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ABSTRACT

This ihesis investigates the utiiity of cconventional
military in‘-~rvention by Western powers in achieving their
short-term forelgn policy alms. Through a survey of the 1it
erature of political-millitary coordination, case studies of
contingency force interventions, and comparative analysis of
the interventions, factors fundamental to successful contin-
gency operations are developed.

The study finds that many contlingency force opera-
tions have succeeded in attalning short-term foreisn poli.-
cy objectives. Operations designed for overt coercion have
been less successful than interventions to defend territory
or support friendly govermments. Situational constraints in

operatinyg directly against hostile powers and ilncurring

risks of escalation to nuclear warfare 21: found vo be lmpor-

tunt elements in overall fallure. Clear deTinttion and
careful aoordlnﬁtion of tactical and strateglc military obe
Jectives were required in successful defensive and stability

o

operations. Precise delineation of' miiltary objectives was

‘not necessary to achieve coercion throurh deslogmsnts of

rforees: however, once these forces engaped In astive combat
cperations, military Success was @ hecessary but not Suffi-
clent precondition for overall success. Future contlneeney
forces will need uadditional capabilities to deploy élqule

armcred rorces to acnleve coarcion and defense objectives,
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CHAPIER I
INTHGDUCTION

The importance of military force has been a cen-
tral feature of modern international relations. ‘Superpowers
have staved off major conflict with each other through the
continuous presence of threats of mutual annihilation, legi-
timized as deterrence. The superpowers have also intervened
elsewhere. Sozetizes the interventions have been overt, with
uniformed milltary forces; often the 1nterventions.have_been

covert or 1nd1rect.'with military aid, training, advisors, or

-QSplonnso and subversion. Reglonal poxers have fought brief
‘violent wars or waged protraeted struggles to further thelr

1own natlonal interests; and over three decades these regional

conflicts have irvolve?d increasingly modern and destructlvo

weapons. The threat of nuclear proliferation is fast ap-

- proaching reality. Even within states violence has become
‘'@ way of life. %The tensions of moderrirstion and external

pressures, often exacerbatéd by subvursion from sbroad, have

_’severely"ta:ed the denest;e pclitieii strueture'iﬁ sany sSo~ie .

eties, and & resort to arks has been the lnevitavle conse-

quence,

Nothing it the lmmediate future seems 1ikely to change

@e tmportance of military force., In particular, the mnntione

state seexs likely to rexaln the primary actor in the inter-
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ne

national system. Advancez in communications and the in-
tegration of the world economy seem, paradoxically, L. bnyv:
generated increased natlcnal consciousness at the sare timo
thet the breaikup of the old colonlal emplires n%s riosded i«
world comnmunity with a multitude of new states. To be sure,

wany internationul organizations have ewerged, but in the

‘central issues of the territorisl integrity and the security

- of nation-states, the states themselves seem likely to ree

maln their own final guarantors. As many theorists have sug-
gested, issues of nmtlonal security are too important to be
left to international organizations, and the successes of

these interrational organizations have cocurred largely in

the absence of vital national issues,

The future seems to hold signif&cant aresas of poten~
t;al'confliet-slthln'the nation-state system. “he integration

of the worid econoxy has escalated rarny fo:né:ly ginor cone

- ¢erns to the status of vital natlonmal iwzsuss. For the US

tho probiems of energy are representative of this tendency,

Worldwide tensions over the distributlon of goods, resources,

-ard ucousuluted wealth will probably intensify. These ten-

slons will be fed by & widespread anti-Western outlook per-

haps derived frop the antl-izperialist ethlc of sany of the

. few states. And underlying the nek tensions of the "huves®

versus ihe “have-notsY will rest the furdamentel conflict of

interests Of the two Juperpowers. Frow this asalgasation of

tensions, Alttle hope remalne that the world will sse any

slgniflcant decline in the ieportsnce of force 1n inter-




POV VLY

e mite p

R T

S TSR ATt st

4

1
3.
¥

ST
N ’ " i

B ‘ I
VLAY SIS

- e
v

o SRR, ST TR R T,  Nrn i TR

national affairs.

" But the questions remaln for the US, what sorts of
military forcez are to be preferred, and how ought these mi-
11taryfforcés to‘he qmplo&eé? “Certainly almost three decades

of competition with the Soviet Union have won public accep-

tancé of the need for some sort of nuclear forces to miin-

tain detervence from a direct attack upon the US. (Of'Fourse

‘the composition of these strategﬁcAdeterrent forces arouses

considerable public debate.) Also, most of the public would
apparently accept some forces stationed on the European con="
tinent to preserve the credibility of the American éommiﬁ-

ment there. (Though agaln the size and composition of these

forces 1s debatable.} But far more controversial in the long

term will be cdnventional. general purpose foroesldesigned-iq;

be employed in some unforeseen contingency. For what con-

tingency couid such forces be usefully employed? .ow largeA7'H
pust such contingency forces be, and how should they be

. equipped end trained? Will the meintenance of contingency

forces increase the probability that the US will become in-

“volved abroad in areas of less than vital concern? Surely,

in tne years to come, it is these general purpose, uncom-
mitted forces which will receive the most intense public
serutiny and will generate the least public support.

The issue of the utilitr of contingency forces is of
utmost importance to the US*' foreign and military policles.
The contingenclies for which these general purpose forces

might be designed are likely to occur all too frequently in
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the future. While the chances of strateglic or central war

with the Soviet Union seem remote, the likellhoou of pro-

grescive deterioration of US Anterests in more peripheral

areas )s quite high. 1In the Middle East, in South and Scu*h-
east Asia, even in Latin America, the prevalling tide seems
not to be rgnﬁing in line with what the US perceives as its
long-term interests. And a near continual series of short-
tern disorders seem to present-themselves as challenges to
Anerican concepts of.lnternational peace and stability.

Many Americans éeem to accept on faith that the mi=
litary capabilities‘of the US constitute a court of last re-
sort in securing Ame -c¢'» interests abroad, Witness, for
example, the persistency with which the possibilities of
nilitary selzure of Arab-ollfields hawe been discussed. Even
more dangerous has:beep the ;endency of many to seek reliance
§n the threat to use forcée; thoe credibllity of that threat is
of course deperdent ﬁpon’the utility of actually employing
forees in contingency operat'ons. If contingency forces are
to be useful, then some guldelines to their use are vital;

Af they are not likely to be useful, they constitute a squan-

derlng of preclious resourcee and perhaps even & provocation

" by their very existence.

This paper addresses the utility of US contingency
forces. Specifically, 1% evaluates the attainment of ne.
tionai objectives by Western contingency forees éﬁrlns;tha
pertod 1950-19¢5. From the cuse historiea of several con-

tingency operations, the characteristics eriticul in detere’
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mining success or fallure are developed. These character-
istics are then projected intc the immediate future to pro-
vide certain guidelines.for effective structuring and em-
ployment of contingency forces.

The study assumes throughou§ a realistic view of
internatiocnal affairs. The e9awe conflict ard competition
characteristic of the past are presumed to be inevitable in
the future. Maintenance and employment of contingency
forces are assumeG not to exercise zny decisive influence,
through what some writlers have called “the institutionale
jzation of violence;® on the competitiveness of the inter.
national system. International intercourse will continue
to depend, in large measure, on various forms and degrees
of coercion; gontingenoy_fo:oes will represent one instru- -
ment c¢f that coercion, |

Because this study deals with the relatively brief

period from 1950 to 1965, the effectiveness of contingency

forces has been examined only for the short-term. Their
utility in advancing long;term-goals. {f these be considered
distlnct from the short~term objectives, is beyond the soope
of this study.'

 This study is limited to contingency operat*ons -

 interventions -involving conventional military forces.

Other forms of intervention, including the provision of milie
tary training andvequipnent. are beyond the scope of thig
paper.

Therrgmnlnlng chaptars of this thesis exawlne tn+
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issue introduced above. In Chapter II the literature on
the use of military power to attain national objectives is

surveyed. Chapter III explains in detall the methodology of

the investigation. In Chapter IV seven contingency operas

tions involving vonventional military intervention are de-

s bt =

scribed and analysed. Chapter V summarizes the findings of
the historical investigation and Suggests the applicability

gf &;« of the historical findings to present circumstances,

AR SNSRIV kv e o

Y e TR G DR S T S e

B




CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITLHATURE

Problems of coordinating military operations with
political objectives have been recognized for thousands qf
years. Scores of writers have contributed to the dialogue
of military strategy;: the volume of wriiings has been espe-
clally great in the past three decades., Specialized flelds
such as deterrence and crisis management have blossomed.

To deal effectively with the literature c¢f poli-
tical-military coordination, this chapter focuses on the
works which have best developed the thémes relevant to con-
tingency force operations. It is not a comprehensive but
rather a representative review of the literature, Karl von
Clausewitz' tract On War established the fundamental inter-
relationship between military actions and political aims
which has gained inoreasingly wide acceptance today. Amer=-
ican strateglsts Henry Kissinger and Hobert Osgood advancad
American understanding of the importance of limited war and

‘other military commitments which Sought less than absolute

destruction of the opposition.- Thomas C. Schelling extended .

the analysis of the political utility of military forces by

 investigating the coercive emplcyment of military power. Co.
ercive diplomacy was further aralyzed by Alexander L. George,

David K. Hall, and Willlam K. Simons in light of the American

7
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engagement in Vietnam., And, faced with the difficulties of

the Vietnam conflict, other writers such as Willlam R. Fox
and Paul Keckskemeti explored further the problems of cone

flict termination.

Clausewitz - The Synthesis of

Military Strategy and Politics
Systematic investigation of the theory of military

intervention began with the writings of Karl von Clausewitz
in the Nineteenth Century. Clausewlitz established three
fundamental precepts of war which have remained as the core
nerstones of interventlion theory. 1In the first place he
posited that the military methods and objectives of any cam-
palgn must be subordinate to the political ends for which the
campalgn has been initiated. In Clausewitz'! words,

War is an act of violence intended to compel our
opponent to do our will....War is not merely a poli-
tical act but a real political instrument, a contin-
uation of political commerce, & carrying out of the
same by other means....(The) political view is the
object, War is the means, and the meaﬁs must always
include the object in our conception. '

Clausewitz thus established war as merely another

act along the continuum of diplomatlc intercourse. While

war was seen to be subjest to imperatives derived from the

nature of absolute violence, war must nevertheless be viewed

as an integral part of the pattern of interstate relations;
war wmust be subordinate to the politicul ailms of the étate.
Clauseultz took great effort to explain that wars gust not
be left to the mllitary to plan; rather, the objectives and .

nethods of war must be the gost vital concern of national




political leaders.2

In viewing war as an integral part cf natlonal
policv Claurewitz was led, secondly, to the idea of limited
war, Wars need not necessarily be fought to the total devas-
tation of one side or the other; indeed, to do so might be
irrational. As Clausewitz explained,

War does not always require to be fought out until
one party is overthrown; and we may suppose that, when
the motives and passions are slight, a weak probabllity
will suffice to move the side to which it is unfavorable
to glve way....

As war is no blind act of passion but is dominated
by the political obj)ect, therefore the value of that
object determines the measure of the sacrifices by which
it is to be purchased. This will be the case, not only
as regards extent, but also as regards duration. AS
soon, therefore, as the required outlay becomes so great
that the political object is no longer equal in value,
the object must be given up and peace will result.’t

Only this idea that war might be halted short of the come
plete destruction of one side or the other allowed war to be
viewed as an lntegral part of national policy; wars which
threatened the very existence of the belligerents woyld soon
eécape the control of polltlcél leadership. In essence,
Clausewitz had established that the political objectives in
sar ought usually be limited to somethins less than the
total destruction of the epposltion.

How tiien ought mllitary power be dzrectvd in order

tc»uwhieve the political aiws of the war? Agaln, Clausewitz®

a.swer provided the foundation from which later theory has

~ developed. Clausewitz noted that thore were three genexral

possibllities for military objectives: the military power

of the eneay, tht territorlul :ntégrlty'or the enesy, o
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the enemy's will to combat."l Clausewitz felt that the most

important objective must be the will of the enemy. As he
stated, “War cannot be considered at an end so long as the
will of the enemy is not subdued 81S0e+se®? Furthermore,
attacks upon the will of the enemy offered promise of vice

tory even when the destruction of the enemy's militafy power

or occupation of his country was impossible.

We see, therefore, that in wars where one side
cannot completely disarm the other, the motives for
peace on both sides will rise or fall on each side
according to the prohability of future success and the
required outlay. If these motives were equally strong
on both sides, they would meet in the center of ‘their
political differences. Where they are strong on one
side they might be weak on the other. If thelir amount
is only sufficient, peace will follow, but naturally
to the advantage of the gide that has the weakest mo-
tive for 1ts conclusion,

Now, were the other side convinced of this before-~
hand, 1t 1s only natural that he would strive for this
probablility only, instead of first wasting time and
effort in an attempt_to achieve the total destruction
of the enemy's army.7

In his emphasis upon the enemy's will as tne prerequisite

for victory Clausewitz struck upon the notlon that has
“underlain all later intervention theory.

- In descending below the level of grand stfitegy.

Claugewl tz was concerned witihh the bbjective of the war.
~ Though there mlght be mahy means of attgin;ng this objective
'the primary method was to destroy the armed forces of the

eneny.

‘The alwm of War in conception must always be the

overthrow of the enemy: this is the ?undamental ldea
from which we set out.

Now what 18 tals overthrow? It does not ulweys

fmply as necessary the cumplete conquest of the enemy's
QOUﬂtryo ' ’
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All that thecory can say here is as follows: That the
great point is to keep the overruling relations of both
parties 1a view. Out of them a certain center of grave
ity, a center of power and movement, will form itself,
on whien everything depends: and against this center of
gravity of the enemy, the concentrated blow of all the
forces must be directed.

In states torn by internal dissensions, this center
generally lies in the capital; in small states depen-
dent upon larger ones, it lles generally in the Army of
these Allies; in a confederation it lies in the unity
of thelr interests; in a national insurrection, in the
person of the chief leader, and in public opinion;
against these points the blow must be directed.

But whatever may be the central point of the eéne
emy's power against which we are to direct our opere-
ations, still the conquest and destruction of his Army
is the sursst commencement, and in all cases the most
essential. :

Though Clausewitz dld not contend that the only means to
achleving a favorable outcome to the war was the destruction
of the enemy's armed forces, he believed that thelr de-
struction would be the surest path to a successful outcome.
But how is the enemy's armed fofce to be destroyed?
.Clausewitz observed that there existed several means of
destroying the eneay's forces, but that the surest means to
thelr desiruction was to engage and defeat them in a clie
mactic battle, - | ‘ A
The destruction of the enemy's armed force s the .
means to the end....The only means of destroying the

enery's armed force 1s by combat, but this may be done
in two ways; (1) directly, (2) indirectly, through a

" combination of combats. If therefore battle is the .

chief means, still 1t 15 not the only wesns. The capw
wure of' a fortress or a portion of territory is in
itself really a destruciion of the enemy's forces....

But as Clausewitz cmphasized,

This destruction of the eneny's force rmust be prln-
clpally e rected by battie.

Only great and general batties on produee greac
results.
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The results will be greatest !Ben combats unite
themselves into one great battle,

For Clausewitz, then, war was chlefly a matter of bringing
the enemy to battle under conditions in which decisive
destruction of his armed forbes coulad be achieved.

Although there are many important observations in
Clausewitz' work, none of his tactical ideas stand out so
clearly as the need for mass.il pNot only must the aprmie-
raised be large, but they must also be Kept concentrated.l2

These large armies must maneuver to strike the enemy a cone
centrated and decisive blow then pursue tne routed army |
untll it is destroyed. } |

The synthesis which Clausewitz created between war
and politics was largely ignored by other theorists in Nine-
teenth Century EurOpe.13 Rather, these men seized on his

~ prescriptions for the military itself, the argurments for
battles and sass, Frop Clausewitz' explication of his ex-
tremely complex ideas, it was but a short step to Foch's

~dictun, “Modern War knows but one argument: the tactical
fact, battle. ** There ensued in the West a separation of
mllitary'art from the overriding political constraints and |

 ‘obJect1ves'wh1¢h has not'been fully bridged to this day.

“And for the extens;onvof Clausewitz® ideas in the West one

© must turn to the American debates ca natlonal_strateg& of’
the 1950's, | : | |

Kissinger and Osgood - The Struteg
- of Limited War :

' - In 1954 Secretary of State John Foster bulles an-

, ¢
¢
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13
nounced the US strategy of Massive Retaliation. This

strategy explicitly rejected the maintenance of US capacity
to defend the free world through local militar; actions and
instead calied for reliance on the deterrent el2ment of mas-
sive retaliatory power, tc be delivered against the onemy by

the means and at the times and places of our own choosing.

The strategy'perpetuated the American tendency to view war

and peace as two fundamentally dichotomous states,

In the aftermath of the Korean War and DienBienPhu,
the new strategy provoked an immediate debate. The con-
troversy swept through the foreign affailrs community of the
United States; many analysts participated in it, with art-
iuvl2s appearing in many scholarly and popular Jjournals.

However, two bocks, both appearing in 1957, contalned most:

'or the digested analyses of the strategy and also cerved ag
‘the springhoards from whleh the follow-on strategy of Flexe

ible ﬁesponse was developed. These books, Henry Klsslngaf's'

Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Pollcy.ls and Robert E.
Osgood’s. Limited War, The Challenge to,Anarican”Strntegv.lﬁ

also mark tiie continuation of Clausewitz' analyses of the

theory of politicalemilitary coordination.

Both Kiszinger and Osgood felt that Nassive Heatlia~

tion was simply unworkable, The most likely risk was not of

ar all-out Soviet attick on the US but of limited attacks or

subversion around thke periphery of the SinoeSoviet'spheré of

power. And in atienpting to cowsteract these advances the

povwer of massive retajlation would be ineffeciual. AS Kis-
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singer explained,

Given the power of modern weapons, a nation that
relies on all-out war as {ts chief deterrent imposes
a fearful psychological handiezap unon itself. The most
agonyzing decision a statesmun can face i1s whether or
noet to unleash all-out war; aull the pressures will maxe
for nesitation, short of a direct attack threatening the
national existence. And he will be confirmed in his
hesitations by the conviction that, so long as his re.
taliatory force remains intact, no shift in the ter-
ritorial balance is of decisive significance. Thus both
the horror and the power of modern weapons tend toc para~
lyze action: the former because it will make few issues
seem worth contending for; the lattery because 1t causes
many disputes to seem irrelevant to the overall strate
egic equation. The psychulogical eguation, therefcre,
will almost inevitably operete against the side which
can extricate itself from a2 situation only by the threat
of all-out war. Who csn be certain, faced with the
catastrophe of all-out war, even Europe, the keystone of
o'r securlty, will seem worth the price?

A3 the power Of modern weapons grows, the threat of
all-cut war loses its credibility and thus its poli-
tical efia2ctiveness, Qur capacity for massive retal-
iatlion did set avert the Koreun waI the loss of northe
ern Indochina, o the Suez crisis. ?

Osgood reached a simllar conclusion in surveylng the

results of US ald to the Freuch in Indochina in the early

1950%s.

One major lesson of Indochina, like the lesson of
Korea, 1s that unless we have the will and capasity to
support local defense by limited war, our ability to
drop bombs on China snd the Soviet Union will not be
sufficient to contaln Communlise in areas uhicisdo are
unwilling to defend at the cost of total way,*™

The lia;eed wars which Kisslnger and Osgood envie

',sionad were US =ilitary 1ntafvenpicn%a they were tc be dis.

tinguished from the troditional American scheme of war by

RS SR e e

four features: limited oisjectives, firm politicsl direstion,

tlexible military capubilities, and proper public support.

First, lisited wars must be fought for limited oo-

Jectives. As (sgood noted,

-
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Clearly, the overall strategic oblective of contalrie
ment requires ti:at the specific political objectives for -
which the United States must be prepared to fight lime
1ted wr-s will not entall radical changes of the status
qu0. The very fact that the war remains limited al-
though the belligerents are physlically capable of im-
posing a much greater scale of destruction assumes that
neither of the bpelligerents' objectives constitute such
a serious shallenge to the status quo as to warrant ex-
panding the war greatly 25 taking the large risks of
precipitating total war.

The risk of not 1l.iting the political objectives was, of
course, the risk of expansion to & nuclear war which zight
threaten the existence of civilization, If local defense
was to provide any viable alternative to the threat of mas-
sive retaliation and all-out war, then political odjectives
of the intervention had to remain limited. Of course, the
enemy must understand thet US politlcal objectives were
limited, . |

- Civilian political direction of military fo.ces
. was seen to be vital. As'KASsxnger observed,
| Limited war presents the military with particular
~difficulties....Since the milltary can never be certaln
~how nuny forces the opnonent will, in fact, cozalt to
-the siruzzle and since they feel obliged to guard
agalnst every contingency, they will devise pians for

limited war which insensibly approach the 1evel of all.
- out conflict,

From a purely militsry point of view they ure v:ght.
- for limited war 15 essentially a political act. Its

LT e T el '_'
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distinguishing feuture 1S that it can have no purely wi- =

litary sclution. The political leadership must, there.
- fore, assuge the responsibilities for defining the ’
framework within xhich the military are to develop their

plans and cupabilities.... ‘7The prerequisite for a pels . =

1cy of iimited war 1s to reéintroduce the politiczl el
ezent into our concept of warfare and to discard the no-
- tion that policey egg§/ﬁnen war ueg:ns or that war !Gﬁ
have goals distinct from those of nstionax polley. _
In other words, miiitary objectives and metheds Should nct

be selected solely with un eye for their cqﬂseaqens0519; the
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armed rprceS'of the opponent state. Hather, the formulatlion
and implementation of wmilitary actions must be caretully co-
ordinated to support the fundamental political objectives
for shich the nation entered the war. 41l of this, of
course, 1is distinctly Clausewitzlan, yet it represented for
both the military and nationali policymakers a great depare
ture from traditional american attitudes and experience.

US military forces must be flexible enough to wage
war at ail levels of viclence in any part of the glove. Thls
flexzbiiity‘requlred both a new doctrine and an expanded cap-
abllity to waze war at the sube-nuclear level. Military power
must still be capable of achlevins the most rapld and come-
plete destruction of the enemy in an all-out war, but for
limited wars the military must be able to avply graduated
amounts of destructive poaef for limited objectives and
with appropriate pausss for politlcal discussions. In lie-
1ted uér military operétipns had'to ng sonducted in discrete
‘phases whlch permitied the oﬁportun:ty‘?a; ety Sides tO ase
‘sess risks and possibilities for settlesent before esca-
iating to the next phase of gliitary operaﬁioasgal New sea-‘
pons systezs would be required for limited war, too. Total
war reguired weapons systems designed to inflict saxious
5_'de§trueticn Snruiﬁiﬁua t;zg; while liastea‘uar reéuired
highly sobile weapons systens ﬁhiﬁﬁ could be ao§éd 10 trou-
ble spote to bring thelr poaerito beay #ith dlscrzalnatlan.éé»
- Hoth ﬁritersAfélt that the U%zihén lacked Both doctrine and

weapons to wage ligited sar successfully.
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Finally, a policy of limited war required discrete
support from the public. Certainly the public must under-
stana the rationale for the limited war, and the public must
tolerate the employment of forces in less than an all-out
effort., But the public must also refrain from the jingolsm
which might exacerbste the intrinsic tendencies ¢of any con-
flict toward escalation. A degree of public understanding
not previously demonstrated in the US would be required to
engage successfully in limited wars.

Neither writer developed in any depth the parti-
cular relationships betwzen mllitary objectives and the po=-
litical ends to be attained. Both writers acknowledged that
it was difficult to make explicit analyses of military obe
Jectives and limitations prior to the actual initiation of

the war. In fact, thls was one of the fundamental problems

of limited war.23 Thus both writers tended to emphasize

general characterisites of a military doctrine rather than

clear guides to that doctrine.

Nevertheless, some fundamental points on the inters
relationship of military and political objectives did appear.
In the first place both writers emphasized that the primary
function of the military operation was to affect the enemy's
will to continue the fight. As Kiss.:iger =tated,

see(limited war) represents an attempt to alfect the

enemy's will, not to crush it, to make the conditions to
be imposed seem more attractive than continued resis-

tance, to strive for specitflic goals and ot for complete
annihilation. In a limited war the psychological equie=

tion will be of cruclial importance, no’ only with re-
cpect to the declision to enter the war but throughour
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the course of military operationsozu

Osgood explained that military effectiveness in lim-
ited war was to be measured not only by its effect on the

physical capabilities ef the other side but also by the poli-

tical and psychological conseguences of military measures,

and the relation of these measures t¢ the ability of ‘he US

and the enemy to cantinue to generate resources for the

i an Rt o e A M

waroz5 It was apparent from the thrust of these concepts

that objectives which had military value in affecting the en-

emy's capablilities might have to be measured against their
psychological, peolitical, and economic effects: impliclt

also was the reverse, that engagements which might have lit- 
tle military effect might be of momentous consequence due

to thelr psychological, political, or economic impacts. It

wag clear also that tc some degree the limitation and direc-
tion of military measures to obtain maximum impact must be
guided hgavily by assumptions ahout the enemy's character and
motivations. | .

A second thread of the SnterrelatSOﬁship vetween the
military and pqlitlca; okjectives uaiexpléred.by,ﬁissingerz
the lnfluence of the threat of escalatlion upon the conduct

of llm1t§d wah“iklssingér's basia prémise was that the:threat
~of escalatlon would serve té'l;mlt the war, for the loser

- gould conviﬁc%hgl&jthrﬂétea‘io escalate unless he achieved
L more favorable resuits whils the winuer's threat to escalate
- over an alr@adyvlsmlteglobjectSVa;wauid seom less oredible,

. Alsc, ‘the more ée@gre that the aiﬁne?;ielt<abaut the sglx-'v

anae, A,
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tary outcome as was, the less likely it would be to test the
determination of its opponent to escalate the oonflict.26
The .mplications of this line of reasoning were twofold.
First, since limited engagements would not inevitably es-~
calate to general war, limited war was a feasible policy op-
tion. Second, forces committed to an operation need not
overwhelm the enemy completely; rather, US nuclear forces
would serve as a brake on escalation. US conventional forces’
would be merely the 'priqé of admission;* they would ini-
tliate the rlsks_of~escalatiop to: nuclear war which would
halt the enemy's'attéﬁpts‘ﬁo alter the status quo. Hence,

US forces required fo;_ilmited warfare might be somewhat
lower than they woul&‘naeg.ﬁe if not analyzed in relation to
the risks of all-out yar.*;df course, different types and
quantities of conventional ?Qrces could be required in vare
ious circumstsnceé. 7‘,. 4_

| The concept of limlted $ar ( military intervention)
which bc;h writers espoused was essentially defensive, It

was to be exercised when deterrence falled, when the com-

munlstsfattempted td'circﬁmvenﬁ the limits of strategic nue

" clear deterrence. Andgfg;ph‘iheir emphasis on US defi-

ciencies, they were mqréxinvolved in establishing the re-
quirements for a palicy of lisited war than in articulating
preelseiy the nstufﬁvnr theilim;ted way policles which ought -

ultisately emerge.

Schel:inp=- The Dinlofbcy of Vicacnee

The next steps in the development of the theory o
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military intervention were taken by the many writers who
contributed to the ideas of crisis management and compe-
titive risk-taking. Among the field Thomas Schelling's

Arms and Influence.27 published in 1966, best incorporated

the many facets of political-milltary coordination as they

, \ were understood prior to large-scale US involvement in Viet-

i nane.

Schelling's fundamental point was that there were

really two uses of military force. The first was to employ

brute power to selze terrain or some other objective. The

second use was to generate pain, to cause hurte As Schel-

ling noted,

The usual distinction between force and diplomacy is
not merely in the instrument, words or bullets, but in
the relation between the adversaries - in the interplay
of motives and the role of communications, understand-
ings, compromise and restraint. Diplomacy 1s bargain=-
1!1?,....

With enough military force a country may not need to
bargain. Some things a country wants, it can take, and
some things it has, it can keep, by sheer strength,
skill, and ingenuilty, It can do this forcibly, accome
mihting only to opposing strength, skill, and ingenulty
and without trying to appeal to an opponent's wishes.
Forcibly a country can repel and expel, penetrate and
occupy, seize, exterminate, disarm, and disable, con-
fine, deny access and directly frustrate intrusion, or
attack. It can, that is, if it hag enough strength,
“Encugh" depends on how much the opponent has,

There is something else though that force can do.

It is less military, less herolc, less impersonal, and
less unilateral; it is uglier and Mas received much less
attention in Western military strategy.... Mili*ary
foroe can be used to hurt. In addition to taking and
protecting things of value, it can destroy value. In
addition to weakening an enemy mllitariiy, it can csause
an enemy plain suffering,

The porer to hurt ig bargalning power To exploét
it is diplomacy - vicious diplomucy, but dlplomacy.

; | And 1t was the use of military power coercively, to hurt an
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opponent, upon which Schelling directed his attention, :
The power to hurt may be exercised either by the ac-

tual use of military foroe or by the threat to use military

force. In any glven case., Schelling implied, the decision |
to use force rather than to threaten to use force should de-
pend upon several factors including the credibility of the
threat, the bargaining pogitions of the respective parties,. é
and the risks entalled by the use of force.29 But regard-
less of the particular form of coercion attempted, the coer-
cion was seen to be both more versatile and more compli-

30

cated than the brute use of force. To generate coercion

the coercor must know, as a minimum, the values'or the ope

ponents; he must communicate hls own demands to the oppon-

ents; and he must share some common interests with the ope- %

'ponents.31 The range of common interests need not be great;
a desire on both parts to reduce losses or end the war might
'f_ . be sufficient to produce a successful termination if coer-
'5 _ : cion were appropriately applied., Naturally, this coercive
employment of wmilitary violence would require extensive co-
ordination with poli%inal e'ms and constraints. : 1- i
Schelling distinguished two fundamental types of co-,ﬁg ¥
' | ercion, deterrence and compellence. These were ldgically' .

distinct; deterrence almed to prevent an opponent from
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acting by threatening him with certaln consequences. The
onus of initlating the consequences was designed to rest with
the opponent.v.cpmpelleqce almed to force an opponent. to act -

in a certain manner by taking positive Actlon to ¢eerce fim.
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These actions might be merely threatening. or they might in-
volve the actual application of force. 2 |

| In practice the difference between deterrence and
compellence was not so clear; it might be a difference of
timing or degree. Compellence usually involved initlating
an actlon, whereas deterrence usually involved merely set-
ting the stage or tne trip wire and waiting.33 Compellence

usually requireﬁ a threat with definite timing: deterrence

4

tended to be indefiuite in its timlng.3 A compellent

threat was usually less easily connected ( bty the threatened
party) with the desired response than a deterrent threat,

As Schelling explalned,

In a deterrent threat the objlective 1s often come
municated by the very preparations that make the threat
credible, The trip wire often demarcates the forbidden
territory. There is usually an inherent connection be-
tween what is threatened and what is threatened about,
Compellent threats tend to communicate only the general
direction of compllance, and are less likely to be selfe
limiting, less likely to commuricate in the very design
of the threat just what, or hew much, 1s demanded. The
garrison in West Berlin can hardly he misunderstood about -
wrat it is committed to resist: if it ever intruded into .
East Berlin, though, to induce the Soviet or German Dew
mocratic Republic forces to give way, there would be no
such obvious interpretation of where and how much to
give way unless the adventure ocould be invested with
some uniistakable 5031 or limxtatlcn -8 pesslblllty not.
easily recognized. e » .

In some cases there might be 11t&1e disaernibla difrerenee
between coanallenoe and deterrence. &8 . when one wished to
deter an eneany from continulng to do 5ﬁﬁethlﬂ& ‘he h&d been -
doing, or when the deterrent threat must be ﬁﬁde 11vely ta
tecome credible. ¢

Since deterrence and compellense both entalled ele-
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ments of threat, they shared some comuon characteristics,
Both threats required that the opponent bé given assurances
that 'f he acceded to the threat, he would be spared the con-
sequences of refusal.’’/ In both cases soﬁe degree of cone
nectedness was required between the.threatened act and the
demands of the threatening power to communicate the threat

38 And in both cases

and to show the limits of the threat.
the threat may be comprised of elements of actual pain to be
inflicted or risks of highrer levels of pain to be inflicted.
As Schelling noted, the coercion would depend more on the

threat of what was to be done than on on the damage already
done.39

Despite the similarities of the two concepts of co-

_ ercioh,~thefimpact of Schelling's distinction between deter-

rencg;gnd compellerice was clear: compellence justified the
actuni-émployment of force in limited ways to obtaln purely
diplomatic.fpot military, ends. The dootrine thus repref-

sented an ggiensioﬁkof tﬁp conoerns which Kissinger and 0Os-

good had earlier exbresséd,about the need to develop means

' te\brevent'tho artificial separation of conditions of peace

and conditions of war. As Schelling explained,

War no 1ongerilooks like Jjust a contest of strength.

War and the brink of war are more a contest of nerve and

"risk taking, of paln and endurance. Small wars embody
the threat of & larger war:; they are not just military
engagements but “crisis diplomacye...

Military strategy can no longsr be thought of, as 1t
could in some countries in some eras, as the science of
military victory., It is now equally, if not more, the
art of coercion, of intimidution, and deterrence. The
instruments of war are more punitive than acquisitive,
Nilitary strategy, whether we lake 1t or not. has’ beuoro
the diplomscy of vlolence.“o

G

ot tom =

bt w3 et s e

P AU A b it S S o1 S

HE NG UATE

N

S e A e

L R AT 0

3
*




T TP A e AT A R e 3 a L L e

{

n ?
The translation of these broad strategic principles

into specific military objectives and methods was considered %

briefly by Schelling for wars at the sub-nuclear level.

- Pirst, he distingulshed between the "tactical” and the "die
plomatic* effects of violence at the tactical level.“l
Since he was .primarily concerned with the use of force to co-
erce, he concentrated on the diplomatic effects of violence.
The basic problem at the tactical level appeared to be gen-
erating coercive pressures without escalating the conflict.

" Coercion could be facilitated if tactical actions were

clearly "connected" with the demands of the coercor or the
aggravating actions of the opponem:.u2 The intent of the
coercing power should also appear unaunbl;mcms."‘3 Not sur-
prisingly, Schelling favored carefully measured, dlscrete
doses of tactical violence to communicate coerclon to the
opponents. :
At the same time that coercion was being appllied,
the opponent must be made to understand the limits of the
demands of the coercor. These_llmits'could be communicated
thirou7h the military actions of the coercing power if mille
,tary actions were clearly restricted as to targets or wea=-
pons; The most effective coummunication of restraint would .
result from restrictions of what Schelling'terﬁed the alle-or-
none variety, for examplé.'no nuel ear ueupons.““ Implicit
limits might also emerge in -the threshold between phases of
escalations: these limits would also comruniocate restralnt

by

and the threat of greater violence later on. The sum of
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these strictures implied that tactical objectives and methods

would be carefully constrained from above and that objectives
and methods would be chosen for thelir diplomatic rather than
their military impact.

Finally, Schelling noted that tactical violence must

b A AT et e

not overwhelm the vulnerable aspects of the enemy. Some i
power must be held back to promise more terrible pain if the

46 Also,

opponents do not accede to the coercor's demands,
hostage elementsAof thg enemy must be kept viable to receive !
this threat.“7 The message for the tactical military come
mander, then, was that he would not be allowed to decal de-

cisive blows against the enemy's forces, economy, or other

targets.

In the light of recent American diplomatic¢ successes i

Schelling's thoughts seemed to promise a more humane, less
dangerous, and certainly a cheaper method of using military
forces,
Coercive Diplomacy - Technigques and

Termination '
r _ Writing with the perspective of the early 1970°'s, i
4 Alexabder L. George, David K. Hall, and Willian R. Simons |

added more analysis to the theory of intervention. In their

book The Limits of Coercive Diulomaox“e they identified four

strategles for the use of violence: quick and decisive viow
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lence(Schelling®s brute force): a strategy of attrition; a

test of capabllities with very strioct ground rules (ihey cl-

»l?”f‘i'ﬂ“’ By,

ted the Berlin Crisis of 1948 as an example); and coercive
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diplomacyo“9 George, Hall, and Simons then concentrated on
the problems of coercive diplomacy by examinling the cases of
Laos, 1961, Cuba, 1962, and Vietnam, 1954~64, They dis-
tinguished two types of demands which could be exerted by
coerclive diplomacy: the demand for the enemy to stop what he
is doing, and the demand for the enemy to undo something he
has already done.’0 Both seemed to be variants of Schele
ling's concept of compellence. The authors noted that there
were two strategles of applying coercive force: these were
the try-it-and-see approach.‘whlch involved step-~-by-step
gradual intensification of pressures against the enemy, and

the ultimatuun appreoach, which set a specific demand and date

.for compliance. Naturally, the latter was more dangerous to

apply but promlsed better results.>!
The authors identified elght factors which enabled
the US to apply successfully the strong variant or ultimatum

approach to coercive diplomacy. Thsse factors were the

strength of US motivation, an assymetry of motivation in fa-

vor of the US, the clarity of US oblectives, a sense of urs-

~ gency by the US, usable military optlons, the opponents'

fears of escalation, and some clarity concerning the precise
future terms of settlement. ¢ Even if all these factbrs
were present the authors foresaw great difficulty in coorde
inating thé luplementation of coercive dlplamaey.SB Hbuever,
the difficulties attendant io implementation were not so
grave, in the views of the authors, as to negate the deélr-

ability of employing coercive diplomacy when the appropriate
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But as the war in Vietnam seemed to drag on inde-
finltely, without apparent progress, other writers turned
to a detalled examination of the problems of terminating mile
itary interventiors. William R. Fox, writing in the Annals

of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, no=-

ted that it took two powers to make peace. 5t Conflicts
could not end short of total destruction of one belligerent
unless both sought termination. Yet the conditions of liumle
ted war might not encourage either of the warring states to
seck peace. The major power, embroiled in a contest of
prestige with the smaller state, might become afflicted with
what Fox termed policy paralysis, unable to alter e;ther its
objectives or its methods despite the apparent ineffective- .
ness of current policies.55 On the other side the smaller
power, perhaps eommihted only “not to lose," may be favored
by both the tactical environment and the'polltical—brosaures

to hold out for a more favorable settlement., These factors

did appear troublesome at the time of Fox's writing, 1970,

but ne solution was readily available. Rather, both powers

must expect any negotiations to take a long t:mé, and they

- must try to initlate negotiations early in the conflict. .

Paul Keckskemetl also investipated the problems of

conflict termination ia light of the American intervention

6

) &
ih Vietnaa.” By his analysis war termination occurred when

‘the belligererts sg-eed to accept the current military situ-

ation us the basis for future political payoffs. Whether
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the military outcome would be accapted or not depended upon

whether the belligerents viewed the present military situ-

ation as'alterable in their favor with the resources re-
maining to them, and secondly, whether the belligerents felt
that the stake which they had already in the war justified
the added costs of trying to change the current milltary
situation. Keckskemeti noted that the more ideological the
conflict was, the greater were the political stakes for the
belligerents themselves. He concluded that the flnal mea=
sure for the success of the termination was whether the

postwar relations thus established were durable, that is,

whether the underlying issues upon which the conflict was
based were actually :esolved through the engagement. Thus
military ourtailment of hostilitles would not actually mean

successful war termination.

Conclusion

The literature of 1nterventlon’§rev1£es only general
indicators of the proper relationships wiich must hold be-
tween military tactics and strﬁtegy'gnd nntional-pollticalr
alms. All writers were aware of the difficulty of recone
‘cilihg thé military exigencies of actual conbat with'the |
political requirements intrinsic to the-purpése-ofithe mile
'1haryrooerntions. nzlitaryvaetiens rust be successful, by
their own standards, 1f they are to subport national policy,
but they must not be so successful as to escalate national
objectives or hinder conflict tergination. Nilitary actions

ﬁust isply the threat of further escalation without pro-




voking further escalation.

It is precisely the relationships between the mil'=-

tary necesnsities of intervention and the political aspects
of intervention at which this study is directed. TO obtaln
further clarification of these relationships, the case hise
tories of several interventions will be analyzed using the {

methodology discussed below. - ! .
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

The fundamental problem in examiniﬁg contingency
force operations is to develop a methodology which is both
comprehensive enough to provide valid generalizatlons and
sufficiently specific to afford guldance below the level of
national strategy. The methodology developed in this chape-
ter has been developed to meet this difficulty,

This chapter addresses the methodological problem in
four sections. First a rational decisloamaking model, link-
ing national political aims to tactical military operations,
is presented. This medel directs attention to critical areas
in investigating political-military céordlnation. Next, the
hypothesis and some key definitions are delineated to focus -
researcb.,AThe third section discusses the particula; meth-
cdology of colléctlng snd comparing data of actusl inter- -
vention operétions. Finally. snma limitations of the re~

search metnodclosy are discussed.

The Bational Hodel

In the basic Clausewitzian rormulation milit&ry ‘Vio-

‘lence 1is purposeful; it is 1nstrumenta1 1n attaining the ob-

Jects of the war. But in Clausew‘tz' vlea. there existed '
two levels at which military means-anq\objectlvaa tequired B
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coordination: the tactical level and the strategic leval.,
The distinction in these two levels was explained by
Clausewitz as follows:

The conduct of war is therefore the formation and

the conduct of fighting. If the fighting was a single

act, there would be no necessity for any further sube

division, but the fight is composed of a greater or

lesser number of single acts, complete in themselves,

which we call combats...and which form new units., From

this arises the totally different activities, that of

the formatlion and conduct of these single combats in

themselves, and the combination of them with one another

with a view to the ultimate object of the War. The

first is called tactics, the other strategy. :
Tactics 1s the theory of the use of military forces i

in combat. Strategy is the theory of the use of combats i

for the object of the War,+ o '

Later writers have recognized that all elements of a
nation's power must be coordinated with ite military power
to achieve the national objectives. They have added the
term grand or national strategy to denote the coordination

of all the elements cf national power - economic, diploma-

.tlec, military - to achieve national objectives,

Based on this categorization of ends and means, one

oan establish the general framework of investigation.

‘Imagine a hierarchy of decislonmakers (or declsionmaking

agencies ), each pursuing some objectives within the avall-

able metnods and capabilities. At the highest level the na- .
_tional leader selects the national objectives and decides
what capabllities and methods will be used. If the national
1egder decides to employ military power, then the natlonal

military command suthorities must assign strateglc objec-

~ tives, allocate torces, and specify methods or constraints

for the designated willtury units. Tnhe lower military com-
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manders must translate the strategic objedtives into tac-
tical objectives for thelr uniis, allocate forces, specify
constraints, and so on, down to the lowest tactical units,
to focus precisely the energy of the military forces on the
national aims. At each level, of courss; there may be one
or more objectives, perhaps somewhat conflicting, which will
have to be reconclled with avallable capabilities and al-
lowable methods. Also, these lower-level military activi-
ties must be in concert with other elements of national
power.,

This decisionmaking concept can be portrayed as a
set of triangles, shown in Figure IlI.l below; with each
decisionmaker attempting to employ his capabllities in
methods which will best accomplish his assigned objectives

in coordination with other slements of natlonal power.

Of course, this conceptual mocdel does not fully de-
'pict real world behavior. The model assumes a rational de-

~clslonmaker or decisionmaking agency at every level; it rée-

quires an hierarchy of purposeful beings carefully assessing

" methods and capabllities at their levels to best satisfy the

ctjeotives directed from above. Obviously, a.nonratianal or f

irrational deoisiéh ~- product of accident or anéer - would

not be explained by this model. MNany declislons arise funda- -

mental.y from the declslonmaking or consensus-éeneratingupro-;"

cesses witnin groups; these decisions, too, would lie oute
side the explaratory framework of the 6onceptual model,

The hierarchical linkage of decisionmakers which the

s s drat bty
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model portrays may also be an oversimplification. 1In some

cases top decisionmakers have managed to retain effectiv:
pers: nal control far down into an organization in times of
crisis,

Further, the focus on declsionmaking implies that
the decision itself 1s the critical element in determining
success or fallure, But many splendid declsions have run
afoul of unforeseeable events or mishaps.

In sum, the model has deflnife limitations as an
explanatory paradigm for exploring the historical uses of
military forces to achieve national ends. This approach
will not explain why forces were, in thé past, committed,
or why, wnen they were committed, they behaved as they did.
And yet the limitatlons of this model for explanatory pure
poses are its strengths in diredting analysis of how mili-
tary foroes may be useful in thke future, -

The assumption of rationality - of propter hoc ends-
means calculations = provides‘ the only basis on which to
transfer historical experiences to contemporary situations,

Only by searching for the purposeful intgrrelationshlps of
-polioies and methods caa the experiences of the past be
transformed into lesaons usaful in gulding future policy.
The goal of any decisionmaker must be to allocate perfectly
the avallable meuns to achieve the desired ends; this model
directs our attention exactly toward that rational calcu-

lation,

The problem of the hilerarchical linkages 1s espe-
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peclally critical in evaluating the applicability of mili-
tary force. Military organizations are composed of multiple
layers of decisionmakers: this layering intrinsically gene
erates great possibilitles for misunderstanding. Commune
lcations difficulties are compounded by the stresses of com-
bat and, increasingly in the future, the capabilities of
electronic warfare, This problem is critical with ground.
combat forces engaged in limited warfare because, as ex- 
periences in Vietnam showed, tactical units may perceive sig-
nificant advantages in escelating the levels of violence
or the decisiveness of objectives while strafegic decl-
sionmakers may seek to minimize violence and prevent final
destruction of enemy forces.

The concern with the decisionmaker is appropriate,
then, at all levels, for at the national level, US decisions
to employ forces in peripheral areas, outside Western Europe
or clear and urgent threats to national survival, will ree-
quire the most careful conslderation. ,

Thus this simplistic model has significant value in
determining how military forces have been used to achieve na-
tional objectives 1n cont1ngeney'operaticns and in exploring
the constraints which will direct future US activities in .

these areas,

Hypothesis and Definitions
Using the nodel dsscoribed above, this thesis will

‘establish the following hypothesis: an examination of mili-

tary actions in oversc \s contingenclies will show thut tac-
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tical objectives and methods can be chosen to support na-

tional strategic aims in certain circumstances. More spe-

cifleally, the paper will demonstrate the following: first, '

that mlilitary actions have been successful in achieving na-
tinnal objectives in overseas contingencies; second, that
certaln factors common to the successful situations can be
inferred to have determined the successes; third, that ap-
plication of militafy force within the ldentified constraints
may be useful in certain future contingencies.

Military actions are defined to be deployments of

armed forces overseas for the purpose of exercising armed
coerclion or violence. Excluded from this investigation are
both humanitarian missions and show-of-force mobilizations

- not involving the actual dispatch of troops. Humanitarian

missions are essentially non-coercive. Show-of-force mobi-
lizations have been excluded from consideration because |
their success or failure is derivative from the expectation
of the actual deployment of forces in contingencies. If the
actual deployments are infeasible, then the shou-qr-rorce
mobilizations will be ineffective.

Tactical objectives and methods are the parameters
'E . by which military operations may be described. Objectives
| portray the immediate purposes for which the forcees are dise ot
) patched: methods describe the technigues and limitations b&- i
which military force 13 applied. Military ocapabilities are

consldered as situational constraints in planning operations S

i
¥

but are fixed in the Short ternm.
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Overseas contingencles are e¢rises abroad which re-

quire at least the consideration of a response by military
intervention with conventional forces. This investigation

1s concerned with contingencies in the sow~called péripheral

areas outside Central Europe, Japan, and North America -
the Middle East, Southeast and Northeast Asia, and Latin
America.

National strategic aims are defined to be the na-
tional objectives which the intervening power hopes tc se- . ;
cure. These objectives may be diplomatic or vclitical in %
nature, as opposed to the strategic military objectives

which are usually related to enemy forces, terraln, deploy- .

ments, or in scme 1n§tances police~-type objectives such as
the maintenance of public order.

Certaln circumstances may allow the effective em-
ployment of military contingency forces., However, this in-
vestigation does not seek to show that military forces will
be useful in resolving every problem confronting US foreign

pclicy. Rather, it attempts to determine the parameters

which nust be met for the use ¢f contingency forces to be

considered desirable.

The term military intervention 1s used to denote the

deploy=ent of military forces into overseas orisis areas.

‘These intervention forcss are called contingency forces;

they may or may not be committed d;rectly into or arainst

the opposing state or groups.

i
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Data Development

Thiree general problems developed in acquiring data

o s sine 2 ] (2 R 8

for the study. First, particular contingencies had to be

selected for analysis. Second, certain simllar factors

within each contingency had to be discussed and analyzed.

T ek i e~ S e T

Third, some means of comparing data from various contingene
cles had to be developed.

literally hundreds of conventional military contin-

e o g e b 3 B e

gency operations have been carried out in the international
arena over the past several centuries. The scope of these
operations has varied from a few score soldiers to hundreds

of thousands; the results have ranged fror overwhelming suc-

cess to dismal failure. However, in order to draw inferences

applicable to the US in the last guarter of the Twentieth
Century, several criteria were stlpulated'in selecting cri-
teria rof'analysis. These criteria are presented and ex-
plained in Table I1l-1 helow. Criteria included the tinme,
intervening power, opposing power, location, and iniorma=-
tion avajlable, |
 By using the criteria stipulated above, Seven cof= . -
tingencies were selwted for analysis. These were Korean -
War (1950-53), the Anglo-French invasion of Suez (1956),
us 1ntervention‘1n Lebanon (1958), British deployment to
“Kuwait (1961), US deployment to Thailand (1962), US inter-
veritlon s Vietnam (1964-65), and US deployment to the Do«

minican Hepublic (1965). These contingencies ranaéd-rron

N

long-term comiitzent to limiteéd war to short tert deplcy-
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ments of ground forces not requiring actual ccmbat. They

covered geographic areus trom Latin America to the Far East

and ranged from interventlons in allied states tc interven-

tions in hostlle states.

Table III-1

Critaria for Selecting Contingencles

Criterion

Rationale

Post-1949
Intervention hy

US or RBritain

Intervention not
directly agalnst:

- Soviets

Interventions not

“in colonles

Adequate information
avalladble

Contingencies conducted under the

influence of superpower bipolar com-

petition in a nuclear environment,

Leadership rorms and public acecep~-
tance of military action are likely
to be highly significant in the fu-
ture; previous US and British ex-
periences provide the most acces~:
sible and possibly most relevant
guldes in this area.

Interventions ar.inst the Soviets
are likely *o Yo domineted by thse
threat of nuclecr uar and will fole

low a differernt irnagis than inter=

ventions agulns: othelr opponents,

Major power contrul over colonial
governments and the demise of co=-

lonlal status reduce the applicabil-
ity of lessons derived from these
experiences. .

Ne use of cla**i?&ed data Has pere

missible.

The rational political-military deeislcnnnk:né'aedel

indlcates that the crucial factors which desand assessment

in each contingency are the coordination and compativility

of the objectives and antsﬁﬁw wlth!n the eapabllltles and

2
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cingtraints at each of the decisionmaking levels. To assist .

in analyzing these factors the following specific questiors
were asked of each contingency operation, How were the milie

tary objectives to support national objectives? iHow well

were military objectives and methods coordinated with other
aspects of natlonal power? How feasible was the attainment

of the military objectives? How did military capabilities

interact with the development of national plans and/or milie . f'
tary ohjectives and methods? |

After the narrative analysis of each contingency was

completed the various factors involved in each contingency

were assigned abstract evaluations so that they could be
compared agalnst each other. The factors to be evaluated

were derived from a compilation and synthesis of considera-

tions developed by the various theorists of political-mili~

tary coordination. It must be emphasized that these evalua- _%
tions, and the rationale by which they are Justified, do not ’ '? ; ffé
constitute formal hypotheses. Indeed, some gf‘i&ese factors = §
were derived by theorists examining tha very contingencies | g
'investigated_zn'this study. Hatuer, these {actors are tu be : 'é
used strictly in the faseriptive sense, @s alds to catalege é ';
ing and-eom§ar1ng-cheflﬁport#nt agpacts of the centingency %‘ _§
~ operations. I
‘ Four geneval areas of each contingency were svale %' 'g
ﬁnted and assigred rinkangs. These genersl areas wers na- %- ,é
tional objectives, Situational constraints, willtary bbﬁ § Jé
rjeebivés and methods, and poliey coordination factors, 7% ff
The: various objectives cof contingency operaticn: ¥ Je g‘ %
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felt to have significant impact in determining the qharQQ;
acteristics and requirements for success, Though'ﬁé§£;;51 '
obJectives were often extremely camplex and &mblguous."h;s.
-‘°tdﬁ¥ categorized each continvency oneratiov bJ 1ts pr&mary.
-secondary. and tertiary purposes as defensiye¢ gupport or
stabi}ity. coercive, ¢r selzure, B
Certaiﬁly the varlous situational fgctsrs present in
contingencies exeréised strong influence on thelr outcoxes.
~ The six situat onal factors selected for edmparison~were the
location of the 1n§g?vgntion. the gat;re~of'the opposition,
mllliary capabllities of the 1ntervenihz state, inconsis-A
tency of- 1ntervent10u with nrevioqs pol cles,}lack of public
support for the tnterventzan" and the. rioxs of escala'ion.

~ The ratzouale rar selectlon and the specifla evaauatlons to

bc assigned ni;hln eaoh !uctor are aekcribed in 'able IXI-Z

s Tavle 1112 T

Si tuational Constrainis "
aitaatlnnal Fhe tor - Degree of
: ' Conseraint

iLbéattaﬁi@f:zﬁtervant;on ,
~in the territery of an aily . s . . low

C=in the territory of & cllent state . . « moqerate
el the tadritory of ‘a neutral state . . o highn A
-1n the teriitery of & nostile state o » -« Very hlgh

Reationsle: the 1ocition of the intervention
TUrE 1iRely %o iwpact on the reégquirements for
success, The wore hostile the location, tiw
greater aifflcuitled 1ln taeres of Securlty,
wePia opinion, diplomutic resolutlon of Lhe
conflict, and &o oh. _
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‘Table I1II-2 (continued)

AT

bs

Situatioral Fasctor

Degree of
Constraint

A AR oo o O L S A TR 0,

Nature of the opposition
~-soverelgn state, well equipped,

highly motivated o . .
-revolutionary elements, well

equipped and organized : o N .
-sovereign state, poorly equippred

or motivated ° .
~-revolutionary or dissident elementb.

poorly equlipped or organlized . . °

Rationale: the nature of the opposition may
impact on the requirements for succsss; these
evaluations suggest that the stronger and
more welli organized the opposition, the
greater 1t3 ablility to frustrate the purposes
of the intervening power.

Military capabilities of the
intervening state
-nilitary capabilities not a sig-
nif.cant consideration in policy

formulation N . .
-military capablilities constrain

naticnal policy . . .
-military capgbllities greatly

constrain national pollioy e . .

Rationale: military capabilities (0 move,
mass, and employ forces in the tarset area
may generate ¢instraints hindering the at=-
talnment of naticnal objectives.

Inconsistency of lncervention with

previous pollicles
«~intervention fully consistent
with previous policles . . .
-intervention somewhat lncon- _
sistent with previous policles . . .
=intervention highly inconsistent '
witl. previous pollcles . . .

Rat.onale: corsistency is required for
effective coordination of policles. lack

of conslstency could hinder the cecordination
of policles within a government or anong
allles.

. high |

. moderate ;

. low :

low
+« noderate

« high

SRS B e

s lOW

« moderate
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tical opérations, ~These agpects are evaluated by thelir pre-
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‘sumed degree of unfavorable impuct in Table 1113, -

ko
Table 111i-2 (continued)

Situational Factor Degree of
‘ Constra’nt

Lack of public support for interventlion

-aroused public, widespread support . . « very low:
-potential public support . . . low

-little public awareness, public : .
reaction uncertain A e . moderate
-potential public controversy . « high

-aroused public, open and widespread .
disagreement 11" Ty " . . very high

RHationale: lack Jublic support imposes

additional constraints on contingency oper-
ations whi-.. 1ay impact on their success

Risks of escalation- _
=! iervening power incurs no risks

of great power opposition e & - o lOW
-intervening power risks covert or - -

indirect great power opposition . o e « moderate
=intervening power risks direct :
erzat power confrontation . . « high

Rationale: escalations which incur high
risks or great power coenfrontation may
be constrained into patterns which con- -
tribute to fallure
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The military methods and objectives employed in coie
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tingency operations form ancther important set of compara-
tive characterist;cs;~cr1tiaal;to the central issue of poli-
tical military _cciordmatiqn. Five aspects of silitary teche.
nigues were selected for data development. These included |
the clarity of the strategih hxlltary 6bjeatives._the cgcfd- E
1nétleaAof téctlcnl with strategic objectives, the amount of
military power empicyed rela§ive'to the Sppos:tion. vhe

qvert‘ﬁiolenee-enskinp. ané'@élltscal gonstraints nn,taé-
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Table III-3.

Military Cojectives and Methods

4?.

o

Mili tary Hupect ' Presumed Degree of
Unfavorable Impact

Lack of clarity of strategic
militery objectives
-miiitary objectives vague or

altered during intervention . . .
-military objectlives clearly
and consistently deflned . N .

Rationale: ambiguous or inconsistent
military objectives will hinder pnoli-
tical-military coordination; alternatively,
poorly defined objectives result frop im-
proper political-milltary coordination.-

Lack of coordination of tactlical

with strateglc objectives
-tactical objectives, dispositions,
methods not well coordinated with
strateglic alms . .
-tactical objsctlives, dispositions,
methods well coordinated with
strateglc objectives . .

Rationale: tactlcal objectives,
dispositions, or methods which are
poorly ceoordinated with the strategle
mlliltary oblectives or violate elemental
military orecepts risk ineffective
military action

Economy of military power employed

- or displaye! relative to oppositicn

-military nower incapable of in-
fllctirs rapld and declsive defeat

upon the opposttion o
-mlll:ar poxer capable of \nrl;oting.
rapld and decisive defeat upon enemny .

Katiomale: s 1 sited dtanlay of mili-‘
tary s ;nszli leg pay #ncourase re-
algtance ¥ the ¢ ositlon

Over: vislence , _ "
~military torces. efploy feniflecant ard
videspread viglenes _ e
“military forces esploy fome viglence .
~military forces Avold violence s

high

low

high

low

high

low

Chien -
mocerate. .
~low

[EPPSCI
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Table 111-3 {continued)

Military Aspect Presumed Depree of i
Unfavoratle lmpact ;

Rationale: the amount of violence may
be directly related to the intensity
of the opposition which the. inter-
vention arouses; oy, the amount of
violence may be inversely proportional :
to the success of the operation in L i
intimidating opponents. E {

Lack of political constraint on
tacticel operations
~tactical operations greatly con-

stralned by political conslderations . « low '
~tactical operations somewhat con- §

strained by pclitical considerations . . moderate S
~tactical operations little constrained

by political considerations . « high

Rationale: lack of political constraint : S
on tactical operations may hinder at- ' : .
tainment of national political aims. : 3

The various aspects of policy coordination among

the elements of natlonal power form a t'iral set of charac-

Vit o v

teristics to be compared. These aspects include the degree

3
Wt

of independence of the military opersations trom reliance

upon dinlomatic efforts to achieve full impact, the con- , "»5‘ “€
straint or support afforded by international organlzat&ons; - |
the avallability of diplomatic channels of communications :
with the opposition, snd the moral and legal Justifiability
of the vontinrency operation. These aspects of pollcy COw- f

ordinat\on~ara‘eva1uated in Table Ill-4,
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Coordtination Factor

Table [I1-4

Poliecy Coordination Factors

L9

Presumed Degree of

Unfavorable Impact

lack of independence of mlilitary
operations

~military objectives and methods

designed to accomplish most of

national aims through brute force . .
-nilitary objectives and methods

somewhat dependent upon diplomatlic

and political measures for full

impact . .
-mllitary force, heavily dependent

upon diplomatic and political mea-
sures, cannot accomplish national

alms . .

Rationale: the higher the dependence of
military operations upon political and
diplomatic factors, the more diffi-
culties will arise in supporting the
national alms

Constraint from international
organizations

-international orranizations mediate to
obtain withdrawal of intervening force
and/or most rapid termination of
confilct o

«international organizations medlate
and are somewhat inclined toward the
intervening power .

=international organizations mealate
to support the intervention and insure
termination successful for 1nterven1ng
powar . .

Rationale: International organizations
can greatly hinder the application of

political-military pressures to the target

Froup.

tack of diviomatie communidations with

opposirion

~dlplomat!c contacts avatlable only through

extraordinary means or the local poll-
tical structure unusabile or political
pover non-transierrable . .

low

moderate “

high

high

moderate

low

hign
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Table 1II-4 (continued)

Coordination Factor Presumed Degree ot
Unfavorable Impact

-normal diplomatic contacts available;
or, local political structure still

workable o . moderate
-talks or negotiations already under
way . . low

Rationale: the more difficult normal
diplomatic communication with the op-
ponents becomes, the more difficult will
be the achievement of the political alms
of the operation; alternatively, the

more disrupted the local political struc-
ture, the more difficult police~type
gtabilization willl become

Moral/legal Jjustifiability

-intervention highly questionable on

moral/legal grounds by world opinion . high
«~intervention somewhat within the bounds

of moral/legal propriety as viewed by

world opinion . moderate
-intervention clearly witain the bounds

of moral/legal propriety as viewed by

world opinion . low

Rationale: For the intervening power, the
lower the justifiability of his actions,
the greater the difficulty in coordlinating
and gathering support for his policy

Limitations

Several limitations of this research methodology
deserve mention. First, the methodology is none=quantitative, ' _,‘ii',‘
Its comparisons and conclusions are drawn without statistlf'Tjgiigsi'ffif?
cal inference and thus lack whatever degrees of assurance': -*‘i?‘ g
such methods might provide. The verbal evuluntors.'gxgﬁ;i;
moderate, and low, are valid only relatively w;thihlﬁhgvf'f‘ ;;34 §;; 5.55

particular assvect to whlchk they were applled. ;-':j:ff_ {;f y'4;T?”',i;§%
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. Thourh the material to be investigated is historical
in nature, the requirements for selecting contingerncies have
necessartly limited tﬁe‘perspective which may be taken upon
events. In some cases the time perspective of this research
may be inadequate to assess fully the impact of particular
actions. For example, it may be argued that the full extent
of the British failure at Suez has yet to be felt, almost
twenty years after the event. Moreover, 1t should be noted
that the international environment was relatively stable
during the fifteen years covered in this investigation, and
that the international environment has begun to change very
rapidly since that time.
Finally., the data developed in this paper is of Wes-
tern origin; nowhere are the viewpoints and perceptions of
the target groups represented. This is an unfortunate limi~-

tation since so many of the varigbles involved in the analy-

sis are perceptions of one factor or another, for example,
fthe,pepception of the military power of the intervening

_state’ by the target group, rather than measurements of abso-

1y 1s slailar to the difficulties confronting'decisiannakérs'-'

- prier to the operation.
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Notes - Chapter I1II

. lHoger A. Leonard, A Short Guide to Clausewitz on
Egz(New York: Capricorn Books, 1968), p. 89.
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CHAPTER 1V

SEViEN CONTINGENCY OPEHATIONS:
SUMMARIES AND ANALYSES

This chapter presents the seven contingency force
operations selected in Chapter IIl1 for study. Each opé?a-
tion 1s described briefly; the coordination of national’
strateglc aims with military operations 1s analyzed; and the
comparative factors in the intervention are assigned eval- a

uations.

The Korean War {1950.

When North Korean forces crossed the 38th Parailel
into South Korea in June, 1950, the US found itself in a new
strategic era. US péssession of nuclear arms had not dee

terred local confliot, nor could US logistics and advisory

.assistance bring the conflict to successful termlnatlon._ Us

intervention in Kurea provides fundamental lessons in the co-
ordination of military and political objectives in an essen-

tially defensive war. The difficulty of this coordination

18 well illustrated by the confusion and frustration which

US'policies generated both in and out of government.

'Backgrouﬁ&., Korea had been annexed in 1910 by Japan as a
result of the Husso-JjapaneSe dWar. In 1945 the US and the
USSH Jolintly libverated Korea and received the surrender of
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the Japanese forces stationed there., Divided notionally
at the 38th Parallel for the convenience of the occupying
powers, Korea was quickly split into two permanent camps.
US-Soviet difficulties in coordinating the occupation led
the US to seek the Moscow Agreement of 1945, under which the
two powers would work systematically toward the eventual
unification of the two zones., However, Soviet intransigence
persisted. In 1947 the US asked the United Nations to in-
vestigate the problem. A UN Commission recommended unifi-
cation through nationwide elections but, faced with Soviet
opposition, supervised elections only in the South. In 1948
the Republic of Korsa was formally establlshed; in retalia-
tion the Democratic Peoples Hepublic of Korea was created
in the North one month later,

US interests in Korna from the conclusion of World
war Il had bee.i limited. The US had sttempted to fulfill
its postwar dutles properly and turn Korea over to self-gove
ernment. With the rise of US-Soviet tensicns and the fall
of China to thé coimmunists, Korea assumed new importance as
a testing eround of thé Free World. It also occupled a
strateglc location between China snd Japan. All US octcupa-

tion troops were withdrawn from Korea in 1948; only a small -
military advisory detachment was left. Th;s drawdown of
strength was accompanied by & certain amount of US ambie
valence about the US strateglc interests in Korea, including
.a January 1950 speseh by Lhe Secretary of State which ex-

cluded horea from the US defense perlmeter.l
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Crisis. On 25 June the North Korean forces struck across
the 38th Parallel against the ill.prepared forces of the
South, 1n a rapid advance they threatened to overrun Seoul
and smash the South Korean defensive positions before they
could be firmly established. The attack was apparently a
strategic surprise, though it seems to have been predicted

with scme accuracy weeks before in Seoul.

US intervention. US response to the invasion was prompt.

The US commander in the Far East, General MacArthur, lmmed-
lately sent ammunition and other supplies to Korea under es-
cort.2 The US requested a meeting of the UN Security Coun-
cil. By a vote of 9 to O the Security Council adopted a US
resolution designed to bring a rapid cessation of combat and
the subsequent withdrawal of North Korean forces; the reso-
lution also called for all member nations to render assise

tance to the UN.3 The President ordered General MacArthur

to provide Korea with additional logistic support and to use

any necessary air and naval forces to prevent the SQoul-

kimpo-lnehon area from being overrun, theredby insuring the

evacuation of American noneonbatants.“ When General KacArs

thur visited the combat area on 27 June he concluded that US.

ground forces would also be needed.5 The coumitment of US
ground forcas was approved by the President outside the

framework of the UN. Only in early July was the United Na-

tions Command established in Korea, with Lhe U5 as txecutive

agent, »
The US cobmitted its forces plecemeal to stop the
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North Korean advance. The front was stabilized only after

the UN Command had been forced back to the Pusan Perimeter

in August, 1950. Meanwhile, General MacArthur developed a

plan to regain conirol of South Korea and destroy much of

the North Korean force by executing an amphibious landing
far up the western coast of Korea at Inchon.

The Inchon landing, launched on 30 September, proved
completely successful. US forces quickly recaptured Seoul
and cut the North Koreans' main supply route. Concurrently,
the UN forces remaining in the Pusan Perimeter broke out to

the north and conducted a vigorous pursult of the North Ko-

reans. In the space of a few short days the North Korean
Army had been broken as a coordinated fighting unit.
Encourrged by hls success at Inchon and left under
somewhat ambigucus instructions, MacArthur exploited to the
north.6 In fapid moves his forces took Pyongyang and pushed
deep into North Koren. Some elements reachead thg Yalu River
1n'h1d—Novenber.v But UN moves to the north provoked forcee
ful Chinese intervention, and the UN glgaents gere“again
~ pushed south. - | |
After some seven months of offensive and counter-
offensive thelchlnesg fisld armies began to experience Se-
~ vere organizational and logistic difflculties. UN forces
had azain penetrated 1n£o the dominant terrain south of
Pyongyang. "Ij‘hx_"ough the Soviet npmsentati\éé at the UN the
Chinese proposed a ceasefire and peace nepotiations. After

two years of bltter negotlating and nconclusive mllitary'
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actions, an armistice was conuludeu which restored dem&r-
catzon_between the Norti and the South mot too far from the

old 3nth Parallel boundary.

Hesults. US intervention in Korea defeated the COmmunist.'-

"(thruatzinto the South and preserved the independence of

"Soufh Koreé. The feasibility of using the UN as an agency
; _ 5"of collectlve defense was established. though the difficul—_

| .ties of motlv&t:nﬂ and ocoordinacing collegtive polltical-

W e A T R A S e i i

~*fknl}1t&ry qperat;ons were amply demonstrated, also. The’v
_ Kbﬁeﬁn Har emphééized the importance of ‘developing clearly-~f'
*,ggtatéd political objectlves and coordinating military oper-
atlons a obtain those objectives. Finally. the interven-
;jition &emcnstrated the extrewe sensitivity of limited uar
B &operatiens to gublle opinion.
ﬁ§§§£§$§;:5”° hﬁtiﬁﬂ&l ebjectives in the Korean intervention
: were at 1east threefald~ f&rst, nalt the-aggression by the
‘«;hortk and rastore the territory af ‘the South; second, - honor
*11& eaxnitment to an olls 1n the raea of CQQmunlst aggress;on
'_:(preservtng the credlb:lity &f ghe allianee systen), thi*d.
: laplenent the snlleetxve seaurity arrangevents of the UN to,
fight cOnnnnist agere551on. The US did nat 1n1t1a11y seek

reunlflcatlon of the two Koreas.7 ﬁovever tha US did vcte .

for a»ﬁecegb@r._1?5Q, UN resolution which called for a

cease-fire w;th nationwide free eleetions.s

o

Strategic =zilitary objlectives were unclear. The
first oission assisned to US forces was to halt the advarnce

of the North Koreans and repel the invasion, but this o, 2-
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'sion wag obscured by the added concern to destroy the lort-

o Korean Army. and, i1f necessary, occupy the North.9

Tact;cal military missions were several, including

' blocking the enemy advance, conducting the Inchon landing,
’:"pﬂrsuing to the North, and conducting several counterofe
ifensives. A naval bluckade was effected and bombing and

- interdiction were conducted throughout the vneninsmla,

US strateglc military objectives were :iixi-:.ed to oOb-
tain by force the national objectives., lowe-“r. ':+ gestruce
tion of the North Korean Army seems to have buv umiecessary
to attain the natibnal objectives. Only if one assumed that

no diplomatic settlement could ever be obtalined would such

- a sﬁep have been necessary, but such an assumption would

rhave logically required not only the destructior of the en-

- emy army ut also the continued occupation of the North to
‘revent its rearminc. Noreover, it had heen upparent throughe
- out the policy apparatus in the US in 195Q that any éctlon

in kofea risked Soviet or Chlnesg counieraction, with the

- risk inereaélng'és US forces penetrated further north. The
CUuS soﬁght_no-vader whr’w;th Communiet farees'sn what Was cofe

Sidered a peripharél area. Unfortunately, the zubivalent

military strategy cozbined w!th the politicsl perspectives

of the US nommunder in the Far East to roster the UL advance

~ to the north wnich brouriit the Chinese into the war.

 The overall coordination of mliltary power with the

other elexents of diplovucy and natlonal 1nfluence was poor

throughout the Korear interventlon. 1 the beginnlng General

nacArthur’rganforeed the South Xoreans without walting for
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instructions from Weshington. While his support was limi-

ted to resupplies immediately avallable to him, the resup-
ply was neverthr 28s not routine and was escorted by US
forces. This ‘tion clearly risked confrontation. It 1s
true that the US action was supported by eifforts in the UN
to generate broadly-based diplomatic support. But from the
start the US intended to play the dominant rcle militarily
and carried the major burdéns of the war. Nor was the di-
plomatic effort without serious strains Srom the US‘ Euro-
pean allies who were oriented to tha West.

One element cf political-military coordination did work
effectively, however. From the outset MacArthur had argued
in favor of a wider war. He had suggested bringing in the

Chinese Nationslists, he zalled for a naval.blockade'of

‘China, ari he sought authority to conduct strategic bombing

against China. While tne military effects of these acts
would doubtless have been positive, any advan;aggs would
have been far ocutweighed by adverse political impact, and
they were wisely resisted. Thus the military methods and
objectivés weré held compatible with the political objec=

flves in splte of strong pressures to the uontrary.

Once thelir counteroffensive had heen blurnted in the

Spring, 1951, the Chinese forces developed a new sirategy.

euprin, 35

Under the diplomatic covér of a cease-fire, they began a war

of attrition desipgned to extract the most favorable terms

from tie eventual seltlement. US policymakers agreed to tne

cease=fire at a time when significunt allitury advances coug

have been made to establish a much more faverahle nesol!l -

-1
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oosition‘lo

‘MQreover. the cease~fire produced mounting put.
lic pressure to endvthe §ar‘quickIy and wiﬁh the fewest ca-
suslties possible. ' There seems 11ttle ‘doubt that US reluce
tance tc:engage ih the diplomécy.of negotiatioﬁs supported
by the full force of its militafy superiority ﬁade the nego=-
tiations more-difficult and prclongedo;l

There 1s 1ittle to indicate that US strategic mili-

tary capabilities exerted a dominant role in tne iritial

formulation of the national objectives, though perhaps Nac-

Arthur's prompt response with assistance ixn late June set

the stage for later national decisions, Tne décision to ing‘

tervene was made on the assumption that adequate forces

could be mustered to repel the invasicr. of the South. Howe

ever, US strateglc success at Inchon certainly obscured the

nation's view of its true ob?ectlves in &orea. ~Tne_momentum'

of ihe successful advance was extrerely difficult to ééntaiﬁ
from wasﬁington.l? And in-éonsequenéé the %esults-wh;gh
coul& have been aunieved with elan in Q\s0k‘..v1956, #éfe
not confirmeg watild 9hree years later, at s <¢ost of thau—

sands of Amerioun i1lves.

In sum, sorea was R lesson in the necussity. ro“‘pronrf

‘per ooordiﬁanxon,ax m*lltarv and political objectives, and

for the use of4miliﬁsry forces in coordination with the othe

er sviements of netiopal influence. while the basle objecw
‘tive of the inlervertlon ®as achieved, 1t was achieved at
¢osts in llves and political surmoll at home wnich far €xie

ceedot what would have peén expended i the national and

strategle objectives had been more vleurly defined aund
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closely coordinated early in the operation. § E
Assignment of comparative evaluations. The national objec- g
tives, situatlonal constraints, military objectives and meth- %
ods, and policy coordination factors were assligned evalua=- %
tions as shown in Table IV-1 below. | I

. Table IV-l | , '"':a § ?

~ Comparative Evaluations - Korea : i ' )

Comparative Aspect ‘ Evaluation Assigned _'"aff A

National objectives R
primary

-defend . . N . . . _ :
_-support/stabilize . o« . . « secondary ;
=goerce . N . . . . tertiary - :
-selze . . . . . R ¢
jSituatlonal constraints - - o , . R
-lmatlm‘l C. . . . . e - » 10“ e '_"' L h
-opposition o . high L
‘=military capabilties of }ntervenlng state s lOW - T
- =inconsistency of policies + o+ 5 .+ . noderate o
-lack of public support e e . . . « VEry low - . . ¢
. ~ high EEVEETIN B
"-risks of escal&tion S e & e - e » high

hllltary objlectives and methods : :
=lack of clarity of strateglc objectives . .« high : =
~lack of coordination of taatlcal and ' TR

strategic objectives . ‘ . s o+ lOW
. -aconomy of military power. . e T v« high
. -Overt violance s . . . + & hieh
- =lack of political eonstraint s . . +« .+ moderate
'a?olaey,coordinat&on fastors - ' - §

- =lack ¢f independsance of military effort . « 10w
«gonstraint from iﬁternationsl Or' RN

§
N
:
!

izations : . . o . . low
~lack of diplomatic commun&catlon
S oWith npasoitien ' . . « high

.fA-lacx of moral/lessl Jus*lfiab14lty . . . low
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The Suez Intervention (1956)

In October, 1956, following a prolonged dispute cver
control of the Suez Canal, British and French forces
launched a combined attack against Egypt. The 1956 inter-
vention provides a classic case of scoercive warfare. The
Suez action exemplifies both the military difficulties of
conducting combined operations and the diplomatic hazards ef
ma jor power - iinor power confron*tation by limited war.
Though British and Freuch military forces were well on their
way to securing control over the Canal, their territorial

gains were completely nullified by diplomatic factors. The

_result was a major shift in diplomatic iafluence in the Mid-

dle East,

Backeround. Britain's long-terr interest in Egypt stemmed

from the strategic importance of the fuiez lsthmus along the

land and sea routes to India. Witn the independence of In-
dia In 1947 Britain's cld strategic inturest in Egypt was
largel y removed. However, new interests desuloped. Some

25% of British trade pussed tirough the Canal irn the early

1950's and British dependence on NMiddle Bast oil, minh of

which also passed through the_Canal. could only 1nerease.13
In addltion British presence ln the Canal began to bhe vlewea
as an integral link in the world-wide anti-Comaunist strat=-
egy o?'containmeﬁt. And, in fact, Britain siaply reit that
she belongedvln Egypt.la. | '

| Unfortunately, British colontal poliey in Esypt had

been an almost consistent railure. Egypt was granted nome
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inal independence in 1922, but large numbers of Britlsh
troops remailned there. By 1952, after decades of antagonism
Equtian hationallsts had begun to employ guerilla tactics
against the British troops in Suez. After Co;onel Nasser
deposed King Farouk in 1952 relations failed to improve.
Britain's strateglic lnterests in Jordan and its maintenance

of a balance of power in the Middle East aroused the enmity

of Arab Socialists, and under an Anglo-Egyptian treaty in _
1954 Britain committed itself to the withdrawal of all Brie oo
tish forces by 1956. - : ' o
France's interests in Egypt were somewhat different-».
than Britain's. A considerable amount of the Canal Company
stock was owned by Frenchmen, and France saé also dependent
on the Canal for the oil trade. But France's primary con-
cern in the mid-1950's had become the successfui-terminp
ation of the rebelliun in Algeria; Nasser's very’presencé
stimulated Algerian 1nsurrection. and ln.addltion. &asser -
was supblying the Algerlan rebels with materlal asslstance.lf
Many in France felt that vra elimination ef Nasser was a8 nee

cassary condition !or'quelllns the revolt ;nzglggr;a.

Esyptian seiznre of the fanal. -In-Julyy 195&, the- US- cane . R

A3 b

celled its commltment to3§sslst¥ﬁgyptian construction of the
Aswan dasm. . ﬂ'vgriety of explunations was offered, insluding

anper st the Sov.et~“gyptian arus agresxent- Esthian fannn~ _

PSP L
J s

tial 1nsoiVancy. and bs Langreosional daubss “bout ‘the pro-

oGk

Jjaet, Br;ﬁgaa rapidly followed the US 1ead in term&nating '

assistance. Iin responze to the dritish actlon, President
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| ¥Nussolini,*

,:bells ﬁlth~¥hl§h toArﬁin sritish support to elimlnate hiam.
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Nasser declared the Suez Canal nationalized.

Egyptian nationalization had several aims. Directly
the selzure represented a deliberate attempt to retaliate
for the West's insulting cancellation of economic assistance
at Aswan, But since 1955 Egypt had been attempting to gain
greater benefits from the Canal, which was, admlittedly,
Egypt's‘major resource. Eventual nationallzation was clear-
1y in line with MNasser's general philosophy as well as his
personal political needs. Moreover, ln early 1956 Nasser

had expressed his intent to nationalize the Canal.t®

Western fgsgongg. ‘The British were, of course, furious with
B Nasser's action. As Eden told Andrew Foster, US Charge d'

Affairst7?TheVEgyptian hés-ﬁls’thumb on our windpipe. Tell
Mr. Dulles I cannot allow that."l7 1In addition to their ex-

'prgssed_pdncern,for shipping through the Canal, the British

iefé cénéern@d.foritheir”general strategic position. Nase

’Ti'séf'éfArab'Seciaiﬂém threatenéd'not~0n1v Hritish influence
X %iﬂ Iraq and Jardan but alsa the anti-Ccmmuuzat Baghdad Pact
5:9.  diracted apaanst the acviet Unlon.v And worldwide British
;'prostxme was at atuke. in sddition Eden was experiencing
::jpolltical &ifficulties at hone and feared for his government

fQng;mgéfﬂ.dxmun&eus - ecé' ‘aht ‘afﬂ&rﬁ&&j to put down this Egyptian

18

: )“

The. Frenov re»uted even wore vehempently than the

Brltl@h. *hay saw 1n aasser a die»ator 1n the mold of lilte

ler asd; tn}ns &Q: re c! the: Lanai. they saw the ideal casus
19
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US response was cool, The US tried to avoid con-

* demning nationalizations in principle and seemed to fasten

[

on Britein's concern far her shipping as the most important
0

Issue at stake.z
Despite his fury, kden felt unable to react immedi-

ately with military force. And, in truth, Britain's legal

~ ¢laims to the Canal were not unambiguous. Britain's clainm j

rested on the ninety-nine year lease of 1869 under which the :

Canal was constructed and in which the government of Brltain_ é
had purchased a conftrolling interest. OSubsequent Anglo- :
-Egyptian treaties had allowed Eritish troops to defend the
VCanal in case of war; however, the 1954 treaty specifically
excluded Egyptlian war with Israel from this provision. The
British claims were complicated by several factors. First, »
the Anglo-Egyptian treaty cof 1954 had emphasized that the ' é
Canal was an 1ntegpal part of Zgypt. Second, Britain her-
self, during both World Wars, had been guilty of violating
the international agreements concerning the management cf
Canal stipulated at the Constantinople Conventlion of 1688,

This agreement called for free access to the Canal for ships

“of a1l nations at all times.2l Egypt had also contravened
the Convention by blacklisting lsraell shipping tﬁroﬁgh the
Canal in May, 1945, but Britain had allowed that contravene-

" tion to stund, . Noreover, tne iritish-controlled consl coge
pany nad falled to meet its agreed progras of madernlzation
for the Canal. Third, Brituain, in a sigilar situation, had

acqulesced to Turkish control over the Dardanelles. ln shori

tne lesalities of the affalr did not Justify an anglo- ¢
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seizure of the Canal.22

Britain and France chose to react financially and
diplomatically. Egyptian sterling deposits in Britair were
frozen, and Prime Minister Eden sought to develcp US diplo=-
matic support for an eventual Anglo-French takeover of the
Canals. A conference Qf-major users of the Canal was neld in
London in late August. The conference produced a scheme for
an international Suez Canal Authority to oversee the opera-
tion of the Canal; when the plan was taken to Egypt., Nasser
rejected it. While kden sought stronger American support
for direct action, the Canal continued to operate. A second
Plan was developed which called for & Suez Canal Users Ase
soclation, which seemed to imply that if Nasser misbehaved,
he would be set right by force, But when Edeh gave this im-
plication of the plan in September, the US quickly xade ap=-
parent that it would under no cireﬁmstaneés tolerate the
use of force against Egypt over the Canal.gBA-in fact, Amer=
ican opposition to the use of force ovef tne Cana; had,hard-
ened since the early moments of the Egyptian seizuré; |

In late September the Anglo-Americun impssse forced
“the British to shift thelr diplomatic efforts to the Un! ted
Netlons.  From the UN consultations a sizepoint resolu;lea 
exerged whiah was supported by the forelien ministers’e?,arlé
tain, Frowce, and Egy?t. This 13 October résoiut:an pro-
vided for free and apén transit througk the Canail for ships
Vof all nations and for the respect of Egyptian sovereiﬁniy.
But further prorres: aiplomatically was overcbm& by events

in the Middle Eust,

. /
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Mllitary Intervention., 1Iln fact, neither Britain nor France

had the avallable manpower or equipment to undertake an im-
medinte selzure of the Cannl after its mationalization by
kgypt. liowever, almost immediately the two countries initi-
ated joint planning. ‘

The first plan called for a landing at Alexandria’
and a march aecross the desert against Cailro to force Nasser
from office; 1f he remained in leadership, the task force
should then have to turn eastward and selze the Canal it-
self. This plan had the great virtue of taking action di-
rectly against Nasser, who was seen to be the cause of the
problem. And though the amphibious landing at Alexandria
was to be dlsturblngly orthodox, theilarge port complex
there would be invaluable in bullding up supplies for the
landing force.

By mid-September a new plen had beern daveloped;
the march agzainst Nassar had been ruled infeasible for po}l-
tical ressons, and the new plan detalled direct action
agalnst the Canal. Althouzh port facllities in the area

were limited, the forces would be in position to move di-

AT &

rectly to zecure thelr oblactives. The move south along the

{anal would be very restrictead by the road network, however,

and the elesent of surprise woeuld be lacking once the cpera-

tzcn':omnénced. in order to mlnim&ze'the-easunltles P

sulting frowm tho operation, the nex plan called for an ex-

 tended period of amerial bozbardment, This action would dee

styoy the Eryptian Al Force and, 1t was hoped, would ailso

demoralize the populace and wreck Nasser's political baxe,

R
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This basic plan was modified many times before it was final-.
2
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ly adapted to take advantage of the lsraeli attack,
| Having coordinated with and been assured the support '§

of Britain and PFrance, iIsrael sent its forces in the Sinal

on 29'0ctober and ach1eved rapld success. By prearrange-

ment a Jjoint Anglo-French ultimatum was issued to both Is-

rael and Egypt demanding thelr withdrawal to areas 16 kilo-

meters .o either side of the Canal. In consonance with the.

‘plan Israel accepted the ultimatum on the condition that

Egyrtc do likewise. Egypt refused.
_ On 31 October the RAF commenced bombing raids to deaf”~~<

. stroy the Egyptian &1r For¢e and other military targets and.

continued to bomb until 3 November. But, due to shipping

dlfficultleS'and fears of a large concentration of Egyptianv”

- armor in the area. the alrborne assault and subseguent am-

phiblous landings around Port Said did not take plsce uatil

$=6 November."vben Port aaid was cccupied and Ahglo-?r§nch‘

columns. began a :apid ‘move down the lsﬁgt?‘** the Canal.

Results. Bri;ksh-and Frennh'tactieal efféxts met with come
- plete sucees&. The Egyptian sir Force was alma*t completely
' ueééréjed. Ganil airfield ang Port Said were sarely in Bri.
tlsﬁ haads on 6 hovember. and hy m:dulrnt of the &tn the
oy 1 ish and Prencn eeluans nad adVanced Sone 2; mxles south
; alﬁn: the Canal. syit:sh shtt French ijosses during the ac-
.  tion totalled soze 33 killed am 155 wounded 7 Egyptian
lo55es were estipated at éSO klllcd an& about 2,000 uounﬁeé.' |

24

xncludlng »1vkllanu.
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But politically the results could not have been more
disastrous. The British bombing immedlately provoked world
n.rrage, and the details of a cease-fire were being arranged
even before the actual invasion occprred. Under US and So-
viet diplomatic pressures, includlné a vague Snviet threat
to use nuclear weapons against the British, the British and
French accepted a cease-fire in place on the evening of 6
NOVember.Z? By mid-December the Anglo-French force had been
withdrawn under severe diplomatic pressure and replaced by a
UN peacekeeping force. The action neither destroyed Nasser
nor restored British prestige in the area, Jordan rejected
further British aid: Nasser retained control of the Canal;
right wing parties in Syria were eliminated; British and
French assets in Egypt were selzed: and the Anglo-French
treaty of 1954 was denounced. France failed to hal’ the
flow of Egyptian aid to Algeria and, by aligning h~rself
with Israel brovoked further Arab enpity. British and

'?rench interests were further harmed by the concomitant ‘

rise in Soviet influence and the rupture of NATO.

Analxsls. British aims in the Suez've~fwre were twofold:

first, to fnsure at least access, and aore desirably, cone
trol over the Suey €annl;28 second, to preserve and reline

force Britain's strategic position in the #lddis East.29 1In

the ilpht of Hasser's vituperative anti-Fritish propuganda,

they had ressonable cause for concern, at least initlally,
that at sose time in the future they would be barred froz

using the Canal, and Kasser's natlonalization did threaten
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British positions in the area; reestablishment of British
presonce in the Canal Zone would defile Nasszer, set utack
Arab nationalism, stymie Soviet advances in the region, and
possibly cause Nasser's overthrow. | “
French aims in the Suez venture were very simple:

eliminate the threat to Algeria. At the least this meant a

sound demonstration of French. power to curb Nasser's influ-

ence. More desirably, Nasser would be forced from cffices’

The military objective selected for the operation s

was occupation of the Suez Canal from Port Said ir the north -

to the clty of Suez 1In the south.3°
The tactical objectives and scheme of mareuver ine

cluded airborne assaults to seize Gamll airfield near Port
Saild, tne waterworks, and a key bridge, and amphibious
landings to reinforce the alrborne elements and provide ars
mored {lrepower ashore. The linked-up elements were then te
advance directly south 2long :hsibanks of the Cansi and de~-
‘stroy Egyptlan resistance as they preceééeﬂ.él |

'ﬁllltgry strategy was to Support the overall objece
tives by presenting ﬁésser with a demonstration of his

powerlessness in & falt asccompll, in the face of whlch his

diplomatic and politicasl Sdpoort were expected to cruzble.

cértaialy a compléted ﬁngleeﬁrench invasion anﬂloecupaticn '

.ofthe Canal Zone would offer graphic demonstration that the

 Bpyptian military forces were unable to protect the Canal,
‘and, by lmplication, that NasSer had overextended hizselfr.
Prhether the completed lavasion would have destréyed'ﬁnﬁser's

diplosatic and political leverage has never been resclved,

e
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Appurently, Britaln never realized the extent to which the 3

- US was committed to oppose the use of arms in the area, ana P

‘Lden seemed to feel that once the deed were done, U5 support
would materiallze,

In fact this military strategy was very poorly co-

ordinated with the other elements of national power. When

tne lmmediate shock of the sejzure was still in the air,

when kgyptilan capacity to manage the Canal had not yet been
demonstrated, tne military methods might have commanded cone
siderable support. But the long delay allowed US diplo-

matic power the time to mobllize against the use of force
and also caused Eden to lose the support of the House of Con-
mons. The precise timing of the military adventure was ter-
ridbly inopportune, Britain had Jjust éoncluded a series of
UN resolutions uith Egypt in which Egyptlan soverelsnty
~ over the Canal and the Egyptian responsibilitiss to allow
unimpeded passage were recognized. The pretext for che 4§ 178
- vasion, that the &rab-léraeli fighting might damave the
Canal, was weai trom the beginning and quickly evaporated
&s the extent of Frech ald to Israel becape known. Also,
the tasint of collusicn with Israel sent lmmediate snaek.r'
S *'-7,' waves thraugh british relutionships with othey Arab states,
| ~ Kore fundasentally, the British interventlon wag to-
tally inconsistent with thelr longe-ters poillcies worid.xide, | »% .
witleh spoi; of feépeet for the self-detergination of peoples. ;
and a g£radual u%tﬁdrsﬁal from comulitaents abroad.
Even had the sllitary strategy been properly coorde

inated with diploxacy, the operation might have falled., Tus
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capability of British-French forces to nold the Cana. . tha

-face of determined Egyptian resistance via guerilla u::fare

was highly dublous. In 1954 fully 80,000 British soldlers
were involved in counterguerilla activity in the area, which
was & mpajor reason for Britain's decision to relinguish the

Suez Canal base. Even had the continued occupation proved

‘mllltarlly.deasible. the cost to the britlish taxpayer would

surely have been such that 1t would not lonz have Leen
borne. |

- in fact, the planning process for the omeraticrh was
a clear indlcation tnat the military requirements for the
qperatlon heavily influenced tne parameters of 1nvol§ement.
rather than the uvpposite. In the first place, Eden and the
French leader Nollet could not have intervened immediately
after the seizure had they wished to do so. Britain and

France both lacked the gulck-resction transport capablility

amd the traincd manpower to intervene effectively thousands

6? miles away. Even after the preparations were under way

f&t,h%d becowe apparent that, first, the sritizsh lacked the

tank transporters to assesble a capable antl-armoer force, and
second, they lacked the alr transport to conduct cassive aiv

drops to seize tne Canai. Both restrictions were‘sipnzfla

gant, Britisih concerns For Lhe Egyptlans' receéntly ace

guired Soviet arpor dictated that they conduct a cautlious

operation until the Hgyptlan alr Force could be degradsd

s¢ it could not luaterfere with alr drops and close alr supe

port and untll sage Britisk argor could be put ashore. %he

“luack of alf transport prevented sisultaneous ali drops
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along the ;engtn of the Canal, which would at least have put

; Anglo-French forces throughout the Canal area quickly and

thus enahled them to accept a cease-fire in place and still

he able to control the edtire Canal.

Diplomatic consliderations did Ampact on the mili-

~tary scheme of maneuver and military methods, however.
First, the landing was changed from Alexandria, a direct

challenge to Nasser, to the Canal itself, to lessen the of=-

. 2
fense to world opinlon\_3 Second, the airborne and ampaibe

ious éssaults were preceded by five days of intense British
alr activity against the ngy .. alr force and other Egype’
tian military targets. Finally, the naval guiafira preparaw-
tion for the landing at the Canal)l was scalel down to<red*ae‘
the likelihood of civilian casualties. Unfortunately, tne
prolonged bombing campaiun, though conducted with extreme
caution, backfired; it provoked an outery from arourd the
world as well as deep political division in Britaln itself,
Finally, it should bz noted that the taoticaL Obw-

Jectives bore no direct relationsnlp to the national poli- - _;\}
tical aims. The landing at Port 3ald-Port Fuad was re- -
quired because these citles controlled the only easy avenue

of entrance into the Canal Zone, British forces were not

available to enter from the south, and entry through the
Sinal would have appeared as obvious collusion with Israel. | éf
The tsctical problem of securing the urban aress of Port

Sald delayed the advance of the Anglo-French fcrces for seve
eral hours and helghtened the impression of a destern force

attacking a smell and defenseless country., Had the pur-

& étddy
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pose of the intervention been saictly to protect the Canal
in case of fighting the Britlsh could have interposed theum~
selves along the Cenal between the opposing forces anywhere
to the east of the Canal, or even in two lines on either
side of the Canal, leaving the Egyptians control over the
Canal and, more importantly, contiol over the kKgyptian cl=-
ties at bovh ends of the Canal.

In sun, the Suez operation was a tragic attempt to
marry the political ends with military means. The military
strategy was poorly related to the dipiomatic factors in-
volwved: and shart term military suc- s3ses could not nave
been transformed into a long-term occupation without a set-
tlement which recognized the important diplomatic factors
implieit in the situation. In critical areas the military
capabllities forced strategy to take the less promising
course, and the tactical objectives themselves detracted

from the achlevenent of the nationgi aimse

Asgi-nment of comparative evaluations. The national objec=
tives ( of the British), situational constraints, military
 ob3ect1ves and methods, and policy coordination factors were

'&asignedVGVQJuations ay shown in Table 1V-2 below,

Table 1V=2

Cocuparative Evaluations - Suez

Compurative Aspect : Evaluation Assigned

Nstional objectives
~defend . . . . . e A
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Table IV-2 (continued)

PP, G W S B AL

Comparative Aspect ’ Evaluation Assigned

~Support/stabllize

A > = = o=

_ [ ] L ] [ [ ] [ ] [ ]
-goerce - . . o T e N . secondary
~seize . . . . . . - pl’im&!‘y
Situational constraints
-location . . . . e very high
-opposition . . high

-military capabilities of intervening state. high
‘=inconslstency of policies . . . . . high
-lack of public support . . . . . very high
-risks of escalation . . . o . high

Military objectives and methods
-lack cf clarity of strategic objectives . low
~lack of coordination of tactical and

strategic objectives . . . . high
-economy of military power . . . . high
-overt violence o« R . high
~lack of political constraint ., . . . low

Policy coordination factors
-lack of independence if military effort . moderate
-constraint from international

organizations . . « high
~lack of diplomatic uommunioation
with opposition . . moderate

-lack of moral/legal Justifiability . « high

Intervention in Lebanon (1958)

Following the fallure of the Anglo=-French inter-
vention in Suez in 1956 political conditions in the Middle
Bast became highly unstable. Nasserite nlements attempted
coups i Sseveral Arab countries, and Western influence

seemad to decline rapidly. US intervention in Lebanon at

tiie request of the Lebanese government demonstrated the US

comri tment to stabllity in the area and succeeded in pre-

venting a violent civil war supported by outside powers.
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The Lebanon intervention provides an interesting study in
the coordination of military and political objectives and

methods in a crisis short of limited war.

Background. With his success in nationalizing the Suez
Canal Nasser turned to consolidate his position of leader-
ship in the Arab world. The ensuing struggles prcduced in-
tense pressures in conservative Arab states such as Jordan
and Iraq. Both countries took stringent measures to elim-
inate Nassert's influence and remained, to some desree, de
pendent on the West. The summer of 1957 saw a change in
leadership in the government and armed forces of Syria which
seemed to indicate that it had gone conclusively into the
Communist camp. The US rushed military aid to Jordan as a
symbolic and substantive measure. Unfortunately, the ald
provoked further Syrian moves to the left, and by February,
1958, Syria had joined with Egypt to form the United Arad
Republic. The forces of Arab Soclalism then turned to
Lebanon in earnest.

Both geographically and culturally Lebanon was the
crossroads of the Middle East, Since having received inde-
pendence from the French Mandate in 1944, the governument of
Lebanon survived the tensions of a composite Christian-
Moslem state by precarious compromise. In 1956 the Chrise
tian president of Lebanon, Camille Chamoun, had taken steps
to upset the compromise. Chamoun rigged parliamentary elec-
tions to keep rival Moslem leaders out of power and had tak«

en steps to abrogate the provisions of the constitution by

PP
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succeeding himself in the presidency.33 The ousted Moslem

and Druze elements turned to Syria and Egypt for assistance.

Armed rebellion broke out in May, 1958,

US interests in Lebanon were derived primarily from
US concern to resist the spread of Communism in the Middle
East. The US also felt some cultural ties to the Christian
community in Lebanon. In January, 1957, after US bppoai-
tion to British policy in Egypt had upset British influ- |
ence in the region, the US acted.to provide stability.
President Elsenhower announced the Eisenhower Doctrine,
which stated that the US would come to the aid of any nation
faced witn overt aggression fromany country controlled by

34 Only Lebanon formally accepted

international Communism.
the Doctrine. 35

The crisis. Th; civil strife in Lebanon quickly developed
into a stalemate despite material aid and advisors supplied
by Syria to the rebels. The Lebanese Army commander, Gene
eral Chehab, refused to allow his army to take sides in the
gtruggle; since hils army was composed of both Christians and
Moslems, it would probably have disintegrated from the in-
tense conflicts of loyalties, President Chamoun was cau-
tioned by the American ambassador to avoid invoking the Eis-
enhower Doctrine unless the territorial integrity of Lebanon
was genuinely threatened. However, the US did supply some
military ald to Lebanon almost immediately. The Iragl re-
#ime of Lurl es Sald also felt threatened by the strife in-

side Lebanon and requested that the Western powers provide

usslutance to offset Syrian subversione On 14 July Nuri ..

et e e S,
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Said and the royal family of Iraq were murdered hy leftist
revoluticnaries. Chamoun appealed formally for US assic-

tance under the Elsenhower Doctrlne.36

Intervention. The civil strife in Lebanon had been foreseen
by US contingency planners. During the early months of 1a58
US planning for intervention had been completed :and the al-
located forces were maintained at high states of readiness,
At the time of Chamoun's call for assistance a US Marines
Battalion Landing Team was only twelve hours sailings tinme
from Lebanon. This BLT landed on the beach outside Beirut
on the afternoon of 15 July and moved overland to the air-
port to set up security. A second BLT landed early the next
morning and also moved overland to relleve the fiyrst BLT;
the first BLT was then tasked with securing the port facil-
ities in Belirut to support a build-up of supplies ashore.
By 25 July 6,600 Marines organized intoc four BLTs and 4,000
soldiers from an alrborne task force of the US 24th Infane
try Division in Germany had arrived in Lebanon along with
thelr tanks, artillery, and some air support. | |
The landing and logistic build-up proceeded rela-
tively smoothly. 1Initial problems of military-civil éaérd-
ination were encountered, however, when the Commander of the
Landing Forces, General Wade, resisted a Lebanese request ;o
dive.t his troops to safeguard the home of President Cha=
moun. A major mishap was narrowly averted when the move of
the Marines to the port was blocked by elements of the Lebu-

nese Army who were uqdér instructions to resist the Amerloan
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move by torcee Fortunately, both problems were resolved
witihcut resort to violence and in such a manner as to pre-

37

Serve Jenhanese prestlge.

Results. The American intervention was accomplished withe
ocut unfuvorable effects, The prompt response of American
forces emphasized US determination to support the stablile
ity of the reglon and to honor US commitments. The inde-
pendence of Lebanon was preserved, if, in fact, the Syrians
had ever threatened a takeover. American cmissaries nego-
tiated an end to the civil war by arranging the replacement

of Chamoun by General Chehab, the restoration of the ous-

" ted Moslem leaders, and a more neutralist orientation of the

country. Egyptian sensit;vitles were so provoked by the
American intervention that the Arab League agreed to a De-

claration of Non-Intervéﬁtion in each other's internal af-

- falrs, thus providing the diplomatic cover under which US

troops could be withdrawn,

It should be noted that the British conducted an
airlift of forces into Jordan at approximately the same
time and for the same purposes as the American intervention

in Lebanon. The British intervention was also successfule.

Analysis. The purpose of the US intervention in Lebanon was
threefold: fiyst, to preserve the independence of Il.ebanron;
second, to honor an American commitment under the Eisenhower
NDoetrine ( and thus maintain American cradibility); third,
to protect Amerlcan lives, These objeccives were all

clearly stuted at the tlme‘je
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The strategic objectives in the irntervention were
twofold: first, to effect the prompt movement inte Lebanon
of a demonstrably powerful force; secqnd. to be prepared to
conduct whatever milltary operations might become necessary
to preserve Lebanese territorial 1ntegr1ty without arousing
the hostility of the Lebanese pecple,-’

The tactical objectives of the Lebanese operation
were, first, control of the airfield and port facillities,
second, establish local security and be'prepared to move
to other areas to conduct operations 1f nécessary.ha

The military intervention in lLebaneon accomplished
the national purpose of honoring the commitment under the
Eisenhower Doctrine. The timing of thié'intarventlon'was
quite delicate, however. Though-Chamoun had begun to re=
quest US help in May, the US felt 1t must not move until
there was clear evidence of some external th:eat to Lebanon.
The coup in Iraq seemed to provide the sense of urgency ne=-
cessary for the US to act upon the gradually mounting evi-

dence of Syrian involvenment. Protecting the borders and

safeguarding American lives were contingency missions which;

in fact*, never developed,
The strateglc objectives were accomplished. The US
forces in Letanon could have conducted vigorous operatlons

against any Syrian move across the border. lHowever, the

ability of the US forces to stand agalnst a determined guere’

illa effort inside lebanon or defeat a major Syrian attack
alded by air support from the Soviets wus highly questione-

able,.

[
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Strategic capablilities in general proved adequate

to implement the strategic objective. The operation had
been planned 1n some detail. Problems were discovered upon
execution, of course, including some difficulty in deploy~ Lo
ing tactical air support from the US and various sanitation |
and health problems. Had the US forces been committed to
combat from the outset these difficulties may have been
significant. However, the plan worked well enough to ace
complish the overall strateglic objective in the face of the
conditions prevailing at that time.

US military strategy was closely coordinated with

i the other elements of power. The timing of the interven-
tion, as previously mentionec, was driven by the diploma=-

tic requirements rather than the military capabilitler,

Also, thé intervention was coordinated concurrently through
'f the UN, though the US did act before the UN reached a cone
g : sensus. The US alsu consulted with its European allies bee-
g fore launching the intervention. Even more fundementally,
tre military strategy was nicely meshed with the situation

inside Lebanon. With the struggle for power threatening to

b rmatan Pt s

split the country apart, US forces managed to convey a sense

of neutrality which avoided provocation to either side. US

ety mi,

forces made no attempt to support President Chamoun peér-

PN S

soanally but neither did they try to force his departure

vt

when the new president had been elected. US forces made no
uttempt to eliminate dissident elements inside the Arab

quarter of Seirut or, iate:r -aside the Christian quarter.

SRS Y Sy

Ju taetical capabilities adequately supported the
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military strategy adopted,r_cs forces arrived with eﬁcupu
strength to regct to ahy of several contingencieé. Heli-
copter support provided rapid mobility and surveillarce
throughout the area while offshore Naval support could have
supplemented the firepower in the landing area at Beirut.
Several commentators'felt that the US strength was exces-
sive. This point is certainly arguable in view of the c¢on-
tingency missions which-the'iask force received. In gener-
al, it could be argued that the strength was excessive .11y
if the prepnnderant strength destablllzedithe_éituation, R4
the requireument for the large and powerful force delayed the
response unacceptably, or if the strength deployed overtaxed
.US capabllities to react elsgwhere. Only the -latter condl-
tlon,ﬁould have been ascrlbéd to the Lebanon intervention;
.but the interventlion served the useful purpose Of demonstra-

ting the need for increased airlift capacity wlilch was later

developed. From the diplomatic viewpoint the force deployed

does not ‘seem to have been excessive.

The tactical objectives selected were appropriute
for the intervention. The airfield and port comnlei were
key because they provided the means cof bulld-up and resup-
Ply in the area. An additlonal factor enhancing their de-
sirabllity was‘that.they appeared to be securable without
1n1tiatlﬁg’host11t1es with the Lebanese irmy. Later Ameri-
ocan forces were deployed outslde the densely populated areas

Aot Beirut and were protected from local harassment and
sniping by units of the Lebanese Army. US forces were kept

in e defensive posture prepared for rapid devloyment else-

.
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where in Lebancn.
In short, the diplomatlic and military factors were
nicley meshed in the Lebanon in*ervention. The strategic

and tactical objectives were ccmratible with the overall

purposes, and tactical methods and procedures were carefully

coordinated to support diplematic prerequisites,

Assignment of comparative evaluations. The national objece

tives, situational constraints, military objectives and

"mechods, and policy coordination factors were assigned svale-

uations as shown in Table IV-3 below.

Table 1IV-3}

Comparative Evaluations - Lebanon

Comparative aspect ' Evaluation Asslgned

National objectives

-defend . ‘o . . « Secondary
-support/stabilize . .« e . « primary
sGource . . . . « tertiary
-sei ze [ . L] - ° hndmindagt
Situational conutraints
=location . . Y e « moderate
-opporition . . . ‘e« low '
«military capabilities of intervening state low
«lpnconsistency of policies ., . ¢ low
-lack of public support . . . . " low
-risks ui' escalation . . e

X¥ilitary objlectives and methods .
=lack of clarity of stratezic ubjectives e low
«lack of coordination of tactical and o

strategic objlectives . . _ iow

-economy of military power . . " « 10W
-overt violence ' o . . . e low
-lack of political constraint . . «  low

Polilcy coordination factors
-lack of independence of military effort « high
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Table IV-=3 (continu.:)

Comparative Aspect Evaluation Ascigned

=constraint from international

crganizations . . ‘moderate
~lack of diplomatic communica*ion
with opposition . . moderate

~lack of moral/legal Justitiabillty . . low

Deployment to Kuwait (1963)

By 1961 the tide of Nasser's PaneAravism had begun
to recede; national selfr-interest was reasserting itsel! av
a fofce in Arab politics. When Kuwalt recelved 1ts indepen=-
dence from Britain in June, 1961, the strong-m;n ruler of
Iraq, General Kassem, moved to annex the new state. The
British intervention at the request of Kuwalt demunstrates
how Western military interventions have succeeded by_play-
ing off regional powers against one another to develop local

support.

Baekground.‘ Founded as a trad:ngvvllla;e in the Elghteenth
Century, Kuuélt-anergea as s 3ritisn prntecnorate'after
ﬂorld War l. With the development of 1ts tremendous o'l ree
sources in the late 19&@'5. the shelindon grew prapldly in
population and wealth. In 1961 KuNalt was granted full ine-
deyendence from Hritaln and Joined the Arab League, Alamcst
lszediately General Kaésem snnounced thal Kuwalt was orly a
provinee of Iruq and that he intended to annex it.. There
were sipul taneous ruportsro: threatening troop deploypents

inside Irag, and on 30 June Huwait formuily requested mild-
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ary assistance from Brisain and Saudl Arabla.

British taterests in the region had developed from

it ogtratepte loention alony the route to India. During the

Nineteenth Century iritaln had become involved in supporting

a number of the local rulers on the Arabian Peninsula, When

ot 1 i BN IS P L A B e,

Turkey entered World War I on the side of the Central Powers,

Britain took advantage of the nationalist movements blos~

soming throughout the Middle East to strike at Ottoman

power. DbBritish presence in thé area remained strong after

world War I, and the expleoitation of oil reserves in the
1940°ts generatea-a further push into the Persian Gulf. Even
after granting Kuwalt full independence, Britain retained &
defense comzitment to the new eountry.“l The British come
mitment was buttressed Ly a strongluterest in malntalning
access to Kuwélt‘s oil, in preventing Communist influence 1nvA
the region, and in preserving British influence wWith other

states in the Persian Gulf area.

dritish \ntervention, British response displayed none o

the azblvalance of the Suez crisis of 19564 Not only did
N Aritsin have stroag interests tn Kuwalt, but also the Iréq:
i ' o clals falled to attract the support of other Arab countrlies,

B ‘ i in & purely derensive posture DBritish sroeps’eom»

Ahnw b

menced debarkation in Kuwalt within two days after the eall
for asslstance, Within a week nearly 6000 troops wnd two

alr sguadrons were on sStation in Kuwsit, and o few days lu-
ter a 3ritish alraraft carrlier arrived in support. ‘ﬁ small

-detuctrent Irow Saud: Arabla also deployed to Xuwall.
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British forcea‘encountered no armed resistanze r Uure

the oper:tlon.

'Results. The British 1ntcrvg§;io& £d aésist guwalt wasg
relatively successful. The military oulldeup was accome

" plished smoothly., The Iraql's were apparently detrerret [riw
carrying out their threat of annexation, thouyh Tney rrib-
ably could have initially galned local superiority over the
British forces. The iritish intervention aroused pfctcsas
from kgypt, but the israb League nevertheless supported Brie-
tish actions by providing eventuélly netween 2000 and 30Qu
Arab troops to help protect Kuwait upon the withdrawal of
the British forces.  Without engaging !r armed combat, Bri-
tain had used military forces to reaffirew ner interests in
the area and had managed to attract arab political support

critical tc the withdrawal of the Eritish units.

Anddysis. Britlsh diplematie alma tn Ruwalr appeared to be

twofold: firet, to horor a cowcltment gade *o guarantee the

- independence of & new country; second, to preserve stabllity

Cand British inrluesee 1n the Perslan Gulf area.
" fhe strateglc military oblective was to zove forces
inte the avea in a desonstration of drltish power. These

roveEents were Strictly celerrent in rature, since the Iragl

forces had nul crossed lhe vorder Lo make good thelr threat.

The taciien) eblective of the British ToredS wae to
prepare a defensa. The Britiss Forees ztuped frog the Kue
wait airport «ne sel up a ligrl screenlng force wlone tre

s i3
border in order to lock etiery approaches inte Ruwalt city. 2
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The strategic'movemeﬁt inté the area was well suited
to demonstrate British commitment. The rulei-of Kuwait had
aiLetiled purlliely for help, and, with Britain generally com=-
Amitted to all the'Persian Sulf states.except Iraq, any
fallure io reépond would have sevcfely weakened British ine
fluence,

“he intervention was well coordinzted with the other
elements of power. Britain was quick to seize upon dipio-
matic support from the Arab League. This suppo+t .10t only

ient added legitimacy to Britisn interventicn but algo an

_effective mode for terminatingg Successfully the operations3

Moreover, the interventiion succeeded oecause it dis«
regarded important elements of military planning in order to
smphasize diplomatic objectives. ~The interventlon was ap-
parently made without & carsfully preprred plan of war.
bn LS were comzitted pieuemeal as thay became available and
wgge not at full strength for seven days, But even with the
British force at ite full streagth Iraql superiority in

&Anks. artillsry.7and'1nrantry was,gpﬁarent.““

Violent sande
st@rms in the area wouldihave severely restricted the avall-
Jébility of the clos#a alr suppert upon which the B*itlsh
would have been doaLndent to overcome the &ef,eieneles cf
arillery and aﬁt;;ank weapons. While the strategic nave‘f
et luzell wax nccemﬁl&ﬁhed satisfactorily in 11g*tvof'its’

ﬁfploﬁatic cbjectives, the suecess of tke 3ritish ventwre

S o aFalnst & detersined Iragd thrutt was problemmaticsl. o

Tacticnl objectives and d1spositions wess, in pare

ticular, poorly designed to meet lhe most llkely threa®.
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Considerationc of Arab solidarity probsbly ruled out any di-
rect thrust by Iraq against Kuwait city itself, y«t this was
the area whleh the British had prepared to defend. A more
likely course of action might have been selzure of the Ku-
waiti oil fields, located near the Iragi berder.*> Certain-
ly the Iraql forces in the area were capable of pushing the
British screening forces out of the area, seizing the cil
fields, and thus requiring the British to fight their way
back in again at the risk of destroying the installations
there,

Ih actual ract, the British Intervention was well
coordinated diplomat!cally aaq:seemed to accomplish the ob-
Jectives which it arsumed. Whether it actually deterred a

serious Iraql takeover attempt cannot be kncwn, howevers

Assignment of comparative evaluations. The national ob-

Jectives, situational constralnts, nilitery objectives and
methods, and policy coordination factors were assigned

evaluations as shown below in Tahle 1V-4,

Table IVl

Comparative Evaivations - Kuwalt

Compavative Aspect Evaluation Assigoad

National objectives

«<defend e . . . . « terti ary
-supportistabllize « . « « .+ secondary
=Coerce . o . . . e« primary
“Sel ze . . - . . v. -

~ Situational constralnis

-location . . - . . . « moderate

it D bt ram




Table IV-4 (continued)

Comparative Aspect Evaluation Assligned
-opposition . . . . + moderate
-military capabilities of

intervening state . . . . . « lOW
-1aconsistency of policies . . . . low
. =lack of oublic support . . . . « Jlow
-risk: of escalation . . . . . « low

Military cojlectives and methods
=lack of elcivity of strateglc
objectives . . . « low
-lack of conrdination of tactical

and strategic objectives . . . . s high
-economy of military power . . . « high
-overt violence N . . . « low
-political constraint . . o + * . moderate
Policy coordination factors

~lack of independence of

military efforts . . . « high
-constraint from 1nternational

organizations . . . low
~lack of diplomatic communieation

with opposition . . . . « moderate
~lack of moral/legal

justifiability . . . . . low

Deployment to Thailand (1962 )

As the 1961 Geneva Conference on Laos began to un-
ravel in the early months of 1962, Pathet lao forces resumed
their military offensive in the northwestern portion of
Laos. In a perhaps deliberately ambiguous move the US de-
ployed several thousand Marines and soldiers to northeastern
Thailand. .The political factors involved in the interven-
tion indicate clearly the complexities associated with the

coercive deployment of contingency forces.

Backsround., Guaranteed lndependence at the 1954 Geneva C-or-
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ference, Laos was unstable almost from the beginning. The
Geneva Accords provided for a cease-fire, a withdrawal o:
forces into regroupment areas, incorporation into a single
national army, and supervision by the International Control .
Commission (ICC)s. The ICC proved wholly ineffective in
dealing with the Pathet Lao, and a de facto partition of the
country resulted, The French failed to live up to their
agreements in training the Laotian forces.’..u6 US ald to sup-
port the army generated inflation and corruption. The Patii-
et Lao then began a program of subversion and terror to ex-
tend their influence. By the late 1950's leadership had be-
gun to change hands rapidly, with each leader pursuing a dlt-
ferent policy with the Communits. Meanwhile, Pathet Lao in-
fluence and control in the countryside continued to expand.

US policy towards Laos was unsettled. The US had
favored a non-Communist Laos, but then switched some sup-
port to Prince Souvanna Phouma, a man who was known to favor
collaboration with the Pathet Lao. But at the same time the
US continued to support right wing elements in Léotian poli-
tics, Some alterations in US support could be Jjustirfied as
attempts to prevent the US from becoming hostage to local
anti-Communists, but much of the ambiguity stemmed from the
uncertainty of American aims, However, the US was committed
to protect Laos against external aggression through z proto=-
col to the SEATO treaty."7

Naturally, the presence of a nearby and successful
insurgency disturbed Thailand. But even more disturbing to

the Thal leaders was President Kennedy's policy of seeking

'
* moy
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neutralization of laos through a second Geneva Conference in
1961, This seemed to undercut the US commitment to Thale
iand tnrough the SEATO treuty. During March, 1962, the Tnai
foreig¢n minister visited Washington and was given assurances

that the US would honor i1ts SEATO commlitment to Th:axfl.].zaun:l.“8

The crisis. = ? May, 1962, Pathet Lao forces launched a
full~scale attack in nothwest Laos in flagraint breach of the
cease-fire which had been established in 1961. - Royal Lao
defense forces in the area quickly crumbled and fled across
the border into Thalland., The attack was certainly an at-
tempt to gain bargaining leverage at Geneva; it may have
been a prelude to an attempt to overrun all of Laos or to
attack into Thalland., The attack was a8 dramatic challenge
to the SEATO warning of March, 1961, that if active millitary
sttempts to obtain control of Laos contlnued, SEATO would
take action.“g

US_response. On 18 May, 1962, the first contingent of US
Marines landed in Thailand. Thelr deployment had been pre-
ceded by & curefully orchestrated scenario of preparations.
Eventually, as many as 6,000 US troops were deployed in
camps along the lLaotian border in northeast Thalland. These
forees were joined by small contingents of alr and around
{forces from the HSritish and australians. US troops did not
vhEnge in Sombat; in fact, many apparently had no live ame
sutiltion. The troops remained in Thaliland for several
months, with the flrst elegents departing in Jjuly 1962, and

50

othut elesients repaining until the next year,
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Hesults. The results of the intervention are difficult t»
assess., Certainly the presence of troops did not deter the
Pathet Lao from continuing thelr offensive, the May offen-
sive resumed about one week after U5 troops had arrived.
Further, the deployment may have stiffened the position of
the right-wing Laotlian elements who were resisting the set-
tlement at Geneva. The deployment probably succeeded in re-
assuring the Thals tnat the US would honor its commitment to
them, however, and it also preserved some credibility for
SEATO. The interventlon alsc seems to have strengthered the
hand of the Soviet peacemakers at Geneva who were trylng to
urge a settlement on thelr allles. In the end, agreemecnt
was reached at Geneva in the summer of 1962, and a “troka
government was imposed on the area. Thalland was not direcis
ly attacked or threatened, and most US troops were soon

withdrawn.

Analysis. The US objectives In the inicrvention were two-
fold: first, to malntaln pressure on tne Comauniste to nee-
gotlate the neutralization of ilLzus; second, to rogssurerand
be prepared to protect Thulland should the Pathet Lao at-
tenpt to exploit thelir successes.5l An important factoey ‘i
the dﬁclsion tu deploy American troops, deriv.? e the
desire to reassure Thalland, may have Leen the ficed ¢O pro-
tect american crodibdbility. . |

US mll!tary objectlves at the strategle lovel were
to swa the desiynated foree Into Thul)omd and be prevared

for further cont:npencles.5‘

{
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At the tactieql level, the force was sent to nortne
et Thalland {n areqs remote rom the lurpor populated are
enec,  Hewoluarters for Lthe force was at Xleny Khong, near
the Laotlan vordger,

The wovement of mllitary forces wns intended Lo de-
monstrate US councern at the agyravated breoch of the ceasge
fire., Movement of US forces into Thalland seemed to sugyest
that any action airected aralnst Thalland would be met by US
forces, The posslvle roie of these forces in Laos was left
deliberately uncieur., That ls, the military strategy was a
half-way measure culculated to intensify diplomatic pressure
upon the Communist side without closing off US options. The
US foreces were apparently under no instructions to enter
Lios upon specified preconditians, nor were they disposed oy
equlpped to defend Thulland without éubstuntlal addlitional |
preparation.”s Further decisions would have been rejuired
Fad the coerclon nol been effective in preventing an open
confrontatian with the Us; the President had left his wuy
aper te Mmake those desisiuns at the time of the vahllenze,

The deploysent appears to have been made efficlently
#h1 Could prowatly have been sustalned indefinitely al that
revel Al commitaesni.  in Taet, on several oeéﬁstons in the |
p&ered:ﬁ; Five aonths the Joint Chiefs of Staf{ had pre- |
Firel cortinrenc: pilans for committing large forces into

i

_ 5 R
southeust asla, possibly as many as 130,000 zen” Hiowover,

T R O00 e whe waete actuslly depluyed would huve been ine

Ayernie Lo undertake any efféctive miiltary actlon Punu !«

ipinmatlin thres' 'hey tepresented been chnllensed 1n r .

A T n ) kAl b ORI

At et e e e s

:
5
%
3
B
g




bat. The deployment was thus intrinsicually risky from -
mliitary viewpolint.,

However, the deployment was well coordinated witn
other elements of national influence and with the previcus
record of US actions in the area. The US had exerted pres-

' sure directly upon the Soviet Unlon in 1961, and continued
private discussions with the Soviets after the deployment.
The US had also indirectly threatenéd the deployment of for-
ces. Indi~n help was enllsted to appeal for neutralization
of the area. By the time the forces were actually deployed
the 1limited extent of US aims in the area can be assumed to
have been well understood by all parties. The effect of the
coordination was to minimize the risks that the military for
ces deployed would actually engage in combat, while the de-
ployment simultaneously demonstrated the US willingness to
take the next step if need be. Obviously, the deployment
had implications for US resolve throughout Southeast Asia.

hAs mentioned above, in this intervention purely mil-

itary considerations were subordinated to diplomatic cone
cerns. Thus the US troops were sent in (militarily) inad-
equate numbers, lacking supporting equipment, including suf-
ficient ammunition, and were not effectively deployed to cone
duct.military operations. In retrospect the deployment indi-
cated just how closely milit.ry requirements misht he tallor-

ed to convey a desired diplomatlc me:nn-e,

asgiynment of compurative evuluutions. The nattonal objece
tives, situntionnl constrnln{n. military objlectives und
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wethods, and policy coordination factors were assipgred evaj-

wallons as shown in Table [V-5 below.

Table 1IV-5

Comnarative Evaluations - Thalland

Comparative Aspect Evaluation assigned

National oblectives

-~defend . . . . . . - o
~-support/stabilize . . . . . . Secondary
-coerce . . . . . « primary
-selze . . ‘e . . . - - -

Situational constraints
—IOCdti on . 'Y . Y ° ° . low

-opposition ' . . . . . moderate
-military capabilities of

intervening state . . . . . moderate
-inconsistency of pollcies . . . . . low
-lack of public suoport o . . . e 1low
-risks of escalation . . . . . . moderate

¥ilitary objectives and methods

-lack of clarity of strategic
Ob.’ectives . . . . high
-lack of coordination of tactical
and strategic objectlives . . . . « high
-economy of military power . . . . « high ‘
-overt violence . . . e low
=-lack of political constraint . . . « low

Policy coordination factors 1
-lack of independence of
military effort . . . « high
=constraint from internation41 4
organizations . . « low L
~lack of diplomatic communication !
witn opposition . . e low b

-lack of moral/legal justlfiabllitj . . . moderate

Enrapenent in Vietnap (1964-65)

In 3964 . the US was deeply involved {n an advisory

and fupnort, role }p the war in Soutneast asjn. However, ‘.o

Y Mg
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increasingly intense conflict In South Vietnam had not
brought success to the South Vietnamese government. Tre
1963 coup which had overthrown Ngo Dinh Diexm had provoked
several successlve coups and resultec in increased demoral-
Ixation and defeatism in the South. 23y 1968 3t hay secome
clear that the US backed governments Ir the South would niot
survive if the existing US policles were continued. 1In re-
sponse to this evaluation the US embarked on a calcuiated
program of ‘ntiensifying the 5fessures on Nortn Vietnam to
cease supporting and organlizing the war {n the South. The

fallure of this graduated escalation provides important in-

sight into the problems of ccercive intervention.

Backeround. US interests In Vietriam developed slowly after

World wWar II. But containmenﬁ. the US response to the pat-
tern of world-wide Communist aggression, had obvious impll=-
cations for resisting a Communist~led insurrection. Com=-
nmunist successes in China provided further stimulus to help
tne French defeat the insurgency ir. Indochina, It could al=-
so be argued that ald to the French in indochina was a quid
quo pro for French support of US ildeus about the rearmament
of Western Kurope; 1n May, 1950, the US decided te support
the Prencn effort !r. Indochina aralinst the Viet Minh., By
1954 ;S ald was estimated to be rinancing 78% of the cost of
the French military action Lhere.hﬁ President Elsenhower
consjuered dircet U military interventlon on Lhe eve of
the French 1oxs al Dien wlen Phte bul, was d}dnuadeu by the

prorpact of 4 jurge rround war 't o ,0iu,
oy Laseiletm o
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However, with the French withdrawal (rowm coithoecust
Asla via the Genaevn Conferer.ce 6f 1954 tre US Legan a more
direct rote in the area, Thrcugh the formation of 3EAT) in
1954 a divect Us commitment for collective security in the
area was assumed.ﬁc US advisors and military ald began to
arrive in South Vietnam in 1957, and the US sought to de-
velop in the South a conventional army to repel an invasion
from the North. The US pommitment to South Vietnam was
reaffirmed by Presidonts Kennedy and Johnson.

The Sout}r Vietnamese government to which the US was
committed was never rompletely secure in power, Diem was a
rartine anti-Corrunist nationalist and became increasingly
powerful under thne Emperof Bao Dai, but the South was rent
by factional disoutes among the Buddhist ‘sects and the sub=-
version of the residual Communrist elements. The povernment
devoted its initial efforts to consolidating its position
arainst the puddhist factlons and their private armies and
ignered the provision of the Geneva Accords which called for
national electiorns to decide the issue of reunification. By
1457 the Communists had begun a campalgn of subversion and
terror c¢esipgned ¢ “estroy the government in the South. The
osrorram was effective and the grip of the Salgon government
or many rural areas was lost. Unable to secure control of
tne countryside, \nereacingly threatened from within, the
rovernment of Dinin gradually folded inward. The econnmtic,
social, and political reforms necessary to extend the rov-
ernment!s authority could not be eftected, and a.ntrurnie

with the insurgants vy force of arms begnan,
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By 1461 the situatlon in the South had Lecome so b~
that ar American investigative mission recommended trne de-
ployment of a US military fask force to asélst the South
Vietnamese.S? instesad, more advisors, supplies, and hel!l-
copters were dlspatcred. Despite sore inftial success witn
this escalation of the conflict, the South Vietramese coul~
not galn decisive advantage, and the rovernment begar Lo
lose troops and territory at an alarming rate. By 1963 it
had become apparent to many in the US that the South Viet-
namese could not win with Diem as thelr leader. With a
great deal of ambivalence the US conducted a series of dis-
cussions with various South Vietnamese army officers which
culminated in Diem's overthrow and assasination in November,
1963.

The change in leadershlp in the South proved nc
arswer to the challenge posed by the Viet Cong, however.
A chain of coups rivetted the Soutn's milltary interest on
its own capital, while mobllization for and direction or the
war suffered. In the meantime the Commurnist expanslion of

control in the countryside continued and the North Vietnam-

ese presence became more noticeable.

Changing the pattern of American intervention. As early as

December, 19¢3, the Commander~ir-Chief, Paciflc (CINCPACH,
had advocuated a bombing campulsn to Itcrease pressure
arainst the North in responre for lts support of the war in
the Southnss Though these rccommendutlons'wcre not aceepted

military action against the Nort: continuved to bLe stuaies: o
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serlces of crvert operations by the South Vietnamese apalinst
the North wiag aprroeved.  These ralds into the North wvere in-
tencifted i the early months of 166, But in August a US

Navy destroyer on an electronic reconnaissance mission off

tne coast of Nortn Vietnam was attacked by North Vietnamese
vessels, apparenily under tne belief that it was support-
ing the ralds.?” US alreraft retaliated in a strike at PT
toat bases and ¢!l stcrage depots at Vinh.

World and US public opinion supported the retallia=-
tory raids, and President Johnson emerged {rom the Gulf of
Tonkin ircident wit: a broad Corgressional endorsement.

wnen he won election to the Presldency by a landcllde mar-

#in, his options for dealing with the problem of Vietnam
were considersbly erxpanded. He initlated an interse Execu-
tive vranch review of Vietnam policy in a search for new

solutions. This revisw generated a consensus in favor of a

I
t
:
]
H
H
!
i
i

two-phased a2scalation of the War: Phase I included lnten-
cified ajr activity over Laos and a continuatinon of covert
arctions against tne Novth: Phase II was to consist of a suc-
tainéd and intensi{y.ng alr campalgn agalnst the i\.‘m*t;h.()C
Priase 1 was Smplemented almost immediately, in December, ot
Prace 11 waz 2alerred until General Khanh could birine the
South Viestaamess covernment (nto some semblance of stabllity,
Viet Sone poyrtar attacke on US installations it

Pietnn ard Quinnon 1a Februury, 1965, sparked the declision
tc move to Phage (1, The lxecutive review had recommended

Priase .3 mocavge thore seemed no viable alternntive; with

the Viet Cong attacrs most within tha Administratine o e
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‘capability to sustain the war in the South.

10¢
that, for a variety of reasons, this was the time tc esc.-
late.

The first sets of air strikes in February were a-
gain retaiiatory, in response to the mortar attack at Plefiu,
but later raids were justified only by a general refererce
to the belllcose activities of the North.61 Targetting f(or
the initial railds was based primarily on political and psy-
chological factors, but by the end of March, 1965, opinion
within the Administration had hardened to support a bombing
campaign directed more toward interfering with the North's
62

By April it became apparent that the bombing alone
was insufficient to force a conclusion to the war. In an
attempt to assuage world and domestlc opinion, Presidert
Johnson dramatized the pesaceful aims of the US by offering
to start negotiations with the Vietnamese without precondi-
tions: Johnson élso promised to commit US ald to a billion
dollar Mekong River Basin development scheme 1n which che
Korth Vietnamese could participate.63 North Vietnam re-
Jected the offer of talks by issuing its Four Points Program
for peace, In mid-May the Administration made a more cone
certed effort to initiate negotiations by ordering an unpube
licized bombing halt for six days. No f:vorable North Viet-
namese'reSponse was receivea. and bombing was resumed.

By May the declsion'had been made to plateau the
bombing and redirect its emphasis toward interdiction of

64

the lines of communications to the South. US ground

forces had been committed to the area and hwd.berun to us~
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sume an active combuat role. By July, spurred by the South's
repeated bhattlefield fallures, another change in government
in the South, fear of an immirent Viet Cong offensive to
Split the country in helf, and the recognized fallure of the
strategy of graduated escalation, the US planned to deploy
L4 ground combat battalions to the Sopth.65 In short, the

JS had undertaken a major land war on the Aslan continent.

Hesults. Not only had the air war failed to produce an ac-
ceptable peace settlement, but it also did not succeed in
preventing further deterioration in the South. The &lr at-
tacks provided the focus at which international ‘and domes-
tic political protests could be directed, and they gfeatly
constrained US political options. With its flexibility re-
duced and its comm!itment raised, the US was led inexor-

ably to the assumption of a ground'combat roleiin Asia. The
short-term results of the expanded engagement are well-
known: an eventuzl deployment of more than a half million
men. The North Viethamese plan for conquest was frustrated,
but at a cost of mounting domestic politjcal unrest, a finan-
cial outlay of $30 villion per year, thousands of casualties,

and the rompromise of other alms at home and abroad.

An.,lysis. Us national objectives In Vietnam were repeatedly
affirmed by Presidents kisenhower, Kennedy, and Johnson.66
Though expressed in a variety of ways, these obLjectives
tended to be threefold: first, help South Vietnam maintain
1ts independernce; cecond, prevent a Communist takeover \r

Asia: third, prevent the success of the tast case of "v ¢
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of National Liberation® in Vietnam. Implicit in these oo-
Jectives was the desire to maintain the credibility of tne
US commitment tc its Alllies. The Natienal Secﬁriuy Counc!l
Working Group on Southeast Asia in 1964 recognized tﬁoAbasic
policy objectives in Southeast Asia: help a government de-
fend 1ts 1ndependence. and'ﬁork to preserve in Laos an inter-
national neutralized settlement. The Working Group noted
that these policy objectives were in consideration of three
factors: first, thejgenergl p{lnc;p;e of helpiné counﬁries
defend their freedom against Communist‘ettack_and subver-
sion. second, the specific consequenceo or Coﬁﬁunlst control
of South Vietnam and Laos for the security of, successively.
Thailland, Malaysia, and the Phiippines: and third, South
Vietnam as a test case for the Commuri t "Wars of National
Liberation® strategy.57 The US made very clear that it aid
not seek the destruction of:North Vietnam nor any changes in
the governments of opher_ebuntfies4ln the area.68

The military strategy of increasing the pressure on
the North through bombing had basically three obJectives;69
These were, first, to,signel ;o the Communists the firmness
of ﬁs resolve, second, po beost the sagying morale of the
S8outh, and third, to‘impose iﬁcreased costs unnn the North,
In fact, the primary proponents of bombing disagreed among
themselves on what 1ts'most:importaut'purpose was to be. To
McGeorpe Bundy the main alm was to boost mo?ale in the South,
though he acknovledged that it would be no more than a tem-
porary a:sistance.’? To Ambussador Taylor, the main benefit

of the hombng would be the coercion of North Vietnam into
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halting its support of the war in the South.71

An alter.a-
tive purpose of the bombing was suggested by some: the bomb-
Jng would demonstrale to the other nations in Southeast Asia
that the US had done all it could do and would thus facili-
tate eventual US disengagement. All of the high level de~
cisionmakers felt that the purpose of the bombing was va-
sically political and diplomatic rather than military, that
it would affect the morale and will of the North Vietnamese
rather than their mi.itary capaclty.

| The initial dispatch of US ground troops to the area
had at least four purpcuses: first, to provide security for
US personnel and racilities; second, to take some of the ac-
tive combat burden off the Soutn Vietnamese army; third, to
signal the serloushess of the UL resolve; and fourtﬁ. to
bolster morale in the South.72 An additional purpose may
have been to.provide a negotiating lever once talks had bew
gun and the bombiry in the North was stopped.73 The later
decision to’deploy_uu buttallons represented a change in ob=
Jectives to press for milltary defeat o} the enemy in the
South, though it was hoped that sometime before that stage
the enemy might elect to glve up.?“

The tactical objectives of the bombing in tne North

were selected for symboulle rather than military reasons.

*f; TheAfirst raids, ‘in tit-tfor-tat tashion, struck in reprisal

‘at army barracks and encampments in the North, Not until
April did the interdiction mission reully become established
ws the fundamenta) tactical sbjective of the air action,

Ground [orces were deployed to areas where high conuen' - .
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tions of US personnel were located, and, as these forces ar-
tered the active combat role, they began to be deployed L .t-
areas where the greatest Viet Cong ground threat was ant:-
cipated.

If one assumed that the war was essentially direc-
ted and supported from the North, then the suppert which the
nilitary strategy offered for the national objectives was
clear., If the North could be dissuaded from its alms, the
remaining insurgent elements in the Soutn could be isolated

and defeated. Unfortunately. the strategy offerved little in

the way of a fallback position if it was not successfuls. The-

resort to graduated pressure was, in 1tself, a fallback posi-
tion, the last resort for attaining American aims. If the
strategy falled, then the answer was, imvlicitly, either a
stronger dose of the same medicine or a revision of US ob-
Jectives.

And in fact the strategic objectives were unobtain-
able for the level of commitment the UL was prepared to make.
The US pollicymakers apparently overestimated the coerclve
effects which the air attacks could gzenerate, desplite State
Department warnings that the effects would not be substan-
t1al.”> The bombing threatened the North with loss of se-
lected military, transportation, or indﬁstrial racilities;
but it did not threaten the North with defeut in the South.
kven the eventual concentration on the interdi. .lon mission
merely inocreased the cost to the North of supporting the war
in the South without making the support lmpossible. The

graduated escalation allowed time for the enemy to react to
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the US pressures and sustaln its morale, will, and physical
support of the war, Nor could the limited numbers of grounda
troeps which the UL planned to deploy provide the force ra-
tios which past experlence had demonstrated were requlsite
‘tfor successful counterinsurgent operations in difficult ter-
rain,

Moreover, the US overestimated the coercive pres-
sures which could be generated by reaffirming the US com-
mitment. For the North Vietnamese, the war in the South
was essential to their national purpose; for them it was not
a limited war. kciven the improbablility of US use of nuclear
weapons and the fact that the US had committed itself not to
destroy their society, the North could afford to risk the
dangers of escalatlion, secure in the knowledge that US com-
mitments elsewhere would eventually detract from US interest
and dedication to the war in Southeast Asla.

The Ub strategy in South Vietnam followed closely
the pattern of previous political-military maneuvers in crie
sis management., US polloy was carefully tallored to show
restraint. Care was taken to avold excessive employment of
force, World and US approval was galned initlally by ex-
plalning the LS escaulation as reprisal for North Vietnamese
activities in the South., and, the President offered tro cui-
rot of economic development, also. sut stiil the UL lacked
wry place to go with its dlplomacy. No negotlations were
Jngoing over Vietnam. The Soviet Unlon and Chinra, though uat
odds with each other, were far removed from the conlilet 'n

the South and had only limited influence at thnt time. .-
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way, appeals to the dSoviet Union could hardly be expected ¢~

be effective when accompanied by overt attack upon a Com-

munist country, Moreover, the US would have to halt the

bombing to persuade the North to enter nepotiations, and

then what leveraye would be avallable except US support for

the South? And the longer the bombing continued, the more

diplomatic pressure could be penerated agairzt the US to %

halt it. o
The political intent which the graduated escalation

was to comnmunicate was probably not so clear as it seemed at

the time to US policymskers. I the American response was .

deliberate, 1t may have seemed halting and irresolute to the
enemy. If the American build-up was designed to be restraine v
ed, it may have appeared reluctant. In fact, policymakers 4@‘
were naiVe to expect the North Vietnamese to accept the .
American commitment as a prelude to massive and sustained
American intervention when the U hud made it clear in the
past that it did not want to intervene in the war directlye.

Within South Vietnam itself the military strategy
was poorly coordinated with the cther elements of power,
The resort to mllitary escalstion was an admission that the
none-military economic and political development programs of

the sSouth had fsiled, but the expansion of the milltary ef-

[

i - fort seemed to result !n further deemphasis of these pro-
B grams during the period 1964.t5,

Limitations on the use of force rested not upon US
capabilities but upon the overall scheme of the intgrventiow

U capabilities were adequate to have mounted very intense
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ralds over the North. The introduction of ground troops
proceeded much slower than the maximum rate which could have

been supported, :

0f course, Uu tactical capabilities certainly influe j
enced the US strategy. The excellent communications and the
highly responsive tactical airpower allowed the graduated
reprisal strategy to be employed. And US tactical capabil- '

itles seemed so much greater than the enemy's that 1t was

very difficult to persuade policymakers that ‘-he military

strategy cught to be driven more by considerations of tactli-
cal advantage and less by caongerns for political gains. But
as Admiral Sharp, US commander in the Pacific warned,

An) political program which 1s designed to formulate
terms and procedures for reaching agreement on cessation
of a graduated program of military pressures will be Suce
cessful in proportion to the eggectiveness of the mili-
tary pressares program itself.

In fact, the air objectives seleoted for the bombing
could not contribute significantly to military pressure.
These objectives were simply not the critical links in the
North's support of the war in the South, though there were
such critical links, later experience was to show that even
when they were targetted, tactical alrpower was simply not
wholly effective in disrupting them. AS for the objectives
inltiully assigned the ground forces, little military pres=- ;

sure could be expected If tiney were achieved. Security of H

Us bases was a military necessity but could do little to put

%{, ! pressure on the North or even to interfere with the North's
}?, 3"2 | ' capabllity to sustain the war. As US forces in the South

shifted to the offensive role their contribution became w. v
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significant, yet it was apparent that the U4 battalion force

that was authorized in July, 1965, would be far fron ade-
quate to wage the war and defeat the enemy in tne South, dce
spite American technological superiority.

In retrospect, the national xoals in Vietnam may not
have been feasible at any price less than all-out war
against the North., But certélnly the strategy and t ctics of
graduated response were the inappropriate-means by which to

pursue the objectives.

Assignment of comparative evaluations. The national objec~

tives, situational constraints, military objectives and
metheds, and policy coordination factors were assigned eval-

uations as shown in Table 1V-5 below,

Table IV-6

Comparative Evaluations - Vietnam

Comparative Aspect gvaluation Assigned

National objectives

-defend » . . . . tertiary

-support/stabllize . . . . . secondary

-goerce . . . » . primary

=504 ze . . . . » - -
Situational constraints ,

<lscation . . s « « Vvery high

-opposition . . . « high

emilitary ocspabllities of intervening

atﬂ te ¢ [ ] L} L ] 10"

-inconsistency of ﬁolicles . . . . low

~lack of publlc support . . . « high

-risks of escalation . . . N « high

Military objectives and methods
=luck of clarity of strateple
objectives . . . . high
~lack of coordinution of Lactluul
und Btrateglic objectlves - . . . high
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Tablie IV-6 (continued)

| d
(=
\o

Comparative Aspect Evaluation Assigned
-econoumy of military power . . . high ’
-overt violence . . high
-lack of political constralnt . . low
Policy coordination factors
-lack of independerice of
military effort . . high
2 -constraint from 1nternational
§ organlizations . . low
; -lack of diplomatlc communication
: with opposition . . . high
~lack of moral/legal
Justifiability . . . moderate

Intervention in the Dominican Republic (1965)

n 1965, in the midst of its preoccupation with

Vietnam, the US dispatched several thousand paratroopers and
Marines to the Dominican Republic to safeguard American cit-
izens and prevert a suspected Communist takeover there. The
intervention graphically demonstrates several important ase
pects of successful contingency operations. Troops were
dispatcned arnd massed rapidly, mllitary activities were well
coordinated with politieal cbjectives, and planning for the

teronination of the operat.on was begun imredliately. The

[

ﬁ * Doalnlcan intervention appeared, 'u the shoert term, sing-

ulurly effective,

Backgrpunﬁ. A hodge podge of cultural heritages, Santo Doe :

A e hrtvue

Lingo achleved independence from Halt! fn 18484, A long

flirtation with forelen povernments and prolonged fiscal

mispanagzenent followed. Haval bases were offered to & a
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powers, and in the years after tba Civil War, Santo Dominrc
even offered itself up for annexation by the UG, In 1907
the US intervened to tske over the customs house to settle

Santo Domingo's foreign debts. Nine years of finanei«l and

political instablility culminated in the complete occupation

of Santo Domingo by the US Marines in 1316. When tre Mar-
ines were with drawn in 1924, the Domiaican Hepublic waé
founded.

Working his way up through the powerful constabulary,
Rafael Trujillo came to power in the Dominican Hepublic in
1930. Trujillc gradually consolidated his position and by
the 1950's was attempting to interfere in the internal af-
fatrs of other Latin American states. lils actions azainst

President Betancourt of Venezuela in 1960 earned him a cen=

- sure by the Organization of American Stater, followed by

economic reprisals by the US in accord with the OAS resolu-
tion. The resulting stresses In the Uomirican Hepublic led
to Trujille's assassination in 1981,

Elections were held in 1962, and Juan Bosch, & lefte
ish moderate, was elected president. lowever, Bosch's poli.

gles won him little favor with the aray, which overthrew nig

- in a coup in 1963 and forced him into esxile., Bosch's Sup-

porters planned to regaln power by the sume peans they ahd
lost 1t - a coup - and succeedsd in ﬂevﬁlcplﬂg.a following
among some Of the yaungﬁr arpy officers.

US Interests in the Dominican Hepublic had always
been more concerned with Keepine othér powers out thas with

any positive resul%ts themselves. Under the Munrce Doctrine

I
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the U5 had sought to prevent the creztlion of new colonies in
the Western iemispnere. US interest in the Cariopbean wac
increased by the US acquisition of Cuba, Puerto Rico, and the

Panama Canal in the early Twentieth Century. The establishe

ment of a Communist regime in Cuba in 1959 seemed to add

another dimension to the threat tq,Américan interests in the
Caribbean, the dimension of suuversion supported by other
Communist nations w:th;n tiae Ne tern Hemisphere. The US in-
terests also included resQstibllity for the safety of

American citizens 1n‘%hé Dopinlcan Hepublic.

Crisis. On 2_;}3rt35:1§&5. apﬁroximately 2,000 men from the
rebel force lagﬁtﬁea & s@up attespt with a selzure of the
government;?adléAStitgcﬂQQTTﬁé nexs dayvthis force stormed
the Presicgnt a; &1;§ce@ ?%éﬂ‘§h§>3rm3 did not respond to
his request “O? 581 zaase;‘?reSident bon RQAd re3igned.
liowever, as tha aiéa a* iﬁ& beh&is to reinsta ¢ Juan Bosch
becase clear. the ;iéw L ?“&ﬁiﬁg army offlcers {oreed a Junta
in oppoultlon. gnﬁ tnes ati&mgt*& 1) sru“uﬁthe rebels. By

tho-zath tae. Situsti S naa @@Lc orahus to-lawless viclence

_throu:nout oARtw uomﬁnwa. with the uaia unable rapidly £0

!

estaaiisu vcﬂtrsf,‘\a* thé u;iuatlan worsaae& reports beran

to texcs the q»“f?aa the %aer&eas &ﬁaassnﬂgv zhat the rebels

- were 1sd by or iaftieratee;sxin & gar?ennunbﬁ: of Coxun-

S resonse. On 28 april Pres gent *Unnuon dlrecte& the and-

ing of some 30C Norines to aare:uarﬁ the iives of aserlicrs

Who hat raliles atl the Exlszajador uc'el.i The next dng
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International Zone was estublished in Santo Domingo; this
area wuS to consist cf the hotel urea and the embausy areas.
Another battalion of 1,500 ‘Marines was landed to protect this
Zone. The President also ordered the 82nd Airborne Dlvisidn
to deploy in the area; the first elements of the 82ad were
airlanded at San Isedro airfield on 30 April.

The US had worked diplomaticaily with the QAS while
it had intervened urilaterally. On the 30th of April the
OAS called for a cease-fire, shich the US forces accepted.
This cease fire did hinder the consolidation of the US posie
tion, but the two forces, one in the International Zone, the
other across the river at the airport, were soon linked upy
a corridor which split the rebel-held area was established.
By 8 May US forces in tne Dominlcar Hepublic totalled some
23,000, And on 15 May the first contingent of an OAS p2sce-

- keeping force arrived to supplesent and eventuaily to res

ileve the UsS forces,

- Results. US military actions se.2 successful in preserving

the safety of American rnationzls and preventing further de;
terioration of the situation in the Dosinican Republic. Cop-

punist forces did not guln powsr, and a coxlition zovernsent

 was eventually arrshsed through the (a3, US troops were

gradusally withdrawn under the auspices of thé‘diS'sAsuééclia
ful termination of the crisSis. The US forces involved in

the iniérvention suffered scse 73 casualtles,

Anslysis, US natlional gblectives in the Domihican inter-

vention were twefold: rirst, to prevent the establishsent of
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a Commurist government in the Dominlcan Kepublic; second, to

4 et - o SRR O LI

provide for the safety of Amerlc-n citizens in the area.Y?
The purpose of the military intervention was first

0 provide for tnhe physical security of iamerican nationals

ot =T
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in Santo Domingo. The intervention was also designed %to

il
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8hock the leftist forces into submission and restore some
order to the area while the diplomatic aspects of the tran-
sition of rovernment could be handled.80 The size of US

forces was increased as the Communist control of the rebel-

lion became more clear.81
The tactical objectives for the forces included the
airfield, the rain downtown and embassy area, and a corri-

dor between these two areas.B2

The rapid response of the US forces was adequate to

protect US nationals in the city. The preponderant super-
lerity of the US forces was also capable of quelling any or-
ganized enemy reslstance within the Santo Domingo area. The
Strategic problem faced by the intervening forces, however,
was how to deter confliet once on the ground, not how to win
tactical engagements.

Ultimately, thls deterrence rested on the facile co-
ordination of the military intervention with other means of
diplomacy. The rapid initiation of effective OAS participa-
tion in the peacekeeping force itself and the diplomatic ne-

gotlaticns to achleve a compromise governmeunt were critical

P A AT e
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in preventing the development of a protracted and violent
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occupation by US forces.,
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US capabilities were certainly adequate to meet '
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éntlcipated military requirements of the intervention, un-
less the general disorder turned into a protracted gueriila
war waged from remote areas of the island.

Tactical objectives and methods were appropriately
chosen to implement the national strategy. Contrel of the
alrport and forelgn sections of the city was vital in se-
curing an LOC and in providing for the safety of foreign na-
tionals. It should be emphasized that what made these ob-
Jectives particulary desirable was that the US forces did
not have to wage major operations to seize them by force.
Had the US forces encounﬁered heavy opposition at any point
In the undertaking, the diplomatic factors upon which suc-
cess hinged would have ruled against continuing the opera-
tions; the US would certainly have had difficulty in
claiming to preseve stability if it had fought major battles
in the 1ntervention. Especiaily critica} was the corridor
wh ich was malntained between the airfield and the,Iﬁterna-
tional Zone. This corridor not only assured the unity of US
forces but also separated the rebels into two sections of the
city. |

Most importantly, it should be noted that US forces
did not undertake offensive acticns unless directly fired
upon and in immediate danger. On only one occasion did Us
forces take strong offensive action; this was in response
to a direct attank by the rebels which inflicted casualtlies
upon US forces manning defensive positions along the corri-
dor. This strong action seemed to have a salutary effect on

the progress of the negotiations.
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U3 forces were further employed in humanitarian aid
missions such as ﬁhe distritution of food and medic~l aid.
These tasks undoubtedly contributed to the diplomatic suce
cess of the operatione.

In all, the intervention succeeded in coordinating
military requirements with the fundamental alms of national
policy. Strategy and tactical capabllities pléced no re-
straint on the development of courses of action to support
the fundamental diplomatic aims of the intervention. And
these lower objectives were selected with the clear intent

of supporting the diplomatic aims. R

Assignment of comparative evaluations. The nationél‘objec-

tives, situational constraints, military objectives and
metneds, and policy coordination factors were assigned eval-

uations as shown in Table IV-7 below.

Table IV-7

ComparativelEvaluations - Dominlcan Republlic

Comparative Aspect Evaluation Asslgned

National oblectlives

'dﬁfend . . . * . . - .
-support/stablilize . . . . . . primary
-COETCEe . . e . . . secondary

-selze . . . . . . ——a—-—

Situsztional constraints

~location . . . v . . moderate
-opposition . . . . . e low
-military capabilities of

intervening state . . . . . . low
-inconsistency of policles . . . . . moderate
«lack of public support . . . . . high

-risks of escalation . . . . . . low

e v e
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Table IV-7 (continued)

Comparative Aspect Evaluation Assigned

Military objectives and methods
=lack of clarity of strateglc

ocbjectives . . . . low
-lack of coordination of tactical

and strategic objectives . . . . low
=economy of military power . . . . low
-overt violence . . . moderate

-lack of political constraint. . . . low

Policy coordination factors
~lack of independence of military

effort . . . moderate
=-constraint from 1nternational

organlzations . . . low
~lack of diplomatie communications ;

with the opposition . . moderate

~lack of moral/legal justifiability « « high

IR
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS

This chapter abstracts from the case studies devele
oped in Chapter IV to present some conclusions regarding the
utility of contingency rorces and the general problems of
political-military coordination. First the results of the
varlous contingency operations are surveyed; next the char-
acteristics of the operations are compared to determine
those aspects significant in differentiating successes rfrom
failures; third, the future utility of contingenocy forces is
examined using the basic methodology developed in Chapter IIL
Finally, some aspects of the metncdology which warrant fure
trer consideration are noted.

The Utility of Contingency
Forces

Conventional military interventions by contingency
forces of Western powers have been a significant feature of
international affaifs since World War Il. The contin.ency
operations investigated here occupled eight of the sixtecen
years covered by this study.

The results of the contingency operations in

B

achleving the nutional objectives of the interveniny powers
were mixed, 2hé Korean intervention succeeded in retaining
the southern portion af the Korean peninsula within the Weste
ern sph ve of inlluence, in honoring a comsitment to ar aily,
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and in implemeating collectiye security arrangements, :ow-
ever, the same results could probably have been ach: ¢ved con-
siderably sooner and at less cost had military and foreiusn
policy been more effectively coordinated. US intervention in
Lebanon ( and the simultaneous British intervention in Jor-
dan) did deter additional intervention by Syrla and reestub=
lished political stability in Lebanon and Jordan. The cred-
ibility of US commitments was upheid. 7The US intervention
in the Dominican Hepublic succeeded in restoring order to a
chaotic situation, safeguarded American lives, and fore-
stalled the immediate takeover by a leftist and possibly
Communist-dominated regime,

On the other hand, Britlsh intervention in Suez in
1956 was a disastrous féi;ure. Nasser was not forced out of
office nor was §31€1§h<eontrol over the Canal restored; Nri-
tish prestige in thé‘uiddle East received a severe setback.
The repercussiohs of the fallur+e to Hritish foreign policy |
were severe, 1pulud1ng a split with the Us and public humile
lation of Britaim at the UN. HNor was the initial US contins
gency operatldﬁ in Vietnau (1964-65) successful, Thouyh the
gradual escalation of US involvement there did provide pos- =
Sibly the only menﬁs offéngeglng US'power,in'support of the
South, the 1965-65_%ntervention failed to significantly aid
the South Vletnaﬁesé, falled to compel North Vieynumese withe
drawal from the ﬁar;~nnd falld to demoﬁstrate'the inadequacy |
6( the "Wars of Kational Liberstion® strategy. Rather, it
led to further increases in the Amerlcan cozzltment and,

temporarily, to an alanost cokilete American takeover of the
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war effort, It is probably'too soon to assess the final ime
pact and the final advantages and disadvantages of the Viet-
ram involvement, but it promlses to nave a profound and laste
ing eifect on American policy.

Some interventions have been more difficult to as-
sess, British intervention in Kuwalit may or may not have
been critical in deterring an Iraql attack on that shelkhe
dom. Some presumption of success must probably be granted,
however, in that the deployment hono .d the British commit=
ment without provoking Iraqi aggression and was ended with |
beneficial rather than harmful effects for both Britain and
¥.4alt. Similarly difficult to assess is the impact of US
deploygent to Thalland in 1962. While the intervention

failed to deter further attacks by the Pathet Lao in Laos,

| peace tualks nevertheless began to make progress and nomlnal

neutralization of the Laotlian situation through the Geneva
Conference of 1962 was effected. Thalland was not attacked.
There s no indzcsiicn that'the IS deploysent was provoca-
tive or in any way harmed US interests, so the action must
be considered at lesst partially successfil.

Viewed in perspective, the contingency operaticns
of the Western powers were ah extirezely iaportant cozpon-
ent of thelr nutlonal 1n§1uence. Certalnly the contincency
forces were pnot the only means of projecting natlional power;
nor were they independent of the other aspects of nations'
foreign pclicles, ather, they sust be viewed as intrinsic
elezernits in the larper pattern of internstional relatinwsg,

The potentlal to protect, tc humilliate, to destroy, to »ur*,
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the threat of war) as intezral parts of the processes o di=-
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which these contingency forces resresented was differe-.L ¥
form but not so different in intent from otrer mean. 5f uare
gaining through diplomacy, economic policles, and so forth.
And the employments of these forces were directed at tne la:-
ger diplomatic problems. Whether or not the domestlc pub-
lics understood and supported thelr governments'! altered ap-
preciations of the uses of ﬁllitary power, policymakers in

the West had achlieved the Clausewltzlan standard of war {(and

plozacy.

while not every contingency operation was successful, -

many did achieve the basic national purposes for which they
had been undertaken. In Korea, Lebanon, guwalt, Thailand,
and the Dominican liepublic contingency forces succeeded in

providing conditions in which the larger short-term diplo-

-matic alms were attatned. And it ig igpossible to assess

directly the no doubt significant cent:ribution of these
torces, even short of thelr coamitzernt, in vetalnirg influe-
ence for tie West in zany of the peripheril areas,

But what features accounted for the syccesses of
soge operations and the fatlures of others? The aunswer can-
not be found in the pllitary aspests of the cperacions alone,
for a5 the contingency opetations sere inirinsiec to the fab-

ric of internatlonul relatlions, so thelr successes wera de-

Pilvative frog thely effective in‘egration inte the cversll

patterns, These larger putteirns of relationships, and the

~ contributions of purticular military operations and teche

Biques, can best be understeocd by comparative exasination of
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the interventions in four general areas: the dasic¢c natlonal

SRR R e

otjectives themselves, the several sltuational constraints

ARy ENE Ry

izpectivy vpon tre lntervening power, the military objlec-

Ay

: tives #nld methods of the operation, and various aspects of
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P policy coordination.

- Comparative Analyses of Contingenciles

To explain the factors associated with success or

failure, the various contingencies will be compared within

each of the four general areas by relating their success or 5%
failure to their comparative descriptive evaluations, Then . %ﬁ

s

TN

I

the contingencies will be compareé across the four general

s

areas to highligh* the significant aspect differentiating

i

223

success from failure. Finally, the particular problems of
political-military coordination of objectives and methods
will be considered.

In every contingency operaiion analyzed the objec~’

tives of the intervening power seem to have invelved one or
more of the following factors: defense of an area, support
or provision of stability to a friendly government, coercion
of a hostlile government or group, or seizure of terrain.

The interventions analyzed in Chapter IV may be

described Ly thelr intent as shown on Table V-1 below.

RSB ety e b DT e e e

Categorlzing contingency operations by thelr objec~
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tives indicates that operations conducted to support friend-

1y governments, stablilize political situations, or defend

areas from attack have been more successful than attempts to

coerce forelgn governments or revolutionary

groups or selrze
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Table V-1

Intervention Objectives

- : 128

Intervention Objectives

Defend  Support/Stablilize  Cosrce Selze

(successful
operations)

Korea | primary secondary tertiary
Lebanon secondary primary tertiary
gnnait tertiary | secondary primary
fhailand secondary primary
Dominican

Hepublic primary secondary
(unsuccessful

operations)
Suez secondary primary

Vietnam (64-63)tertiary secondary primary

The results of the operations may be somewhat gur-
prising since these contingency forces have usually arrived
trained and equipped for combat, and especilally prepared for
conventional military operations. Yet, only in Korea were
contingency forces actua.ly tasked to conduct a defense by
actual combat. In the other operations millitary forces were
deployed although the full range of their military capabile
ities was not utilized.

With Suez as the only example, the use of contin-

2
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gency forces to conduct conventional military operations to

‘s
s

seize and hold terrain seems to have been an ineffective use

of national military power.,

Some contlingency operaions which aimed to coerce the

. opposition into a settlement or cessation of conflict were

st s g e,

3 successful; others were not. Explanations for the variances
in the results are developed below.

A critical element in explaining success or failure
of contingency operaions may be the array of constraints

which the situation itself imposes on the planning and exe-

SR S

cution of the operaion. The evaluation of the contingency

operation by the degrees of constraint is shown in Table V-2
i below.

Not surprisingly, those operations which were con-

b b N ALt et Fed LIS, FEWETN il i R

ducted under high constraints tended to be unsuccessful.

Tk

The Suez operation was highly constrained in every aspect in-

vestigated. Situational constraints were also significant

PRATIE S S-S S

in the Vietnam intervention in 1964-65. Successful opera=-
tions, conversely, seemed to require more favorable circum-

stances.,

P AT S o 1 e e gt

. Two constralnts which appear to have been most sige
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nificant in differentiating successful from unsuccessful

operations are the location of the intervention and the

T LA LA s A 5
-

risks of escalation. Contingency operations directed against

established governments in thelr own territories constitute
acts of war in which minor powere have many of the advan-

tages: by mere persistence they can win; world opinion

&

£
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seems to side with smaller powers resisting aggression; and
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direct attack from without usually strengthed the political
~ coheslon of threatened states. The risks of escalation also

welgh asymmetrically agalnst the larger powers; not only do
" titey bear the direct onus for the intervention, but also,
they carry the burden of an unemployable nuclear capability,
useful in intimidating or pvrovoking another'nuclgar power
but not instrumental in the 1nter#ention against the minor
power. In Suez the British«French operation provoked a nu-
clear threat from the Soviet Union which added to the diplo-
matic pressures operating against termination successful for
the 3ritish and French. In Vietnam the potential for Chi-
nese and Scviet counteraction was carefully assessed in de-
termining the amount of coercive power which could be gener~
ated agalinst the Na;th. The presence'bf risks of escalation,
far from operating 1n-favoi of the US and Britain in such
interventions, thus operates‘égainst‘the'long-term. subtle
coercive diplomacy advocated by some of the thedristé.

Two particular aspects of the situations which do

not appear tc have been critical are the opposition and the

lack of public aupport at-pome. Despite hlgh:dggrees*or

- constraint from both factors, some continpency operations
were successful. 7In'b§th(xhe Koreéﬁ.and the Théiland oper-
: atioﬁ‘US power was cbmmiﬁtedfagainst strong opponents yet
succeeded; in the Dominican Republic intervention, lack of
public support exerted a high degree of constraint, yet the
operation was completed successfully. Given the right com-
bination of circumstanoes{”then. intervention even in the

face of publié opposition at home tan be effective.
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Central to the concept of intervention is the em-
ployment of the contingency forces themselves. The specific
vax»iables describing the military objectives and methods of
the operations were developed in Chapter 1IIl. Table V-3 be<
low indicates the comparative evaluation of these factors
for each of the contingency operations.

The data in Table V-3 reveal several interesting
characteristics of the military objectives and methods.
First, no single factor provided sufficient differentiation
of successes from fallures. For example, in no operation
was there a significant absence of political constraints;
yet some operations succeeded, others did not. Obviously,
the important point here is not that political constraints
will exist.., but rather that they must be appropriate to
direct military operations to attain the nationsl ends. 1In
the Thalland intervention it would have been inappropriate

for US forces to deploy into Laos and prepare an active de-

~fense to blunt the Pathet Lao, and it was also unecessary:

the\véry preséncé of US forces generated appropriate co=-

 eroive pressures to attain US objectives without provoking

éscalation by the other side. On the other hand, similar
attention to the‘diplématic;sensitivities;of‘thefopponents
bore no success in the Vietnam intervention. -

Many of the contingency operations succeeded with

-ohly 2 low degree of violence. And in the cases of Lebanon
and the Dominican Hepublic, &'1oa econony of millitary power

"seemed to go alony with the sbsence of a high degreo'of vio-

lence. This muy indicute that when a high deprée'of pille-
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tary power, relative to the opposition, is employed, mili-
tary forces deter rather than provoke violence. This nmaj
at least partlally invalidate the concept of carefully tail-
oring forces to avoid excessive strength, a concept elabo-
rately developed by the limited war theorists and also most
attractive to political decisionmakers. Note, however, that
the converse of this implication does not hold: a rela-
tively high economy of force (that is, a failure to deploy
overwhelming military power) does not always stimulate a high
degree of vlolence.

The hierarohicai model of political-military deci-
sionmaking, which was explained in Chapter 1III, would seem
to imply that clear definition of strategic objectives and
effective coordination of tactical with strategic objectives
are prerequisites for successful applications of military
power. The data of Table V-3 show thlis not to be the case.
In both Korea and Thalland, some lack of clarity and coord-
ination did not preclude successful operations. Fallure to
adhere to these proven military principles does not auto-
matically spell fallure; and as the Suez operation showed,
clearly defined strategic objectives are certainly not suffi-
cient to guarantee success.

A fourth and related aspect of oontfngency opera-
tions is the coordination of military operations with the
other elements of foreign polisy. Four faoctors of this co-
ordination were described in Chapter I11I. Table v-b'helow
indicates the comparative evaluations of the contingency

operations by these factors.
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The data in Table V-4 indicate that in most contin

gency operations the military effort was highly dependent él

on the other elements of forelgn policy, especiully in se-
curing the favorable terminaticn of the operation. Except
for the Korean intervention every successful contingency -
operation was aséociated with no more than a moderaté lack of
diplomatic cémmunications w1thsxﬂe opposition; that is, at -
1éaét normal diplomét;c fe1ét;qns'orfother_readily avail-

gble mééns of;eommunicatxOn faéilitated_the articulation and

-‘bargaining surrounding théitéiﬁé orfterminatipn."Infthe:_

' Korean operation, -the mé@ns of diplématic communications .

were §ventuallf aftainé&_by the 1951 commenceﬁént dfjthe_
peace talks, Thq.absen§é'of approéfiaté?meansﬂof téiminé;
tion was soiély;felt 1nf£he Viepnamfpantingency operafion;
when a military.opefétion;whicﬁ;h&d?écbieved some degree of
tactical success dbuld:nof=be tfanslaied into desired poll-
tical objectives.

Lack of support ( in other words, cuntraints) from
international organizations may or may not be significant
faotors in the successes of operations. The British 1nter-.

vention in Suez might have succeeded with Western, and esf-

peclally with US, support in a host of international organQ
1zations; without that support, the intervention was doocmed

to fail. However, the US intervention in Vietnam diéjeiiéit"t ’ f*?i

support from SEATC allles, yet it was markedly unsuaeessful,f‘_
Tre lack of moral or legul Justifiability ofAintefs'?'
ventions seen to be assoclated with thelr fallure, excednt in

the case of the JDominlcan iepublic. Yet perhaps tihe key °
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point here was that the intervention was nonetheless justi-

fied before the Organization of American States, which pro-

vided the pencekeeping forces and diplomatic assistance to

enable the US to terminate its intervention successfully.

et s iy i

Different aspects of the interventions assume sig-
nificance if they are compared across factor categories.
Table V-5 below is a compcsite comparison o©f the contingency
operations, showing all the aspects and the evaluations
assigned each operation for each aspect. f

| Four of the interventions had primary objectives of % .
coercion ar seizure. The failures (Suez and Vietnam) were v |

differént*atéd from- the successes {Kuwait and Thailand) by

':;high overt vio}enoe and htgh 31tuational constraints derived
ofrom the 1ocation. opposition. and high risks of escalation.
The failures alqo laeked public support and showed a moders'
f“ate or high laox of diplomatlc communlcatlons with the op-
_pos;tioo,,-ﬁowev§r. tzere were not slgnificant dlfferenoes

vfln;ﬁhe gther ehﬁracterisgics_of militsry oblectives and

g}% moghods such_és the“lackfof'elarﬁty o? ssraheglc objectives,
Colack ot coo*d;natlon of :aﬂticé and struteg§. and economy of

‘ju;iiia;;itary power.. In othcr uovﬁo, sztuacxonal factors and, in

‘; _i£h&féése of Vi strnas, the luck. of comfunications with the ope
I.po*itien, . eﬂmo»'more\heogmusAblv for Lze outcomes than the

' ml%itar} asaestd -pay ;e ﬁ&litars suceoss at the tactical’

y-1e&e¢ was ro* a oufx;cieno oondtt;on for diplomatic success,

vivg IV TR IR TS U SN NS RRTID P

It hou;d e ne a. tnodgn.*uhut ¢necessru1 generation of

7’

~soma sort 0f =! lytsry threat wad a necessary condition to

the succsises aqﬁiéboﬁa
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Two interventions had primary objectives of sup-
pertinge = friendly rovernment or stabilizing a political
st ction within a country; both the Lebanon sné the Domin-
ican Henublic operations achieved thelr onjectives. The
situational constraints were simlilar except for a much
greater lsack of public support in the Dominican intervetnion
and a somew:.t more inconsistent policy there. 1In the
Dominican Hepublic operatlion more violence occurred than in
the Lebaron intervention; the most striking differences, how
ever, were in thg pollcy coordination factors. The data in
Table V-5 suggest the common modallity of success in both
opefatlons was the overwheliming, well-coordinated applica-
tion of mllltary power in a loﬁorlsk operation in & neutral

or Western-oriented country against a poorly equipped or or-

| ganlz2ed opoositione Ir elther operation poorly coordinated

or insufficient »ilitary power corld have led to failure.
Wnile the U3 forces prasented a clear militery challenge

to the opposition within each of the couniries, an eclegent
of-d!giomatie-tﬁréat %48 alse present in beth cases as '
forelpsn povers supporting the disorders were themselvaes de-
terred fros further lavolvenent.

' The Korean Auterﬁqntaen was the only one of the
seven ¥noze prigayry HUrpose was 6¢rense. “Though the operae-
tion was badleully suctessiul, that success could have been
achlieved much more elficiently. Lack of ciarity af strate
epic pliitary vblectives slenificantly impalred the atiain-
gent of natlonal pursoses. By its very nature the succe.

of the operatler in dforea was dependent primurily on t-.

e mreevine o e -
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success of American arms; and, given the lack of over-
whelming military power which the US employed, military viue-
tories required careful coordination, sometimes lacking, and
a long struggle with high casunlties.

The data in Table V-5 suggest that the significance
of the military aspects of the operations has varied mark-
edly. 1In Kuwaitaand Thailand military operations seemed
critical only to emphasize the seriousness of great power
concern and commitment. Hud conflelt occurred in either
operation, the deployed forces would have had great aiffi-
culty in achieving military successes on the battliefield.

In other casws, however, the effectiveness of military
operations, not Jjust a military presence, provided the clear
differences between successes and failures, The attainment
of national objectives in Korea, Lebarnon, and the Domialcan
Republic was highly dependent on the tactloal effectiveness
of the military forces employed. But in Suez and in Vietnanm
success at the tactical level did not pioduce strateglc and
national sueccess, It would be temptine but altogether so-
phistie to conclude that successful military operations are
neither necessary nor sufficlent cunditions for successful
interventicn, |

The significance of the military aspects of the
operations cannot be grapsed by easy philosophlical formulaé.
The root issue which must be faced in deternining the pro-
per military role is the proper coorcination of milltary

means with politicul ends. And there seems little doubt’

th=t tha two are, to_some extent, incompatibhle.

)
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The basic principles of political science and the

characteristics of the American polity have directed that

A B P T R P O T A R ey

B : the U” .se force only as a last resort in coping with inter-

naticnal problems; further, if force had to be used, 1t was

to be used in as smell doeses as possible. In any use of §

. - force the risks of escalation should be minimized. For a

variety of reasons it seemed that the wr _%o limit the risks

of escalation was  employ force gradually, in distinct %

phases, taking ca:x. .o upset neither the public nor the op=-

positionts ¢~1:1s managers.

A b

cAvsr 3 e

Yet many of the above considerations have been in-

compatible with good military sense:. The military exists as
an orégnizatton to employ force; 1t has focussed on “threats®

which are normally tie forces of the opponent; it has sought

to maximize "sheock effect® to destroy those threats. It has
sought specific, directive objectives to be attained through
rapid and violent execution of orders.

| The fundamental problem of politicale-military coord-
ination, then, has been to determine how far down the hier-
archy of-decisibnmakers (explained in Chapter III) political
_cangider&tlons should ﬁnavall ovir military considerations.

When may the reneral depand that & President widen the scope

e e

of a war? Nhéh“may“the President direct the positioning of
fa’single.squéd? General =nswers to such a fundsmental prob- ” %
lenm ére difficuit, but the contirngentles analyzed aitnve sug-

~pest geveral factors which must be taken inato acebunt.

i
AN
S
3

Considar £1rst intervesntions whose primary purpeso

18 sctive defense. Obviously, owperations directed %owa: .
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military defense have to be more concerned with basic mili-
tary requirements such as security, mass, unity of comma.d,

and so forth, than interventiohs which do¢ not entall conven-

tional combat. Because these operations are overtly defen- ;
sive well-coordinated, militarily-effective operations will be ;
a necessary and perhaps even sufficient condition for cone .
flict termination. And their very purpose seems to preclude .
adverse situational constraint from the location and policy
coordination difficulties stemming from a lack of moral or

legal Justifiability. The basic factor in successful policy ; 3
coordination may ﬁell be the perception of successful mili-

tary'éctions. Thus, within the baslec national aim, military

commanders must be given full scope for tactizal and strate

egic success. |

On the other hand, interventlons whose purpose is to

support friendly governments or stabllize pollitical situa-
tions have quite justifiably had to acceot 2 high degree of
constraint, down to the lowest téetical ievels. Such oper-
ations are intrinsically civilemilitary in nature and seem
to work best when the shock effect of military power can
‘be cxerted in coordination with civil aend international law
and without relidnce on overt violence. Typically;.trOOps
must be given tactical oblectives to secure thelr own lines '
of communiocation and/or protect vital facllities without
which civil chaos will ensue, but carefully prescridbed tace
tics and ruiés of enpagment must necessarily be foliowed.
The desairablility of any-pnrtlcular objective will orten be

in inverse proportion to the vislence necessary to effect
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its selzure, Considerations of security may often have to
yield to respect for the rights and customs of the populace,
At ~very level the political and diplomatic impact of mili-
tary actions must be carefully considered in military deci-

’ sionmaking.
Taken in perspective, the results do suggest that
the US and Britain, and US and British forces, have been
successful in coordinating military requirements and poli-

tical necessities in contingency operations aimed to defend, i

support, or stabilize. The hierarchical, rational decision-

making procedures have by and large fuhétioned smoothly, and
military forces have been of sufficient strength and mobili-

ty to accomplish the required tasks, Though errors and near-

I ONM e e st m s ooy A S f A e v.
M iR PR NSk ST LR R SRS DAY

} errors did occur in the operations, these errors seemed to
i
1
i

result not from doctrinal 1nadeQuaciea but from errors in

individual judgment.

bl o)

‘But in coercive military actions and military sel-

Sk

A e Lo S 1

zures of terrain, lnsurmountable problems derived from tne

Cabuld

fundarental tension of military methods and politioal objec-

tives have appeared. Situational constraints may be vary

’ high and neai’ly irreconcilable. The strength of the opposi-

e et v

tion may seem to require strong military power, but, as in
Vietnam, the risks of escalation may dictate a more prudent,

gradualist policy. Lack of publie Support nay suggest

rapid actlon which can be teruinated before active domestic

WK SRR NS o g s e

political opposition cuain be aroused, but the welght of‘pre-
: : vious concilietory policles may present an intertis diffi.

cult to overcome. Coercive military actions by a democrsiic
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state may also face severe policy cocrdination problems.
The specific national purposes of the contingency operation
may confliét with the attalnment of other goals. And war |
against a smaller state generates asymmetric: pressures
against the intervening power which, whatever the originai
Justifications for its actions, will aroﬁse diplomatic éon-
straints from international organizations and erode its
overall legal/moral standing in world affairs.

Thus, while the Western powers have engaged in coer-
cive deployments, they have, at least after Suez, become
very wary of committing forces actively into combat. They
have instead sought a policy of deliberate ambiguity extol-
led by the diplomatic theorists. 1ts purpose was to threat-
en decisive military action without provoking or suffering
through it. This strategy of deliberate ambliguity, which
came to be known as graduated response, was successful in
interventions in both Kuwait and Thailand. But in the am-
biguity lay the danger of over extens;on and protracted cone
flict; once involved in the bluffing and brinkmanship of
coercive deployments, accldents or absence of policy alter-
natives would push the deployed forces into actual combat.
The careful talloring and high degree of political con-
stralnt which may have been effective in guiding a demon-
stration of national power without violence would then re-
strain the effective application of military power through
military violence.

Certalnly there is ny easy way to avoid the diffi-

cultles of the political-military dichotomy in such opera-

&
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tions. Yet some guidelines do emerge from the cases exa-
mined above, First, the opportunities to succeed at low
cost throusn diplomatic bargaining supported by coercive de-
ployments, as in Theiland and Kuwait, have existed. These
examples confirm the feasibility of coercive diplomacy under

. the right conditions and justify consideration of military
deployvments whose primary capabilities are limited to demon-
strations of national concern. Thus military leaders are
not justified in arguing against political constraints in-

trinsic to such deploymen's under those canditions.

But, second, once military forces are committed to
actual operations requiring military violence, military

leaders have been overly cautious in resisting and political

B N NP s

leaders overly effective in imposing political constraints
which have reduced the military impact of coerclve measures,
In Vietnam much more destructive measures could probably
have been employed against the North Vietnamese without in- !

creasing apprecliably the risks of escalation. Whether these

Loyt

would have produced more coerclion, and hence more success,

can never be known, of course. But it is clear that, once 7.

A TR SR RRTOCE Py 4 S 1o,

;' commnitted to actual combat, anything less than averwhelming

and rapid military success for the intervening power wiil be

diplomatically disastrous,.
Important timing problems must be considered in coe

ercive operatlions, also. HKapld response militarily may gen-

erate more coercive pressures by improving the effectiveness

of military operations through shock effect and surprise,

but this effectiveness must be purchased at the cost of h..b
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risks of escalation if the military action is not decisive.
Responses chronologically linked to the proscribed .-tlous
of the opposition may generate less coercive pres:cure b b
more public support than military operations which selcze
the initiative from the enemy. But again, once diplo-
matic coercion is to be implemented by military conflict,
military principles must be given greater priority. While
this conclusion is fa} from a comprehensive doctrine of co-
erclive warfagg. it nevertheless suggests a decisive shift
toward adhefenée to fundamental military principles once co~

ercive operations have escalated to overt violence.

Looking Ahead
As for the future, will contingéncb operations re-

main a viable mission for US forces? If so, how should these
forces be structured and equipped?

Since the 1965 time-frame at which this investiga-
tion stopped, momentous and still accelerating changes in
the international, domestic, and military situations have
occurred. These changes willl have significant impact on the
viability of future contingency missions. First, situae
tional oconstraints have changed dramatioally. The system of
alliances and agreements which the US established as the
legal and military buttresses of contalnnent has gradually
dissoloveld. No clear structure has emerged in its places,
despite brave notlons of the European Community, Trilater-
alism, and so farth, Meanwhile, the prevailing tilt of in-

ternutional politics, pcerhaps influenced more by a soclalist

S g et L T e e Lt El . .
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than a communist ldeology, has grown more hostile, The num~
ber and commitment of US client states has shrunk, and na-
ttonalism has become an even more potent force in world af-
falrs. The result is fewer potential areas of intervention
at the request of friendly governments. Many of the newly
developing nations hostile or uncommitted to the US have be-
come much better organized and equipped militarlily over the
past ten years. Increased Soviet contingency forces impose
a greater risk of escalation through Soviet counterinterven-
tion, at least outside the Western Hemisphere, British
foreisn policy since 1966 has moved progressively against
any inclination to intervene. US policy in the past ten
years has been amblguous regarding intervention; detente,
the Nixon Dcotrine, the prolonged involvement in Vietnanm,
the last coercion of the North in December, 1972, the War
Powers Hesolution, cutbacks in mllitary forces, and the fi-
nal tragedies in Southeast Asia have cast a pall of irreso-
lution and uncertainty over future policles. The‘apparant
unwillingness of the American public to bear the costs of
internationul commitments inposes additlional constraint,

Within those situational restrictions military

forces will face now difficuities in contingency operations,

Glven the residual ambivalence of American foreipn policy,
a residue which has perhapt affected the Americun military
algost a8 nuch a5 1t has affected the Uepartment of St&tg,
Congress, or the public, obtairning clear and well-deflned

strategic military objectives will probably be more diffi-

cult than in the past. Though British forces have veern . .t
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back, US forces have improved their strategic mobility,
their firepower, and their readiness. Still, the worldwide
proliferation of increacingly sophlisticated arms wlll reduce
the military dominance which these contingency forces can
provide.

Finally, the coordination of military with diploe
matic actions in contingency operations will likely prove
more difficult in the future, One of the legacles of the
Vietnam commitment has been tne alienation of the US from
the diplomatic support of its alllies and the UN on many is-
sues. As the October, 1973, Middle East crisis showed, this
alienation may well be long term. Moreover, with the lin-
gering controversy over the US failure in Vietnam, any in-
tervention seems prima facie more difficult to Justify. The
US has sought to improve the balance of its policy coordi-
nation factors by developing improved relations with China
and the Soviet Union, through the muny negotiations of de-
tente such as SALT and NBFR, and through otner aspects of
personal diplomucy. Overall, however, the policy coordina-
tion factors seem less favorable today than ten years ago.

lione of the foregoing argues that U5 diplomats will
not see a need to intervene in the peripheral areas at some
future time. Indeed, the instability and increased American
involvement in the Middle East seea likely to wenerate ree-
peated pressures for such intervention. And rap:dly ex-
panding Soviet intervention capabllitles may Someday reguire
a US counterintervention or pre-emptive !ntervention. What

appears more disturbing is that the lncreased constralnts on
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US interventions - situational, military, and policy coordi-
nation - will make future interventions more risky, more dif-
ficult to coordinate, and perhaps less likely to succeed,
Aand Ain the fihal analysis, only successful interventions are
useful.

Within these increased constralints, military forces
will require an unprecedented degree of readiness and mobile
ity. Reliance on air and naval forces is unlikely to prove
wholly satisfactory. Because the employment of éﬁese fore-
ces has a degree of reversability not possible with land
forces, they provide only a limited degree of diplomatic
commi tment. Ig the aftermath of Southeast Asia, that degree
of commitment w;ii be markedly less persuasive than in the
past, Moreover, there may arise situations in which the
firepower and presence these forces provide are simply ine-
appropriate for the tasks required.

in some interventions a few thousand airborne troope
with reinforcing alrpower and heavy weapons may constitute

an effective stabllizing element in an otnerwise chscotic

. Situation. But when the intervention involves intimidation

or actual combat with a hostlle state, these light forces,
even well supported, pay be inadequate, Agalnst a nuseri-
cally superior, well trained, and heavily arped enemy forces
these lignt forces §111 lack buttlefield survivability,
Their alr support will be vulnerable to interdiction as well;
and their modllity on the battlefield wiil be severely con-
strained. ‘ihelr dispéteh will but serve to insure amerioan

involvement in an ugly situation. Yet, glven the cor [~y o7
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generally unfavorable constraints on American interventior: .
especially the notable lack of public support, injitis. mili~
tary defeats w111>hard1y be the means to insure eventual di- I
plomatic success. Continvency forces which are heavily ar=-
mored and highly mobile through strategic airlift will be o
necessity in contingencies entalling mid-intensity combat.

Once committed into combat operalons against non- .
great power forces, these units will have to conduct vigor-
ous military operations aimed at proper military objectives,
The accompllshment of these objectives should insure that
the oppositlon'has?no chance to provoke a protracted came-
palgn which exposes the'vulnerabilitles of the American
political process. Rapid and decisive operations may also
be the best guarantor szainst 3oviet cgnn&erintervention in
such contingencies., Only when these contingency forecec have
obtained a military situation in anicn tﬁe opposlticn per-
ceives that it hgs no militsry “ec 2?”3 eaﬂ the dlp\omatlc
ends be attained.. - _ ‘ | e

Finally, 1y shaulc aﬁ-Qo*eu tnuz these eharacteris-i;‘
tics for eontingenuy oparstia a wial vreatlv restrict the -
applicability of tha dﬂ??ﬂfs afrintervent;aﬁzuh&eh,have_pro- ;f u
vided easy leverage feilﬁiéfieau"ore*:ﬁ pelicy, To deferd

American interests u;:l raquire a resl oelit;e&l eeazitssaz--”g;_f”*”'

to protect taean by‘rarcu a£»55as
in sum, milita?i 3antxngency cserataﬁas have been
useful 1n the past anivaoteﬂtial ragul rexents for contine

rency operutions will appear {n the future., But these con-

- Ungenty forces will need to be more heavily egul pped and
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deployable than in the past, And even with the increased ;

capabilities of these forces, the many constraints which
raave 1eveloped wlll make interventions abroad more difficult

to implement successfully. At a time of budgetary restraint

v and forelgn policy reassessments, hard choices of national
priorities lie ahead for America if we are to retain the

capacity to intervene abroad.

Directions for Further Research

! \ Two methodological techniques developed in this

' thesis deserve further development. PFirst, the hierarchi-
cal decisionmaking model must be more fully exvlored. If
this modellis accurate, it certainly prescribes the need for
mllitary commanders at all levels to understand the national
and strateglc aims and methods Lf they are to conduct proper
:1sslén analysis and correctly eaploy their resources. But
how ought the higher level ajms and constraints be transe

| mitted downhwards? How should officers be taught the general

conceptual foundatlions necessary to interpret these higner

- 13?31 concerns? I officers can beccme more integrated ine

© to the politicsl process. of gosl definition through such

studies, whst 15 the likely inpact on the overail nature of

'?55;5; - amégiba# aivizémiiitar§rrélﬁzxcﬁs to be? A!ﬁe nodel seems to

. "§t§r§v§d§'a fuaaaﬁsﬁ;sz tool for explalning and 1nvestaéat1ﬁp ‘
the sgliza§§'i¥ie.sa tﬁa'foreAgn policy process which has

nbt §et been fully developed.

SR,

A tecond area of exploration 1s the set of compara-

*a

tive evaluations which were developed in Chapter IIZ. .
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seems likely that this set of factors may be useful in
evaluating other contingency operations. For example, ine
same general categories»might be appropriate to descrihe
contingency operations in the Fift. Century B.C, or tre
framework could be useful in interpreting politicai-mili-
tary operations such as brinkmanship against the soviets
or regional wars not involving Western powers. While each
of the descriptive factors 1s necessarily hignly general,
tiie overall framework does provide what may be a useful
means for classifylng and comparing a broad spectrum of poli-

tical military operations.
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