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Foreword

This study examines the rise of operations other than
war (OOTW) as a new and prominent tasking for the armed
services of the United States. The author, Lt Col Charles
W. Hasskamp, USAF, is an advocate of the OOTW mission,
and he argues that the US Special Forces Command is an
excellent instrument for the task.

The author bases his position on these points. First, the
end of the cold war has provided the United States a res -
pite from the focused geopolitical strategy and challenge of
“containment.” Unfortunately, without the stability coerced
by a bipolar world, the shutters have come off and the
shades have gone up on “windows” that reveal a new world
disorder. While the world has an increasingly interdepend-
ent global economy, the legacies of weapons of mass de -
struction, terrorism, drug trafficking, and religious and
ethnic extremism generate increasing threats to that free-
market, democratic ideal the American public espouses for
all countries. Second, the US government’s current na -
tional security strategy emphasizes “engagement and en-
largement” as they factor into US preventive diplomacy.
The national military strategy emphasizes “flexible and se -
lective engagement” which relates to preventive deterrence.
Both of these strategies emphasize the use of US military
forces for considerable work other than fighting the na -
tion’s wars—that is, for OOTW.

As recent experience shows, there is considerable pres -
sure to use the American military as an arbitrator and
peacemaker to the world. This study examines the argu -
ments for and against expanding our military’s nontradi -
tional roles and missions. It concludes that the US armed
forces can do and will continue to be able to perform an
excellent job in operations other than war, as they have
done in the past. The danger is that this endeavor could
jeopardize the readiness of a force structure necessary to
maintain the more traditional war-fighting capabilities. The
study suggests that an actually smaller force and smaller
defense budget can still accomplish the primary mission of
fighting the nation’s wars while also undertaking the myr -
iad of peacetime engagements and conflict preventions our
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leaders have ordered. Moreover, the Special Operations
Command, which has the skill and will to serve well in the
full spectrum of armed conflict, also has the cultural, so -
cial, and technical know-how to perform the more complex
chores of nation building and humanitarian operations.

As we wrestle with the ongoing parade of “opportunities”
that continue to present themselves in the new world dis -
order, we will do well to consider Lieutenant Colonel
Hasskamp’s means of doing more with fewer.

TIMOTHY A. KINNAN
Major General, USAF
Commandant
Air War College
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shooters.73 This embraces humanitarian and peacekeeping
missions and the fact that these are already core compe -
tencies of special operations forces.

USSOCOM’s vision for the future, SOF 2020, builds on
Joint Vision 2010 and states, “SOF will be regionally ori -
ented—culturally, linguistically, and politically—while re-
maining a rapidly deployable, agile, joint force with capa -
bilities ranging from less-than-lethal to precision surgical
strikes.”74 SOF will be prepared to respond “asymmetrically
to both traditional and nontraditional forms of conflict.” 75

This vision provides core characteristics that correspond to
the above trends, and it makes SOF the “First Force.” The
expectations are that “SOF ‘Warrior Diplomats’ will . . .
influence, advise, train, and interact with foreign forces
and populations.”76

Individually, the services have also signed up to the
need for dealing with new problems. A Naval Studies Board
recommended emphazing intelligence and psychological
operations because of increased Marine Corps involvement
with populations ashore (peacekeeping and nation-build-
ing operations) and Navy involvement with them at sea
(boarding ships, assisting refugees, and countering terror-
ism). Specifically the report recommended the Marine
Corps be included in the capability to integrate “appropri -
ate” Army units into their operations. This was because
Army units already had significant competency in dealing
with populations, from psychological operations to estab-
lishing civil governments and keeping civic order. The com -
mittee concluded that “joint” attention to research and
technology must be given for subduing populations “in
relatively benign ways [using] less-than-lethal means to
make them immobile or passive.”77

In a National Security Report, the Reserve Officer’s Asso -
ciation notes that by 2001 the National Guard and Reserve
will have been reduced another 20 percent from 1996 lev -
els, but will comprise 3 percent more (35 to 38 percent) of
the total military force.78 More specifically, the total Army
will be 50 percent Guard and Reserve personnel which
provide the following capabilities:

– Army Reserve

– – Will have 100 percent of the forces that provide fresh water
supply, 95 percent of civil affairs units, 85 percent of medical
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brigades, 75 percent of chemical defense battalions, and 70 percent
of heavy combat engineer battalions.

– – Will have combat forces for two major regional conflicts (eight
divisions, 15 enhanced brigades, three combat units).

– Air Force Reserve

– – Will have 80 percent of the aerial port units, 60 percent of
tactical airlift and air rescue and recovery, and 50 percent of aerial
refueling units.

– Navy Reserve

– – Will have 100 percent of heavy logistics support units, 90
percent of the cargo loading units, and 60 percent of the mobile
construction battalions.79

In March 1996, the reserve officers association reported
that the Army National Guard’s combat forces far exceeded
a two-major-regional-conflict requirement and that less
than 10 brigades were necessary for success in war. There -
fore, the association recommended that even with the re -
duction of forces and budget decline, reserve combat forces
could be eliminated, some others converted to peace opera -
tions, and the readiness of the reserve and total force
would not suffer. The point is that these specialty reserve
forces could easily and best be employed by integration
with the active duty joint special operations forces. 80

Finally, what are the actual numbers involved in costs
and manpower for “doing windows” with SOF versus some
other demolition employee? Gen Ronald Fogleman believed
OOTWs “don’t affect the readiness of the majority of our
fighting forces.” He stated that of the 391,000 personnel on
active duty in the Air Force, 81,000 were forward-stationed
in Europe, the Pacific, or Southern Command, but opera -
tionally only 10,320 were away from their homes support -
ing some crisis or contingency. “If you stand back and look
objectively at that, 10,320 people out of a force of 391,000
is not very many people.”81 In every operation SOF assets
have participated. Further, SOF resources generally consti -
tute a small portion of the Defense Department’s budget,
with fiscal year 1997 funding at $3.06 billion. The United
States has a ready, highly capable, and flexible joint spe -
cial operations force that can do missions spanning the
entire spectrum of conflict, but they do so with only 1.4
percent of the manpower (46,000 personnel) and 1.3 per -
cent of the defense budget actually dedicated to SOF op -
erations.82 This last statistic is the evidence that SOF pro -
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vides “more bang for the buck” and more efficiency, effec -
tiveness, and force multiplication with which to leverage
military capabilities.

What’s the Window Washer’s Recent
Past Employment Record?

On paper, at least, we have seen that the US military and
especially SOF should be the obvious and logical choice for
operations other than war. Detractors still abound, however,
and the reality of many past operations short of war is that
they did in fact have problems in their execution and the
fulfillment of objectives. Yet, I believe it was not necessarily
the use of the military that was wrong, but the way it was
used; command and control problems created the issues.
Individual and tactical capabilities (will and skill) were less at
fault than the lack of clarity or knowledge of the strategic
objectives. An assessment of various operations follows.

Vietnam. In hindsight, some may argue that strategically
the Vietnam conflict was a “broken window” that conven-
tional forces did not, or could not, fix, given their limitations.
However, studies of how some aspects of the Vietnam War
were prosecuted are significantly positive.83 For example, the
Marine combined action platoon (CAP) program in South Vi -
etnam has been judged as having “worked superbly.” 84 A CAP
had 35 men: 20 local Vietnamese militia, 14 US marines, and
a Navy corpsman trained in customs, courtesies, culture,
and language. They shared ideas, lived together in Vietnam-
ese hamlets, and expanded civic action programs.85 CAP ma-
rines worked with the US Agency for International Develop -
ment, the Cooperative for American Relief Everywhere
(CARE), and the Catholic Relief Service.86 Between 1965 and
1968, CAPs enhanced cohesion and reliability of South Viet -
namese militia forces and had some tactical successes in
eliminating Vietcong influence.87 Lt Gen Lewis W. Walt, com-
mander of the Third Marine Amphibious Force in 1965, re -
calls the instructions to those going to Vietnam to “temper
the fight with an understanding of the people, compassion
towards them, and the exercise of good works in the midst of
war.”88

Somalia. Refugees running for their lives, burdening their
neighbor’s food supply and economics; rampant crime; looting;
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and blockages of civilian relief efforts drove US intervention
in Somalia in 1992.89 President Bush’s objective was limited
to “opening the supply routes, to get the food moving, and to
prepare the way for a UN peacekeeping force to keep it moving.
This operation is not open-ended.”90 Stopping the dying was a
fundamental objective. Ultimately, however, a shift to nation
building and then to taking sides seems to have occurred
under the Clinton administration.91 But was the failure of
achieving the “new” objectives due to inappropriate use of mili -
tary force, or was it more due to using the military for more
risk-oriented roles without anticipating increased casualties? It
is inconsistent to want to use force and expect to do so risk
free. The real test is minimizing losses by using the right as -
sets, the right way, at the right time, and for the necessary
length of time. Chester Crocker makes the point that at least
Somalia was “left better than we found it.”92

Bosnia. The jury is still out for the most part on the con -
tinuing operation in Bosnia. However, the first ground mis -
sion (UN Protection Force) attempt at peacekeeping and deliv -
ering food, water, and medical supplies was successful.
Special operations forces played a key role in initiating con -
tact with the parties for civil affairs and humanitarian relief.
Fred Hiatt writes, “What was done was far more useful than
doing nothing. . . . Some military missions may be justified if
they improve a situation without curing it.”93 Unfortunately,
the implementation force (IFOR) assumed the mission of
peace enforcement and had to create a secure environment
before nation building, restoration of the economy, elections,
refugee resettlement, and arms control could proceed. Ac-
cording to William Johnsen, this operation has been a
benchmark with the one-year deadline forcing the factions to
resolve issues rather than IFOR and other international or -
ganizations having to do it all.94 Implementing the military
provisions of the Dayton accords is proceeding more
smoothly than expected, but the civil elements are not.
Johnsen’s conclusion is emphatic as far as this window of
the world is concerned: “Military forces . . . have played a
critical and successful role in halting conflict and bringing
stability to the region [and] the basis of a lasting settlement
will depend to a significant degree on the ability of an
outside military force . . . that provide[s] unique capabili -
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ties essential for conduct of the mission (e.g., attack heli -
copters, intelligence, theater communications, civil affairs,
and psychological operations).”95 This is clearly an en-
dorsement for a well-trained SOF taking the lead.

Retired general John Shalikashvili reminds us that stabili -
zation in Bosnia has been working, and although IFOR re -
quired 17,000 troops, the follow-on force was to be 8,500 in
1997 and only 5,500 in 1998.96 Critics contend the military
is ill suited to nation building in Bosnia, but peace is still
being maintained and at acceptable cost. Christopher
Shepherd responds to concerns that OOTW missions take
time from training in other combat missions with the as -
sertion that the benefits outweigh the costs/risks. He con -
cedes that there may be some inability to execute combat
missions if policy makers do not recognize a need for force
structure adjustments; however, a relatively small de -
crease in proficiency on some combat tasks has been offset
by more than a year of relative peace in a historically vio -
lent region.97 Lastly, Gen George Joulwan, former supreme
allied commander of NATO forces and commander of US
Forces in Europe, stated that the Bosnia deployment “has
helped [troop] readiness. In the area of communications,
intelligence, and logistics, readiness has gone up and reen -
listments are higher than the Army’s goals because of the
troops’ sense of mission and purpose.”98

Panama and Northern Iraq. An analysis of two other op-
erations also contributes evidence that SOF are essential for
OOTW and that results would have improved if they had
been the supported (or lead) force rather than the supporting
force. Operation Promote Liberty in Panama was primarily a
nation-building operation to re-establish democracy in Pan-
ama in conjunction with Operation Just Cause, which was to
remove Manuel Noriega. The major effort required setting up
a trained civilian police force. Deficiencies included legitimiz-
ing the civilian government too soon, premature and uncoor -
dinated interagency transition of responsibilities, and a lack
of civilian capabilities in training/maintaining indigenous
assets. According to Maj James Klingaman, those prob-
lems would have been resolved or precluded with SOF
oversight. Operation Provide Comfort in northern Iraq pro -
vided assistance to the Kurdish refugees fleeing Saddam
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Hussein’s repression with a facet of peace enforcement.
Though the conventional forces ran a successful operation,
Klingaman’s analysis argues that special operations were
the “glue that [held] the operation together, provided it
synergy,” and kept lines of communication open to all in -
volved.99 These cases make strong arguments for institu -
tionalizing SOCOM for future humanitarian operations.

Other Windows. Indirect US military intervention also
contributed to positive results in El Salvador. US support
took 11 years, and it cost $6 billion and 20 American lives,
but the final result was a democratic government with im -
proved human rights and market reforms. This civil war
assistance was low profile and supported by a long-term
commitment. It succeeded because the right military arm
(special operations) had the opportunity, training, and
ability to do the task of counterinsurgency. 100

Another successful employment of SOF capabilities oc-
curred in the military training program in formerly Marxist
Mozambique during July 1996. This was a “low-key” opera -
tion involving 11 members of the Third Airborne Group, US
Special Forces, focusing on small units and leadership. 101

And we should not forget the Marine expeditionary unit (spe -
cial operations capable) that reinforced the US embassy in
Liberia for four months in 1996, ensuring security and re -
supply while disorder ruled the day.102 Finally, it is to be
noted that special forces, providing unique support, trans-
portation, and communication to the military operation and
mission in Ecuador and Peru, have kept the remote border
dispute there quiet since a brief war arose in 1995. 103

What Waits for Warriors and Windows?

[Our foreign policy successes have occurred] because we refuse
to listen to those who said that with the Cold War over America
could choose escapism over engagement. . . . The fact is America
remains the indispensable nation. There are times when Amer -
ica, and only America, can make a difference between war and
peace, between freedom and repression, between hope and
fear. Of course, we can’t take on all the world’s burden. But
where our interests and values demand it  and where we can
make a difference, America must act and lead.

—President William Clinton
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The foundation of the world’s “house” does not appear
threatened by any major catastrophe in the next 25 years.
Yet, numerous uncovered windows are chipped, broken, or
fracturing. A few insights and perceptions from senior op -
erators are useful. General Reimer, the Army chief of staff,
expects that “operations other than war are going to be the
norm, the nation needs an adequate number of soldiers to
do those missions, and if we trade off too much end
strength, later we will pay that bill in blood.” 104

The former chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS),
General Shalikashvili, believes the military must change
with the changing demands on the world and the United
States. He argues that interventions like Bosnia, Haiti, and
Rwanda must be included in future plans even though
they are not a direct threat because we must “make sure
we shape the environment in such a way that these lesser
threats to our lesser interests don’t grow . . . into some -
thing worse.”105 Retired general John Vessey, another for -
mer chairman of the JCS with 46 years of military service,
echoes General Shalikashvili: “Forces are needed to defend
against ‘big accidents’ that could grow out of little acci -
dents like in the past—and there are a lot of those out
there.”106

The former Air Force chief of staff, Gen Ronald Foglema n,
acknowledges that the use of military forces for peacekeep -
ing and other nonwar-fighting operations “is a reality that
needs to be addressed as a part of the QDR [quadrennial
defense review], especially ‘lesser regional contingencies’ . . .
like those carried out in Somalia, Bosnia, and Rwanda.” He
states that during the last major defense strategy review in
1993, known as the “Bottom Up Review,” these operations
were not an issue because they were handled ad hoc—an
approach using leftover forces that needs to change. 107 Gen
Charles C. Krulak, commandant of the US Marine Corps,
is of the opinion that the Marines have always had the lead
in doing “such other things as the President may direct,”
and he is proud to have the Marine Corps improving on
these OOTW even with reduced strength and budget. He
adds that “within three blocks you can have a soldier
wrapping a baby, spreading one’s arms to separate sides or
defending himself with arms, and the military has to
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change its socialization to do this.”108 Of singular impor-
tance are the expectations of Defense Secretary William
Cohen. He stresses that deployments for peacekeeping and
humanitarian missions will continue. “While we are not
and cannot be the world’s policeman,” he says, “neither
can we become a prisoner of world events, isolated, tucked
safely away in a continental cocoon.”109

Expert Recommendations

The military, and especially the Special Operations
Forces, clearly meet the future employment contract speci -
fications and expectations of our nation’s strategy based
on their core competencies and capabilities. However, the
experts also have identified concerns from a force structure
perspective and have provided relevant suggestions for
maintaining readiness as resources decline. Retired gen-
eral Fred Woerner advises that “consolidating (the cold
war) victory requires a continuing US role and new strate -
gies to strengthen democratic institutions.”110

General Fogleman states that based on realities, force
structure should be shaped to better handle operations
other than war: “You ought to equip them and focus them
on nonwar-fighting missions.” His formula for the future
American force structure is one capable of winning one-
and-a-half major conflicts. Others would be left to handle
one-half or one-quarter challenges, which may require
meeting the national security challenges with an expan-
sion of expeditionary mobile forces.111 General Reimer rec-
ommends more psychological operations and civil affairs
personnel as well as security police, combat support, and
combat service support units, because the new style of war
requires a different fighter.112 The former chief of the JCS
also realizes that though US troops are not prepared to be
international policemen, their new roles represent a
change that the QDR should consider in designing future
forces.113 The consensus is that more specialists in OOTW
are necessary and that “war readiness” or ability to re -
spond to fighting the nation’s wars need not suffer.

William Mendel notes that civilian agencies cannot han -
dle OOTW tasks because they have neither an adequate
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response to military force used against them nor the or -
ganizational or logistical assets for large operations. There -
fore, he makes a number of suggestions. First, there
should be a standing joint military planning staff for
OOTW with apportioned forces that would be trained to
join with government, nongovernment, and international
organizations in dealing with operations short of war. If
this arrangement were made permanent, with an estab-
lished command structure, the command would develop
expertise in interagency and international matters, act uni -
laterally or with others, be cost-effective, and avoid the
degradation of readiness in conventional forces by relieving
them of OOTW missions. Mendel recommends that liaison
representatives from private, interagency, and nongovern-
mental organizations work with his idea of a “joint engage -
ment command (JEC) reporting directly to the national
command authorities or serving as a subunified command
of USSOC.” Organized functionally, his JEC would have
reserves playing a major role, supplying engineering, medi -
cal, civil affairs, security police, security assistance, and
logistics components in addition to special operations per -
sonnel that include psychological operations and intelli -
gence units. Mendel believes that by “better organizing
what is now on hand” we would not create more force
structure, and “the Armed Forces could remain unbe -
deviled by OOTW missions, free to concentrate on training
for decisive battles of annihilation.”114 Mendel’s principles
are sound, but creating a JEC would duplicate an effort
already available in USSOC and add another layer of un -
needed military bureaucracy.

One last observation comes from a white paper by the
Strategic Aerospace Warfare Study Panel. That paper as -
sumes that militarily, at least until 2025, no single power
or combination of hostile powers will develop to match and
challenge US superiority. Any attempt to challenge the US
would be evolutionary and visible enough to allow suffi -
cient reaction time for meeting any spectrum of warfare. 115

Thus, a force structure with a greater ratio of SOF, inte -
grated with Guard and Reserve personnel (who do a great
portion of OOTW already), will be better able to do all the
nation’s assigned “windows” as well as have plenty of time
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to take care of the “house.” SOF are force multipliers. Their
expertise, maturity, and technology allow them to accom-
plish more tasks with fewer numbers. Their demonstrated
ability to work within the Total Force concept and with
coalition forces and indigenous personnel further reduces
the numbers of active duty US forces required. Our special
“subcontractors” in the profession of arms are more effi -
cient and effective in doing the growing assortment of “odd
jobs” than our general contractors are.

Conclusion

Peacekeeping is not a mission for soldiers, but only soldiers
can do it.

—Boutros Boutros-Ghali

The above quote has two facets. First, peace operations
(or any other OOTW) are not the normal missions the
armed forces as a whole are groomed for. Second, soldiers
can do OOTW, have done them and done them well, and
should do even better in the future when the force struc -
ture is properly adjusted for these taskings. In fact, with -
out a military threat to the nation’s survival on the hori -
zon, it is now more critical to have the capability to deter
war and exercise preventive diplomacy than to have a force
unable to react to anything but war. Unfortunately, there
are still many who oppose having the military do anything
but prepare for total war, and it would be surprising not to
find most of them within the military. Frankly, it is time to
stop complaining. Operations other than war are tasks the
military has done for a long time, even in periods of auster -
ity. Now that resources are again constrained, but the
world’s threats have proliferated, there is every reason to
keep those programs which represent effective, efficient,
and intelligent methods of realizing our national security
objectives.

Windows (OOTW) are already within the US military’s
contractual obligations, and their relevance is likely to in -
crease through predictably greater US participation in
United Nations-sanctioned operations. Special operations
units and organizational structures are in existence to
meet foreseeable contingencies. Special forces are primar-

HASSKAMP  31



ily staffed to work in a joint, combined, and interagency
way. All that is needed is an emphasis on expanding spe -
cial operations forces, including the continued integration
of Guard and Reserve personnel. The numbers do not have
to be large—technology, training, and talent allow more to
be accomplished with less, and mass applications of force
will not be needed anyway. Operational tempo for all forces
can be reduced, and yet, if combat operations are neces -
sary, the core of conventional warriors will still be ready.
More importantly, SOF are trained to be involved in a
broad spectrum of conflict. They can quickly make the
transition to combat readiness from a very restrictive con -
flict environment, thereby reducing the need for a large
standing military of just “war fighters.”

We must not lose sight of the fact that with an ever-
broadening definition of national security, the US military
should not be solely burdened with doing these windows.
Global security now requires efforts on the part of interna -
tional governmental agencies, private volunteer organiza-
tions, private organizations, and other instruments of
power from around the world. The SOF have a special dedi -
cation and capability to deter escalation of conflict by in -
volvement in operations other than war. They are, or
should be, the basic building blocks for “engaging and en -
larging” as befits our national security strategy.

In this post-cold-war world, without a major threat,
OOTW should be considered “windows of opportunity” for
helping to stabilize the world, promoting social and eco -
nomic equity, and minimizing or containing the disastrous
effects of failed states. Let us not merely pay lip service to
warrior diplomacy.

We conclude this study with an observation from Lt Col
Robert Poyner: As “we move from adolescence to adult -
hood, [we] put simpler things behind us and enter a far
more complex, sophisticated world . . . and realize that
many nontraditional taskings . . . (e.g., humanitarian re -
lief, peacekeeping, peacemaking, counternarcotics, etc.)
nestle quite well under the framework of projecting influ -
ence, which could be a helping hand just as easily as a
fist.”116
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