, but
a task critical to the devel opnent principles that guide present action,

forecast the range of future possibilities, and fornulate the things of

experience that will define joint culture. Wthout this investnent of
intell ectual capital, Joint Doctrine will be relegated to a bunper
sticker *“teammrk” philosophy and will remain enslaved to Service

cul tures.

3. Require Top Level Schools to devel op a rigorous, challenging,
and difficult course of study that educates senior officers to think and
execute in conplex, non-linear environments. The course of study shoul d
be designed to hone the intellect, not to introduce concepts. Selection
for attendance should be conpetitive, and failure possible. A nodel for
this proposed educati on system exists at the School of Advanced Mlitary
St udi es, the School of Advanced Warfighting, and the School of Advanced
Ai rpower Studies. All three schools design their curriculums to educate
sel ected officers to solve conplex problens. Al three schools follow a
demandi ng and rigorous course of study. All three schools focus on the
dynam cs of experinental intelligence in a course of study that starts

with theory, progresses to the study of history as the source of theory,
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and then projects that analysis to a future experience. VWiile all are
hostage to the cultural prismof their sponsoring Service, it is
characteristic of all three that graduates, regardless of which course

t hey graduated from share a conmmon habit of thought that allows for an
intuitive and efficient collaboration of intellect and practice. The Top
Level School system should el evate that concept to a higher standard of
intell ectual rigor and focus the education at the operational -strategic
| evel . Graduates will sow the seed of their education as habits of

t hought to their peers, their subordinates, and the other actors in the
Nati onal Security System *°

The final step, institutionalizing experinental intelligence as a
habit of thought in the US. Mlitary, occurs informally through the
processes and results of theory and formally through the education
process. The continuity of the interaction between experience and
practice combines with a habit of critical analysis to create a system
of self-perpetuating experinental reason. This is going to take tine.
But the result----officers with the ability to apply the intellect to
sol ve conpl ex problems in an environment characterized by non-linearity,
interaction, and |l ayers of correlative cause and effect that are
i nfl uenced by unknown and unknowabl e el enents---nmakes the effort both
wort hwhi l e and necessary.

The question is whether the U.S. Mlitary will invest intellectual
capital in an endeavor that will require tinme, rigorous adherence to the
tenets of critical analysis, the study of elenments normally considered
outside the purview of mlitary analysis, and towards a result whose
only purpose is to develop a framework of thinking.

There is no question as to whether we should. W stand on the
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preci pi ce of an unknown and conplex future. We can decide if we are
going to blunder forward in ignorance or march forward with insight and
di rection.

Thi s paper provides a blueprint for devel opnment of a nethod that
allows the U.S. Mlitary to march forward with insight and direction.
Putting that blueprint into action is a task of nonunental intellectual

proportions but, in a vocation where the blood, treasure, and interests
of

a nation are dependent upon our ability to get the future nostly right;
it

is a task worth pursuing.
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may alter the art of air and space warfare.”
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operaiond level planning and execution. The graduates of dl three schools are highly sought after by Service
Headquarters, CINCs, and Service component-level commands. All three Services have specified assgnment criteria
for graduates, requiring them to serve in Service headquarters or at component or senior warfighting commeands, an
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