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an effort to explain the phenomenon to future generations. The
term used within the military is doctrine; it is an unfortunate
term—like low-intensity conflict. Perhaps a better way of putting
it is simply that we are trying to get a consensus, not only within
the ranks of the military, but within the government, on what and
how one should proceed, how one should proceed to apply the
military instrument to a low-intensity conflict.

I do not want to engage in further historical thumb-sucking.
Rather, let me simply stipulate that I believe that this matter of
LIC is a very real problem. It is a problem today, and it is going to
become a more acute problem in the coming twenty years. I be-
lieve the problems of the Third World are going to become more
vexatious for future generations of Foreign Service officers and mili-
tary officers, and for future generations of American political lead-
ers than they have been in the very vexatious past. | want to pro-
pose to you six notions, or premises, that I think should underlie
the approach of the United States to the application of the mili-
tary instrument in the sort of circumstances that have been under
discussion here.

The first principle is one that is not well understood by the uni-
formed military. In fact, I think it almost generally ignored by
most of my colleagues in the profession. That is, the United States
armed forces will not be combat participants in the sorts of strug-
gles that are at issue here. The role of U.S. forces in low-intensity
conflict will almost invariably be indirect, and that certainly per-
tains to the role of the United States armed forces in any kind of
support for insurgencies abroad.

The second proposition is that the armed services should be pre-
pared to take on roles in support of insurgencies abroad. It is not
true that such activities must be assigned to the Central Intelli-
gence Agency. The laws of the United States make no such provi-
sions. There is a provision in law for Special Activities, and it is
the prerogative of the President to decide how roles and missions
should be allocated. 1 would argue, in fact, that many of the diffi-
culties that have obtruded in the past with so-called covert opera-
tions—the interference with the intelligence missions of the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency, the lack of professionalism in the execu-
tion of the directives, the privatization that has occurred in some
instances, most recently in Central America—all of these manifes-
tations come from our not using the best professional military tal-
ent available to the United States in a systematic way. The laws
presently provide for such application of the military instrument,
and we ought to take advantage of existing law. But that means
that the military departments themselves have got to think
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through, rethink through, their readiness to undertake this sort of
a mission. We have not done that in recent generations; not since
your era, Sam [LTG Sam Wilson], have we done any serious think-
ing about how to ready ourselves for this business. The whole ter-
minology, “low-intensity conflict,” has but one utility: it reminds
the budgeteers in the Pentagon, and in the armed services, that
there is this kind of a mission that can come their way.

The third general proposition that I would advance is that our
security assistance legislation is inept for these purposes. I think we
would all agree with two ideas at least that have been advanced
here. One of them is that we will from time to time have to act
against right-wing dictatorships which tend to be in the Third
World, propped up by military establishments. If one can antici-
pate such difficulties, one is better able to deal with them. Think-
ing through where you might be years hence is a much better way
of proceeding than trying to make it up as you go along, as we did
in Central America some years ago. The long-term strategic view
of Third World countries in which the United States might find it-
self supporting resistance movements of one kind or another would
argue for a very different type of foreign aid instrument than that
which is presently available. Without regard for the validity or
invalidity of any of the eleven kinds of foreign aid that are pres-
ently defined by law, I would simply point out that the law itself
has proved a very inflexible instrument for the President and the
Secretary of State for the prosecution of foreign policy. Congress
has repeatedly underfunded the administration’s requests for secu-
rity assistance, military assistance, and has earmarked 86 percent
of recent requests for military assistance for just five recipient coun-
tries. Thus, Congress predetermines where more than eight out of
ten security assistance dollars shall be spent, and in large measure
how they will be spent. When it comes to trying to anticipate diffi-
culties in countries where resistance movements of one kind or an-
other are likely, there are very few funds left in the security assis-
tance program.

There is a fourth strategic principle worth commending to you,
again alluded to by previous speakers, that the United States
should plan its military instruments in concert with other coun-
tries. Almost never will we be acting alone. We are not acting
alone in Afghanistan; we are not acting alone in Central America;
we are not acting alone anywhere in the world. Our ability to
bring to bear the capabilities of allies in this kind of endeavor, I
suggest to you, is strategically as essential as our thinking through
the contribution of allies in the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion. Yet, again, there is a fine fixation in our military professions’
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writings and teachings of sort of an ethnocentrism—as though we
were the only actors on the stage. That will be rarely the case, as
it should be. We ought to find roles for others who may have a
major stake in Third World affairs. Some U.S. strategist might
even delight in the role of Japanese Toyotas in the defeat of
Muammar Qaddafi’s invasion of Chad, for example.

As a fifth proposition in this sort of endeavor, as in higher-
intensity contingencies, the United States should seek to exploit
its technological advantages. This may seem a given, but the fact
is that the folks who tend to be in charge of these matters have a
very profound anti-technological bias. This is true in the Director-
ate of Operations of CIA; it is true in the Special Operation Proc-
ess of the military services. I would tell you, for example, that the
single most important sort of assistance that the United States can
give a potential insurgent force or a potential free political move-
ment is tactical intelligence. The kind of tactical intelligence that
we are most likely to be able to contribute most readily is techno-
logically derived. Trying to organize ourselves to make that possi-
ble within the American intelligence community, let alone within
the Defense Intelligence Agency, is a challenge that I submit de-
mands the best minds that the military can bring to bear.

Similarly, I would suggest to you that one of the more desta-
bilizing features of the Third World is the medical climate, note
particularly the AIDS epidemic in Haiti or in Central Africa,
which is bound to obtrude into Central America in the near fu-
ture. There will be a need for us to bring to bear a much more ex-
tensive form of public health assistance. Is that going to figure in
the support of insurgencies? You bet it is. I recently visited the
Special Operations Command, the new command established in
Tampa, Florida, by the Congress of the United States, in its wis-
dom. I was briefed that the Special Operations Forces of the
United States has been in some 76 of the 170 plus countries of the
world. I then asked to talk to the Command Surgeon. There is
none. No one had thought to bring that kind of thinking to bear
on the problem. We are going to need all of our technological
prowess in this low-intensity conflict environment.

As a sixth and final proposition, as we think ahead, the United
States will have to find alternatives to our present system of over-
seas bases. We have become overly dependent upon our ability to
fly material and people hither and yon in the world. Also, we
have become overly dependent upon enclaves on foreign soil from
which we conduct our business. I suspect that in the future, par-
ticularly with respect to support of foreign insurgencies, we will
place a much greater dependence upon maritime assets. That is
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not an endorsement for 600 ships or 700 ships in the United
States Navy, and that is not an endorsement for a larger Marine
Corps. That is simply an assertion that any department or agency
taking on this job is going to find itself dealing much more with
foreign support for the purpose of moving goods, services, and con-
ducting training. In terms of assets that we control, a lot more of
our work is going to be done at sea or from the sea.

You put all of that together and you can begin to see the shape,
it seems to me, of a doctrine for providing support, at the direc-
tion of the President, and hopefully with the support of the Con-
gress, in the sort of contingencies that we are meeting here to dis-
cuss.

I believe that the United States armed forces have a great deal
of potential that has not been brought to bear on even the very
popular case that we are supporting in Afghanistan. For example,
mention was made of the three million Afghan refugees. That is
about the equivalent of the total number of people in all of Nicara-
gua. There are among those Afghan refugees tens of thousands of
amputees from the mine warfare waged by the Soviets along the
Pakistani border. I have argued unsuccessfully to date that one of
the reactions of the United States to that set of circumstances
should have been the insertion of an American military hospital
optimized for the treatment of mine casualties. It would have been
a gesture, | believe, very acceptable to the Pakistanis, certainly
very acceptable to the Congress of the United States, and certainly
very relevant to the set of circumstances with which we are con-
tending out there. Yet it has not happened, and I do not know
why. Maybe that is a matter the Low-Intensity Conflict Board is
supposed to address: a way of making the military instrument rele-
vant to this sort of an undertaking.

Let me conclude by emphasizing three ways to apply my proposi-
tions. First, the military services believe that they need the help of
the other agencies of government in defining what their role in
LIC should be. I would sharpen that to say that they deserve lead-
ership from the Department of State. The Department of State
ought to help define the roles and mission for the use of the mili-
tary instrument, and there ought to be a much more imaginative
and forward-looking view from the State Department.

Second, just to go back to the point that I made in my discourse
on the centrality of intelligence, a major contribution that the
military can make to any low-intensity conflict situation is the am-
plification of tactical intelligence for the Ambassador. Yet in situ-
ation after situation around the world, nothing is being done, or
very little is being done, in that direction. That is a shortcoming











