
Just five years after the U.S. Armyhelped defeat the Axis powers in
both the European and Pacific the-
aters, it was nearly pushed off the Ko-
rean Peninsula by a peasant army of
North Koreans. No one anticipated
this reversal of readiness, but it hap-
pened nonetheless. In The Korean War,
Max Hastings writes, “[This reversal]
was a direct consequence of [Defense
Secretary Louis] Johnson’s policies,
approved by [President Harry S] Tru-
man that by June 1950 … divisions
lacked 62 percent of their infantry fire-
power and 14 percent of their tanks …
and … the Army in Japan possessed
only forty-five days’ supply of ammu-
nition.” Many also believed that the
high-tech weapons of the time (air
power and atomic weapons) would
offset the need for ground forces. 
The Army will probably not suffer a

reversal of readiness similar to that
which followed World War II, but our
senior military and civilian leaders are
watching closely. For the past 12 years,
the Army has been ridden hard and is
now being put away wet. The risk of
unintended consequences is real, espe-
cially given several misleading or out-
right false propositions that are in-
creasingly part of the discussion on
U.S. strategy and defense planning.
First among these misleading propo-

sitions is that our wars are over. Amer-
ica is confusing “withdrawing from a
war” with “ending a war.” The two
are very different. A war ends when
strategic objectives are met or an en-
emy is defeated and recognizes its de-
feat. In Iraq, the war continues—albeit

at a level that the Iraqi security forces
are, so far, able to handle and the Iraqi
government can manage. The growing
instability in Iraq, spillover from the
situation in Syria and Iranian influ-
ences all make Iraq a tenuous place.
We hope to achieve sufficient stability
in Afghanistan, but such a result is not
a foregone conclusion—especially if
we leave behind too few NATO troops
to support and train the Afghan Na-
tional Army, or if the Afghan govern-
ment exacerbates internal and regional
tensions instead of relieving them. We
are shifting our strategy against al
Qaeda from one defined as “disrupt,
dismantle and defeat” to one that uses
drones, an occasional special opera-
tions forces raid, and surrogates to
manage terrorism—meaning, in the
words of David Sanger in Confront and
Conceal, “a precise, directed economy
of force … that quickly runs into limi-
tations.” The drone approach is a de
facto strategy of punishment and attri-
tion with all the attendant assump-
tions and risks. Reducing readiness
while at war is a dangerous strategy.
Equally dangerous is the United

States’ bias toward over-believing in
technological solutions—for example,
“lethal, fast and remote” solutions;
“rapid, decisive” operations; and “light
footprints.” While the United States faces
no overwhelming existential threat,
most analysts agree that we do face sig-
nificant ambiguity, with a reasonable
probability of becoming involved in
some kind of complex contingency oper-
ation that cannot be solved by relying on
our technological advances. 

Global Trends 2030: Alternative Worlds,
published by the National Intelligence
Council (NIC) in December 2012, for
example, states that our future holds a
potential for increased conflict, both in-
terstate and intrastate. Among the rea-
sons cited for the potential increase are
these: individuals and nonstate organi-
zations with access to disruptive tech-
nologies and instruments of war; diffu-
sion of power; growing competition
for ever-scarcer resources like water,
energy and food; fragile governments;
shifting demographics; wider scope of
regional instability; and potentially
stalled economic growth. The Global
Trends forecast for multiple forms of
war comes at a time of rising uncer-
tainty as to the United States’ willing-
ness or ability to be the guarantor of
security, and increased ambiguity as to
the stability of the international sys-
tem. At one point, the NIC lists rea-
sons that some found its conclusions
too optimistic. 
The study also suggests that hard

military power will retain some util-
ity, for “great power conflict [though
likely to decline] may not be incon-
ceivable.” Its utility, however, dimin-
ishes given the kinds of conflicts the
authors see emerging. The reader is
left to conclude that complex contin-
gency operations, hybrid warfare, ir-
regular warfare, intrastate warfare, 
or “war amongst the people,” as Sir
Rupert Smith calls them in Utility of
Force: The Art of War in the Modern
World—as well as the potential spill-
over into wider conflagrations affect-
ing the interests of major states—will
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used. We seem stuck on hope as our
method. Drawdowns without a com-
pelling vision end up budget-driven, not
strategy-driven. In a world like ours,
with so much ambiguity, so many vari-
eties of war plausible, and so many con-
tinuing global interests and responsibili-
ties, America needs a more complete

public discussion of our military re-
quirements and our ability to meet
them. No one doubts the demands of
our fiscal situation, but that shouldn’t
result in choices that may do more
harm to U.S. interests in the long run.

—GEN Gordon R. Sullivan
U.S. Army retired

Postwar periods of reduction are
always difficult. The one the nation is
going through now is particularly
hard. Why? First, we’re not in a post-
war period—we’re still at war. Sec-
ond, the nation seems to lack a com-
mon vision for the future, with
respect to how our military should be

By LTG James M. Dubik
U.S. Army retired
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require ground, conventional and spe-
cial operations forces to resolve.
Third is the human capacity for de-

nial. The 1989 invasion of Panama re-
quired a large number of ground forces.
Significant ground forces were also
necessary to remove Iraqi forces from
Kuwait. The ethnic cleansing in Bosnia
was finally stopped by an air/ground
campaign, and enforcing the Dayton
Accords required significant ground
forces. The Kosovo bombing cam-
paign punished the Serbs, but once
again, only NATO’s stabilizing ground
forces stopped the ethnic cleansing. In
Afghanistan and Iraq, fewer forces
were necessary to remove regimes
than were needed for the security and
counterinsurgency operations that fol-
lowed. So, when the mantra of “never
again” is applied to the employment
of large ground forces, Americans
should be skeptical. 
Reality forced itself on the Bill Clin-

ton administration, which did not
want to “do” Bosnia, as well as the
George W. Bush administration, which
did not want to fight a counterinsur-
gency. The Barack Obama administra-
tion may yet find itself in the same po-
sition—forced to do what it does not
want to do. How the situation plays
out in the Maghreb, the Middle East,
Southwest Asia, Iran, the Levant or
North Korea is very much an open
question. An adversary’s calculation
of U.S. leadership and capacity, more-
over, is an important factor in how the
future unfolds. In fact, resolution of
plausible scenarios in each of the geo-
graphic locations listed would require
much more than a “light footprint” or
a “lethal, fast and remote” approach. 
A fourth misleading proposition that

makes unintended erosion of readiness
possible concerns reaction time. The
United States has been surprised more
often than not. A decision for a democ-
racy to use force is often drawn out,
and executing a decision takes longer
still. Time is a precious commodity. So
the premise that America’s ubiquitous
intelligence capacity will allow us the
time to prepare for a slow-emerging
threat or adapt to an unfolding situa-
tion may apply, but only to a very lim-
ited band of possible scenarios. John

Keegan’s admonition in Intelligence in
War hits the nail on the head: “Fore-
knowledge is no protection against
disaster. Even real-time intelligence is
never real enough. Only force finally
counts.” Forces-in-being provide polit-
ical leaders with options; forces-in-
potentia do not. 
Similarly dubious is the argument

that America’s military capacity
should be focused on a forced-entry ca-
pacity. Of course, such a capacity is
necessary, but it is a preliminary capac-
ity: Access is gained or entry forced as
a means to employ a follow-on force;
sometimes small and for a short dura-
tion, but often not. To focus primarily
on anti-access or forced entry is to con-
fuse a means with an end.

Again, the human capacity for de-
nial is huge. Wanting U.S. strategic

challenges to be fixable by a “light foot-
print,” a “lethal, fast and remote” ap-
proach or a “rapid, decisive” operation
does not make it so. Nor does wishing
that America can anticipate its strategic
challenges make it so. In this time of
strategic ambiguity, while we remain
fighting an active, global enemy—and
with other potential threats to Ameri-
can security interests—the actual Amer-
ican ground force requirements seem to
be in inverse relationship to the direc-
tion the United States is taking.
Fifth comes the false belief that wag-

ing war is solely a military matter. Al-
most all analysts believe that military
force will remain necessary but insuffi-
cient to succeed in the kinds of “hy-
brid warfare” situations most see in
the future. Yet the nation’s ability to

identify the right strategy; raise, em-
ploy and coordinate the right military
and nonmilitary elements of that strat-
egy; and adapt that strategy flexibly
and quickly as conditions in the war
change cannot be listed as American
strategic strengths.  Improving these
strategic deficiencies, however, is
rarely part of any debate about Ameri-
can defense strategy.
Last, the Army’s own can-do attitude

is a potential contributor to the unin-
tended consequence of reversing readi-
ness. Of course, the can-do attitude is 
a two-sided coin. On one side, the
Army’s positive spirit is essential, de-
sired and necessary. Spirit and morale
have carried many units to success,
even in the direst of situations. A win-
ning and aggressive spirit, the hallmark
of America’s Army, is not made from
pessimism—nor can it be. The other
side of the coin, however, is a propen-
sity associated with all downsizing pe-
riods: avoiding brutal honesty. 
None of the foregoing is an argument

against reducing the United States’ de-
fense budget, the Army’s included. The
American way of war costs the nation
too much in personnel, weaponry and
equipment, and too much in supplies
and logistic support. This trend is par-
tially due to having a professional force.
Other cost-driving factors, however, are
also present: chasing higher and higher
technology, outsourcing too much to
contractors, and having fewer suppliers
of war-related items and services. Mili-
tary infrastructure is too large when
compared to the size of our forces; ex-
cess infrastructure must be reduced. So-
cial expectations—what our nation’s citi-
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Many years ago, during a White
House intelligence briefing that I

attended, the CIA briefer flashed an
unusual photo on the screen. It re-
vealed what appeared to be an ALFA-
class nuclear attack submarine docked
at the massive Soviet naval base on the
Kola Peninsula.
What made the photo unusual was

that the Russian sub appeared to be
bent in the middle, right behind the
sail—the structure that sticks up above
the hull—so that its front and back half

were catty-corner. There were no other
signs of damage. 
That, it turned out, was because the

“sub” wasn’t a sub at all. It was an in-
flated decoy. 
One of my civilian colleagues ob-

jected that no attacking aircraft would
be fooled by it for a minute. To which
the briefer replied that recognizing a
“rubber ducky” in a photo while sit-
ting in a comfortable conference room
chair was one thing. Recognizing it
while rolling in on it at 500 knots un-

der ground fire was another. “Believe
me,” he insisted, “decoys work.”
That episode came to mind recently

while reading the Associated Press re-
port of a document discovered on the
floor of a building in Timbuktu after Is-
lamic extremists had fled the city to es-
cape advancing French and Malian
forces. The document was a how-to
pamphlet on spoofing and otherwise
hiding from aerial drones.
Among its reported suggestions: us-

ing woven grass mats to conceal
parked vehicles, mudding them to
blend in with the desert, and furnish-
ing false targets using dolls and statues
—the homegrown equivalent of that
inflated Soviet sub decoy. Noted one
Air Force drone expert quoted in the
AP article, “These are not dumb tech-
niques. It shows that they are acting
pretty astutely.”
That should ring a familiar chord

with anyone who participated in the
U.S. Army’s “futures” war games of the
late 1990s and early 2000s. Red teams in
those games—those playing the en-
emy—invariably were compelled to
fight in conditions of unchallenged
Blue air supremacy.
The only way to survive in those

conditions, let alone have any chance
of winning, was through guile. One so-
lution, with which U.S. forces during
the past decade have become only too
familiar, was to operate in densely
populated areas, counting for protec-
tion on Western reluctance to inflict
civilian casualties.

zens expect is provided to deployed sol-
diers—also contribute to rising costs. Fi-
nally, U.S. acquisition and contracting
laws and regulations add to the rising
costs of war. 
War isn’t going away. The nation

needs a way to reduce the overall cost
of waging war and sustaining its mili-
tary forces. Believing that our wars
are over; that all future engagements
can take a “light footprint” approach
or be resolved with a “lethal, fast and

remote” operation; that we will have
enough time to grow what we need to
face a future threat; or that war is
solely a military matter are all delu-
sions.
The nation needs a serious and pub-

lic discussion about its defense needs
and the strategy to meet those needs.
Cutting by sequester, absent such a
public discussion, increases the risk of
gutting U.S. ground forces and unin-
tentionally reversing readiness. No

one desires such a consequence, but it
could happen nonetheless. The nation
could find itself having fewer strategic
options than it actually needs, and re-
peating mistakes at the expense of
American blood. �

LTG James M. Dubik, USA Ret., is a for-
mer commander of Multi-National Secu-
rity Transition Command-Iraq and a se-
nior fellow of AUSA’s Institute of Land
Warfare.

Another Cycle in War’s Cat-and-Mouse Contest
By Richard Hart Sinnreich

“No trinkets, guns or whiskey. Just a timetable for withdrawal.”
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In one early game, Red invaded a
neighboring country by infiltrating its
units into an annual religious pilgrim-
age. As the Blue commander later told
a reporter covering the game, “We
were helpless. There was no way to at-
tack them.”
But using human shields is a wast-

ing technique, especially for insurgents
seeking ultimately to earn the obedi-
ence, if not necessarily the affection, of
the local population. Spoofing is both
less risky and more reliable.
In its simplest form, spoofing simply

involves concealment, as with those
grass mats and other classic forms of
camouflage. But concealment alone has
limitations. 
For one thing, it tends to be hostage

to the local environment. Concealment
in urban areas and other complex ge-
ography is relatively easy. In the bar-
renness of deserts and other open ter-
rain, it’s much harder.
Moreover, modern technologies such

as look-down radar and infrared detec-
tion defeat purely visual camouflage.

They can even penetrate some solid
structures to reveal those concealed in-
side. And while today’s drones have
somewhat less sensor capability than
manned aircraft, that deficit is rapidly
disappearing.

Amuch better solution than con-
cealment alone is to decoy. Failing

to find any targets at all simply impels
the would-be attacker to look harder.
Much better to show him what he ex-
pects to find—or at least, what appears
to be what he expects to find.
Moreover, decoys have a collateral

benefit: They attract expensive muni-
tions that otherwise might not be ex-
pended, imposing costs on the at-
tacker without compensating return.
And since today’s advanced muni-
tions typically cost far more than the
decoys they destroy, the resulting ad-
verse cost-exchange ratio significantly
advantages the spoofing combatant.
In short, that the objects of our

drone attentions have begun to figure
out ways to defeat them should sur-

prise no one. But the implications are
important. Not least of those is the re-
ality, which sadly must be relearned
after each new development in aerial
attack, that, to defeat a capable and
determined enemy, especially one op-
erating on his own soil, nothing fi-
nally can take the place of boots on
the ground.
Because that’s true, drones should be

recognized for what they are: not the
revolutionary technology that some of
its more ardent enthusiasts claim will
transform—and sanitize—war, but in-
stead simply the newest entry in the
endless cat-and-mouse contest between
attacker and defender. 
Which also suggests that, as with

other such fads, war by drone may
prove easier to start than to end. �

Richard Hart Sinnreich writes regularly
about military affairs for The Lawton
(Okla.) Sunday Constitution. This ar-
ticle originally appeared in the February
24, 2013, Lawton Constitution and is
reprinted by permission of the author.


