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Introduction


Recently in South Africa, I provided a workshop on cultural intelligence based largely on the Canadian experience in Afghanistan and other operations over the last decade.  At the end of the session, a South African general approached me and thanked me for the “very interesting professional development session.”  However, he then clarified that what I was discussing was war, and South African forces would never take on anything other than simple peacekeeping.  I truly hope that the general’s prophecy is correct.  But, I doubt it.     


The desire to do “simple” peacekeeping operations, akin to the Cold War model Chapter VI operations, as represented, for example, by the decades long deployment by the United Nations Forces in Cyprus (UNFYCYP) is understandable.  Relatively speaking, they were simple operations.  The peacekeepers role was to monitor a ceasefire or peace agreement once the fighting had stopped.  Their employment was always within a prescribed boundary – in the buffer zone between the two former warring parties.  Their operating environment was very clear.  Each side had its fortified line.  Each side was clearly delineated by its front line and all participants were in clearly identifiable national uniforms.  Moreover, the entire operational area was quarantined.  There were rarely civilians or press to deal with.  When there was, it was under carefully controlled circumstances and the outside interlopers were always escorted.  In essence, the military was allowed to operate in almost complete isolation.       


The end of the Cold War, normally marked by fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, resulted in a dramatic shift in the international security environment. Many of the proxy states that were supported or subsidized by one or the other of the Superpowers were abandoned and, thus, drifted towards total collapse.  The resultant chaos transformed peacekeeping operations.  Where conflict in the Cold War was based on an inter-state paradigm, it now took on an intra-state posture.  Failed states spiraled into anarchy creating a vacuum of power that was often filled by warlords, paramilitary gangs and criminal organizations.  The civil wars and unrest that ensued were incredibly savage and frequently threatened to spill beyond their borders.   In 1995, Boutros Boutros-Ghali, the Secretary General of the United Nations wrote, “the end of the cold war removed constraints that had inhibited conflict in the former Soviet Union and elsewhere...[There] has been a rash of wars within newly independent States, often of a religious or ethnic character and often involving unusual violence and cruelty.”
 


The safe, templated and well known Cold War paradigm disappeared almost overnight.  The new security environment marked by complexity, ambiguity, and ever present media and nefarious enemies and threats embedded in the context of failed and failing states changed the face of peacekeeping.  Operations were no longer static, no longer conducted in isolation or with the agreement of all parties and they were exponentially more dangerous.  A whole new lexicon was developed that now spoke of peace support operations that encompassed peacekeeping, peace enforcement and peacemaking missions.  The dynamic, fluid and combative nature of the new security landscape spawned a whole new concept entitled the “Three Block War” that argued military forces were required to conduct humanitarian, peacekeeping and warfighting operations, potentially all on the same day, all within three city blocks.  Simply put, military forces deployed on peace support operations were required to have a wide range of skills, including combat capability.     

But the evolution of peace support operations was not yet complete. The terrorist attack on the twin towers of the World Trade Centre on 11 September 2001, (9/11) led to the most dramatic if not radical shift in Western security policy since the end of the Cold War.  It provided the rationale for two major conflicts – Afghanistan and Iraq, as well as a global anti-terror campaign that has arguably fueled an extraordinary high level of anti-western sentiment in much of the Muslim world. Like it or not, traditional UN peace support operations to bolster failing states or provide humanitarian assistance cannot separate themselves from the larger global context of the conflict that is currently raging.  Globalization has allowed exponential advances in communications, as well as the transfer of information and technology.  These change have fuelled the next generation of conflict. 


In essence, although many threats are geographically confined, international terrorist networks (e.g. al Qaeda) pose a global threat.  Quite simply, their goals, operational methodologies and adaptability have shifted the nature of trans-national insurgencies.  They employ asymmetric strategies in attacks following a doctrine of propaganda by deeds. They use the tactics of terrorism and guerrilla warfare in the pursuit of their objectives and have refined other disruptive techniques including suicide bombings, improvised explosive devices and mass casualty events.  Additionally, as already mentioned, they exploit globalization (e.g. telecommunications, financing, internet interconnectivity for information operations and sharing lessons learned, techniques, tactics and procedures).
  In addition, the proliferation of technology continues to enhance their capacity and reach.  In summary, these organizations are networked, multi-layered and complex entities capable of detailed operational planning, synchronization and execution and are continually expanding their reach. 


The “so what?” is dramatic. Quite simply, no region or nation is immune.  The set of actors on the international scene is now much more diverse, interconnected and ruthless.  “It is a merciless enemy,” explained US Marine Corps Lieutenant-General James N. Mattis, “and it is up to you [military] to stop them as far from our shores as you can.”
  The enemy we face, described Major-General Robert Scales, “is dedicated to tactics, techniques and procedures (TTPs) that are unacceptable to western nations; they are organized and networked; passionate and fanatical; committed; relentless and savage.”
  Additionally, respected author, scholar and analyst Robert Kaplan warned, “[we will face] warriors – erratic primitives of shifting alliance, habituated to violence, with no stake in civil order.”


As such, some theorists have noted that we are currently engaged in Fourth Generation Warfare (4GW), where the enemy uses largely asymmetric tactics to achieve their aim; where human (non-kinetic) not technological solutions are paramount; and where integrated operations (i.e. cooperation and coordination between all players - joint (all four services in the military), law enforcement agencies, other government departments, coalition partners, allies, national and international agencies) in a long war scenario provide the best hope for success.  


In the current security environment, militaries need soldiers, leaders and commanders with judgment, wisdom and reasoning abilities, not just technical skills.  

Increasingly we find that we are unwilling or unable to bring our technology superiority to bear.  “You’re going to have people coming at you who don’t play by the rules,” observed Harvard University political scientist  Michael Ignatieff, “and you’re going to have people coming at you who have an infinitely greater willingness to risk anything, i.e., their lives, than you may and that’s one of the challenges you have to face.”


Simply put, the current security operating environment is chaotic, volatile, uncertain and ever changing.  The ambiguous nature and asymmetric conditions inherent in most conflicts today require militaries to rapidly deploy forces that can apply special skills sets in a variety of environments and circumstances to achieve difficult missions in peace, conflict or war. Although excellent equipment may provide a technological edge, deployed forces must ensure they are composed of leaders and soldiers who are adaptive and agile.  In the end, the naïve belief that one can only undertake missions that consist only of “simple peacekeeping” is an assumption that could prove to be costly. 


As such, this paper will examine theoretical constructs to frame operations in the current security environment.  Furthermore, leadership lessons for preparing leaders for the contemporary operating environment will be discussed using Canada’s engagement in Afghanistan, which began as a result of the Canadian government’s desire to assist UN efforts to rebuild a failed state, as a case study.
     

The Concept of Three Block War 


The attraction of “simple peacekeeping” missions is understandable.  It allows forces to minimize the training and equipment requirement for their personnel and it is far less dangerous.  However, the world has changed and one can argue that the “simple peacekeeping mission” of yesteryear has vanished.  In the early 1990s United States Marine Corps (USMC) Commandant General Charles C. Krulak coined a concept called the Three Block War (3BW).  He described this as military operations other than war combined with mid-intensity conflict.  Although he developed his concept based on the belief that most of our future conflicts would take place in cities because of urbanization, the core of the issue was based on the evolution of peace support operations.  He explained that in 3BW the entire spectrum of tactical challenges ranging from humanitarian assistance to peacekeeping to traditional warfighting could be encountered in the span of a few hours and within the space of three contiguous city blocks.
  


The importance of the concept was based on the premise, or one could argue reality, that military personnel must be capable of operating in an ambiguous, chaotic, volatile and rapidly changing battlespace.  Moreover, they must be able to think in non-traditional, non-western ways and think in terms of the enemy’s perspective.  Importantly, leaders and their followers must also be able to transition through the entire spectrum of conflict seamlessly – in essence they must be able to fight the “three block war.”   Simply put, military personnel must be able to transition from humanitarian operations, peace support or stability tasks to high intensity mid-level combat, potentially all in the same day all in the same area of operations.

Fourth Generation Warfare


The concept of 3BW dominated during the 1990s as a result of the context of the times.  Failed and failing states, such as Somalia and the Former Yugoslavia fixated UN and Western efforts.  Nonetheless, as early as October 1989 former Lieutenant-Colonel William S. Lind had introduced the concept of Fourth Generation Warfare (4GW) in the Marine Corps Gazette.  He attempted to forecast the future trend in warfare.  Although overshadowed by other theorists at the time, his idea gained prominence after 9/11.


According to Lind first generation warfare was characterized by linearity and order; an environment where states held a monopoly on the use of war to obtain political ends.  The next generation of war, 2GW, was ushered in by World War I.  It was a function of fire and movement captured in the mantra “artillery conquers, infantry occupies.”  3GW was also introduced during WWI by German storm troopers, but was refined and became dominant during World War II where it was showcased by German blitzkrieg tactics.  In simplest terms 3GW was manoeuvre warfare.


Fourth generation warfare (4GW) refers to a nonlinear, asymmetric approach to war in which agility, decentralization and initiative are instrumental to success.  Antagonists utilizing 4GW normally favour indirect and asymmetric approaches, however, they will employ the full range of military and other capabilities, in order to erode an adversary’s power, influence and will.  In essence, 4GW “seeks to convince the enemy’s political decision makers / political leaders that their strategic goals are either unachievable or too costly for perceived benefit.” The struggle “is rooted in the fundamental precept that superior political will, when properly employed, defeat greater economic and military power.”
  It is fought across the entire spectrum of society and human activity – political, military, economic, social.  In short, 4GW is intended to influence and affect the non-military population of a nation.  It is, as General Sir Rupert Smith asserts, “war amongst the people.”
  Its use is meant to collapse an enemy internally versus destroying them physically. 


Furthermore, 4GW departs radically from the traditional model in which the conduct of war was the monopoly of states.  It evolved out of the radically different conditions of the post-Cold War era.  It is not a type of war for conquest or territory.  The enemy is not a nation-state and its people.  Rather, in 4GW, non-state actors such as Hamas, al-Qaeda and the Taliban become serious opponents, capable of operations outside of their traditional areas of operation.  


Moreover, in 4GW the definition of combatants diverges significantly from the traditional laws of armed conflict.  4GW is non-linear, widely dispersed and largely undefined.  It has few, if any, definable battlefields and the difference between “civilian” and “military” is often indistinguishable.”
 


The concept of 4GW is not without criticism.  Some analysts have stated that 4GW is so vague and all encompassing that it can include everything and as a result is of little value.
  However, it does provide a construct by which to examine asymmetric tactics and evolution of warfare.  Moreover, placed in the context of ongoing conflicts it also provides a framework to understand enemy intent and TTPs, as well as to prepare your own forces.

Asymmetry 
As already eluded to, the asymmetric nature of future conflict will have a dramatic effect on how we fight.  “Asymmetry,” according to American strategist Steven Metz, “is acting, organizing, and thinking differently than opponents in order to maximize one’s own advantages, exploit an opponent’s weaknesses, attain the initiative, or gain greater freedom of action.”  He adds that “It can entail different methods, technologies, values, organizations, time perspectives, or some combination of these … [and it] can have both psychological and physical dimensions.” 
  Doctrinally, an asymmetric threat is a concept “used to describe attempts to circumvent or undermine an opponent’s strengths while exploiting his weaknesses, using methods that differ significantly from the opponent’s usual mode of operations.”

At its core, asymmetry is not designed to win battlefield victory.  Rather its aim is to disrupt, distract and disconnect.  In short, to wear down a normally superior opponent.  “Difficult to respond to in a discriminate and proportionate manner,” explained strategist Colin Gray, “it is of the nature of asymmetric threats that they are apt to pose a level-of-response dilemma to the victim.  The military response readily available tends to be unduly heavy-handed, if not plainly irrelevant, while the policy hunt for the carefully measured and precisely targeted reply all too easily can be ensnared in a lengthy political process which inhibits any real action.”
  

Gray also points out that the asymmetric threat makes coercive threats less credible and even poses difficulties in going to war as was recently demonstrated in the war against terrorism and the lack of international support for the American war against Iraq in 2003.  Moreover, the asymmetric threat makes the achievement of operational and tactical goals difficult.  As Gray pondered, what defines success? Displacing Osama Bin Laden? Ousting Saddam Hussein?  Furthermore, it is not enough for responses “to asymmetric threats to be effective; in addition, they must be politically and morally tolerable.”
  

Herein lies the difficulty for the practitioner.  Commanders will be required to operate in, and be comfortable with, ambiguous and uncertain surroundings.  Their options for the type of, if not the use of, force will often be restricted.  In addition, of necessity, they will require the capability of adapting physically and theoretically to changes not only in their immediate operational area but also in the larger international security environment.  It will also demand that individuals, units and formations be agile, flexible and capable of responding to the unforeseen and expected. 


Complexity will also derive from the nature of the enemy that is spawned by asymmetric warfare and the evolving Western way of war.  As military superiority increases so too does the resiliency of the opponents.  The enemy will work increasingly in complex networks composed of small organizations made up of a small number of dispersed individuals that communicate, coordinate and conduct campaigns in an inter-netted manner.  These associations will be diverse, robust and redundant, thus, making it difficult to bring superior effects to bear.  There will be multiple nodes, most likely with no centralized command to attack.  Therefore, the question arises how do you defeat it? 

Leadership Lessons Learned

Having set the theoretical parameters of operating in the contemporary environment it is now timely to look at the actual execution of operations and the difficulties they entail for commanders and leaders.  The lessons are many and those discussed in this paper only scratch the surface.  Many are inter-related and mutually supporting as will become evident.  Nonetheless, Canadian operations in Afghanistan have highlighted a number of salient issues that have forced change in how military personnel are educated and trained.  In most cases changes have been successfully undertaken (whether out of necessity, circumstance or by design is a separate debate).  

Preparing for Complexity


To state that the modern battlespace is complex is a huge understatement.  The nature of 4GW and the enemy’s asymmetric approach it entails, coupled with operations in foreign, harsh, inhospitable and alien environments, as well as in cooperation with a multitude of players (e.g. coalition, allies, host nation, other government departments, national and international agencies and non-governmental agencies (NGOs)) provide challenges of Herculean proportions. Major-General Scales observed, “Victory will be defined more in terms of capturing the psycho-cultural rather than the geographical high ground.” He explains:

Understanding and empathy will be more important weapons of war.  Soldier conduct will be as important as skill at arms.  Cultural awareness and the ability to build ties of trust will offer protection to our troops more effectively than body armor.  Leaders will seek wisdom and quick but reflective thought rather than operational and planning skills as essential intellectual tools for guaranteeing future victories.

His sentiments are well supported.  “The absolute truth of the complexity of the modern battlespace,” revealed Lieutenant-Colonel Shane Shrieber, the operations officer for the NATO multi-national brigade in Afghanistan, “requires mental agility and adaptability.  The greatest weapon is the intellectual ability of the Canadian soldier to adapt – not new technology, surveillance, or weapons.”


The emphasis in the contemporary environment has shifted from a traditional focus on internal processes to one that must be capable of dealing with 4GW, which is inherently chaotic and fluid.  Therefore, emphasis must be placed on the enemy and the situational requirements.  Individual leader and soldier initiative is more important than slavish adherence to standard operating procedures (SOPs) and obedience. Understanding and adherence to the commander’s intent becomes far more important than specific detailed orders.  In essence, the contemporary environment has shifted:
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The very indiscriminate and asymmetric nature of 4GW necessitates agility in thinking and the rapid and flexible conduct of operations, as well as decentralization and the reliance on initiative at the lowest tactical level.  It is a small unit war most of the time.  As such, subordinate commanders must be allowed the freedom to conduct operations based on circumstances as they arise.  A culture of adaptability and agility of thought is key.  But, the operational commander must ensure that the employment of tactical forces achieves specific ends, or objectives in accordance with the operational campaign plan.

To complicate this factor is the operational context.  First, the commander rarely has enough enablers (e.g. aviation, fast air, surveillance suites, artillery, psychological operations) and those that do exist in theatre are national assets and controlled as such by the respective donor nation.  As a result, priority of use and national caveats are not the commander’s call.  Furthermore, the environment is extremely complex and the commander simply does not own the battlespace.  For an example, a commander may have to deal with up to 30 significant incidents a day, including a mass casualty; a catastrophic friendly fire incident minutes before H-Hr for a brigade offensive; five different special operations forces (SOF) groups all from different countries, all operating in their active area of operations (AO), all of whom report to different chains of command.  These issues are exacerbated by national caveats on force utilization; insufficient enablers all of which you do not own; hidden international agendas, Host Nation limitations; and domestic national imperatives, just to name a few.  Added to this is an extremely complex operational environment where it is hard to determine friend from foe and the terrain is some of the most difficult possible in which to conduct military operations.   

In addition, the restrictions and limitations placed on the operational commander as a result of the coalition context is another huge challenge.  As briefly mentioned earlier, leaders must cope with diverse, nation-centric and / or at times competing national interests in pursuit of the mission, which all must be dealt with through complex chains of command.  From the political / development side this also means players must seek policy directives and / or authority prior to engaging.  Moreover, national caveats on force employment provide further restrictions. Amazingly, it seems not all force providing countries are prepared to let their forces fight.  This coalition factor is further complicated by cultural and organizational differences and the egos of personalities and especially commanders.  The importance of building personal relations becomes key.

Finally, perhaps one of the most difficult challenges is balancing ground truth with domestic expectations.  National agendas and expectations for progress and good news stories, for example, reconstruction and a better Afghanistan to justify the cost in Canadian blood and treasure often run counter to the reality on the ground.  Leaders face pressures “to get on with it” while still wrestling with a very dangerous threat environment on the ground that does not always permit the necessary freedom of movement or collaboration required to prosecute development or reconstruction programs.  In addition, coalition resource limitations and foreign national caveats on their participating forces can place an inordinate burden on select nations who are in a lead position to provide security in their assigned area of responsibility. 

The actual ground also adds to the complexity of the modern battlespace, particularly with operations in urban type centres. Small, distributed targets, primarily people, are densely located in a high clutter, masked environment.  The design of cities with their abundance of varied infrastructure limit and restrict current military capabilities such as stealth, mobility, C4 (command, control, communications and computers), ISTAR (intelligence, surveillance, target acquisition and reconnaissance) and GPS (ground positioning system) navigation and target designation.  Moreover, fighting in built up areas is not a traditional core competency of most armies.  This is further exacerbated by the inability, due to failure to train and practice, of soldiers and commanders to think in a three dimensional manner.

These challenges and limitations provide a leveling effect.  In addition, cities also provide physical cover for the enemy.  As noted, an urban centre by its very nature tends to neutralize technology, especially long-range weapons.   As a result, it relegates action to close combat – normally a very slow, resource and casualty intensive process.  Moreover, the clutter and dense nature of cities allows for maximization of camouflage, concealment, deception and surprise strikes.  The most recent conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan, demonstrate that an opponent will hide combatants, equipment and weapons in churches, community centres, hospitals and schools, as well as shedding uniforms and deploying combatants in civilian dress mixed in with the population in an attempt to achieve success.  One unofficial after action report revealed the enemy to be “Smart, flexible.  Utilizing all means at their disposal.  They have moved ammo in civilian trucks, held weapons to their own people’s heads, and pretended to be doctors with asthmatic children.  Pretend to surrender then open fire.”
  Not surprisingly, two Chinese strategists have warned, “There is no means which cannot be used in war [in the future] and there is no territory or method which can not be used in combination.”
 
This movement to asymmetric and unrestricted warfare on the part of some antagonists severely increases the complexity for commanders and their soldiers.  Regardless of the heinous nature of the circumstances that caused the conflict, or the moral bankruptcy of the organizations fighting it, militaries of participating democracies will be expected to uphold the principles and values that are fundamental to their societies.  Future pressures due to the political context and constraints such as societal tolerance to friendly casualties, timelines, collateral damage and demand for increasing precision engagements will make military operations exponentially more complex in the future.
  When military force is authorized, the resultant action will have to be at as low a risk threshold as possible, ensuring the minimum of casualties and collateral damage, yet, accomplished in the quickest possible timeframe.  

There results an inherent paradox.  Commanders are often left with the quandary of using enough force to win, but thereby risking criticism of excessive death and destruction, or using too little force and risk losing, or at a minimum becoming the target of criticism once again for a stalled, ineffectual strategy, campaign and / or performance (e.g. initial stages of the Kosovo, Afghanistan and Iraq campaigns in 1999, 2001, 2003 respectively).  
This realization, provides opponents with another valuable reason to use urban settings – political cover.  The risk of heavy casualties, specifically civilians; the danger of collateral damage and the likelihood of a subsequent humanitarian crisis in the aftermath of a prolonged struggle in an urban area, compounded by the scrutiny of the media, provide not only a leveling of the battlefield but in some ways an advantage to the enemy.  The resultant political constraints (i.e. restrictive ROEs) compounded by the necessity to invest heavily in humanitarian and public affairs efforts to counterbalance the negative press can potentially distract from the primary mission and sap momentum.  It also will have the effect of prolonging the conflict, which to an impatient public is untenable.  

In the end, the complexity in the contemporary and future battlespace will require mental agility and adaptability.  A military’s greatest weapon will be the intellectual ability of the average leader and soldier to adapt and do the right thing.  Only internalized values, commitments and intellectual skills will fill the bill.
  It will not be a function of new technology, surveillance equipment or weapons.  “We must never forget that war is fought in the human dimension,” reminded General Peter Schoomaker, former Chief of the US Army.  He explained:

Defeating our enemies requires a shared understanding of the threat and a strategic consensus.  It requires a concerted effort, utilizing all elements of power – diplomatic, informational, military, and economic.  Finally, it requires a national commitment to recruit, train, equip, and support those in uniform and their families, something that is a matter of priorities not affordability.
  

Dealing with Host Nation

Yet, another important leadership lesson is the importance of working with host nation forces and decision makers.  T.E. Lawrence, better known as Lawrence of Arabia, the infamous practitioner of unconventional warfare in the Middle East during the First World War wrote, “It is better to let them do it themselves imperfectly than to do it yourself perfectly.  It is their country, their way and our time is short.”  Amazingly, his sage advice is often ignored. 

Military commanders invariably approach a problem with conviction, confidence and pre-conceived ideas of how they will solve a problem.  Rarely do they have knowledge or confidence in the experience or advice of others.  As a result, mistakes or delays in achieving effects are often realized.  “Individuals were sent home,” Lieutenant-General Andrew Leslie, a former Deputy Commander of ISAF remarked. “Immaturity and the inability to actually think outside the box made them ineffective,” he continued, “What they tried to do was bring their usually very limited experience from somewhere else and apply it the same way that it had been done somewhere else and that didn’t work.” He explained, “each mission has got it’s own unique drivers, cultural conditions, local nuances, relationships with your other allies or other combatants.”  Moreover, he emphasized that the Afghan problem needed an Afghan solution.
  

In the end, commanders must engage host nation forces and decision makers.  As difficult as it may be to work with less skilled, trained and equipped forces and personnel – it must be understood that there is no option.  To build capacity so that the host nation can eventually take over responsibilities for their own affairs the governance and security apparatuses must be built.  This can only be achieved through dedicated efforts and building host nation capacity at all levels.  Moreover, long lasting success can only be achieved if the solution is integral to the culture, society and norms of the host nation.  Transplanted ideas and structures, as well intentioned as they may be, are more often than not ineffective. 

Preparing self and others for the scope of conflict

An important leadership lesson that is not always grasped is the scope of the conflict.  For example, the default setting, or more accurately attitude, that “this is just a simple peacekeeping or peace support mission” ignores the nature of contemporary operations.  As indicated earlier, arguably there is no such thing as a “simple peacekeeping mission.”  UN operations in the Balkans, Somalia, Rwanda and Afghanistan, to name a few, have shown the tragic results of being unprepared. 

As such, leaders must ensure they create, nurture and maintain the proper combat mentality within their command by cultivating an understanding of the magnitude of the mission and the soldier’s responsibility in making the operation a success.  They must reinforce the concept of the three block war and 4GW.  Everyone must comprehend that the Blue Beret or moral righteousness of their engagement in a trouble zone does not guarantee an absence of violence.  

Repeatedly, commanders on the ground lament that not everyone in theatre, or at home, has fully grasped the scope of the respective conflict they are engaged in, whether Somalia or Afghanistan for example.  The slow uptake of individuals in theatres of operations often translates into unnecessary casualties until the hard lesson is learned.  This is the reason that the intelligence senior non-commissioned officer (NCO) who provides an in-country threat brief to newly arrived personnel in Afghanistan ends his 40 minute lecture with “Now it’s important to remember, they [Taliban] ARE trying to kill you.”
Ensuring that leaders and subordinates are properly prepared for the respective theatre of operations and the full spectrum of conflict is critical.  In practical terms it will physically save lives since individuals will ensure they adopt the correct force protection posture.  But, equally important, it will steel leaders and their subordinates for the hard decisions that need to be made in crisis situations as well as prepare them to deal with the reality of violent, traumatic and stressful events.  “Mental toughness must be developed just like physical fitness,” counseled a unit regimental sergeant major, “because you are going to face some hard times and hard decisions.”

Dealing with Death


Casualty averse publics are a reality.  The less a society feels they have at stake in an out of area mission the more reluctant they are to pay in blood or national treasure to help out a failed or failing state.  This dynamic is well understood by belligerents and combatants and they use this knowledge as a major tool for destabilizing UN missions or coalitions of the willing.  Asymmetric tactics assist in their ability to wreak havoc on participating nations.  Opponents understand that casualties have a huge domestic impact.  Deaths in far away places for reasons not always well understood by domestic populations inevitably erode support for operations.   

As such, with a determined foe casualties will inevitably occur as they attempt to influence events and undermine governments and their support base.  The effect in theatre is dramatic.  “The biggest shock,” reveals Lavoie, “is that you will lose guys and you are losing guys.” He elaborated:

It’s a bit of a shock and as a leader you must put it into perspective.  But, it’s a huge morale issue.  Soldiers see their friends, buddies and colleagues on the ground dead.  They don’t see the 200 enemy dead.  The guys are definitely hurting.  I’m just not sure how you could ever replicate that in training. I mean we certainly covered the issue in our preparatory training back in Wainwright and other places. You can get your TTPs [tactics, techniques and procedures] down for doing the casualties, but you never get that true battlefield inoculation of actually seeing 37 soldiers laying on the ground all wounded, all in pain, all in agony, all needing treatment, as well as the dead along with that. And that’s just something that never gets any easier. I think your TTPs – the procedural stuff, can be ironed out and more efficient SOPs developed, but the psychological side of it never, never gets any easier that’s for sure.

“You can mitigate it [taking casualties] but will never be able to bring it to zero,” asserted Brigadier-General David Fraser, “You need commanders who have resolve of steel to get things done.”

In the end, leaders themselves must come to grips with, and assist their subordinates come to cope with, mass casualties and combat death.  This is the single biggest shock and most difficult psychological challenge all participants are facing in Afghanistan.  Despite the fact that everyone acknowledged that there would be casualties and deaths in theatre, and they all witnessed ramp ceremonies on television before deploying, almost all were unprepared for it when it occurred.  Leaders at all levels struggled with making sense of the deaths themselves and then had to try to comfort and make sense of it for their subordinates.  “People are choking on a richness of experience,” commented Padre Robert Lauder, “they are trying to metabolize it; trying to understand the new environment, but there is too much to chew, too much to swallow but they can’t spit it out.”

Information Operations

Major-General Scales, a well-known strategic analyst and author observed, “the greatest challenge in the modern battlefield is human.” He explained, “its not about technology, rather the object is to influence opinion –  to win over populations.”  He added, “its not about kinetic energy or kinetic solutions. Killing is not important. Cognitive dominance is the key.”
  US Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice reinforced this idea when she stated, the US is now engaged in a “great global struggle to determine what ideas will organize the 21st century.”
  However, prosecuting a long war or operational deployment is difficult unless the public can see a major attack or clear threat to them or their society. As such, militaries desperately need a clear moral right to be doing what they are doing.  And, if they step off the moral high ground they will lose support – both domestic and international.


Within this context, one leadership lesson that is frustratingly slow in gaining traction is the importance of information operations (IO).  IO “are continuous military operations within the Military Information Environment that enable, enhance and protect the commander’s decision action cycle and mission execution to achieve an information advantage across the full range of military operations.”
  Clearly, all operations in the contemporary environment, at all levels, are dependent on information operations (IO), which include computer network attacks, efforts to counter-propaganda, deception, electronic warfare (EW), destruction of enemy IO targets, security of friendly information and infrastructure, as well as related activities such as civil military cooperation (CIMIC) and public affairs.  One immediate requirement is the need to get information disseminated quickly to both military personnel and the civilian populations of both the inhabitants in the area of operations, as well as the domestic and international audience.  This entails the swift devolution of information, i.e. explaining events at the scene by the tactical operators.  

This carries a degree of risk and adds to the complexity of the task.  However, a RAND study concluded, “the marginal return from leveraging an information factor – such as the media – may be greater than the marginal return of applying more firepower.”
  In the end, time becomes the critical factor – often the centre of gravity.

This has a dramatic implication for those conducting operations.  Firstly, it requires a greater concentration on IO and a comprehension of the peoples / cultures of the area of operations.  It will also necessitate great effort into countering propaganda and informing the media, affected population, domestic audience and the international community of the “proper and righteous” manner in which operations are being conducted.

A fundamental lesson is that commanders must believe and communicate that IO is an integral part of the unit’s mission.  Their actions must mirror their words.  As such, personal involvement and staff focus is critical.  For instance, key personnel must be selected and dedicated to carry out IO planning and coordination.  Commanders must support IO in their selection of priority intelligence requirements and they must set the tone for the vital intelligence support of IO. 

In the end, it is vital to keep objectives simple.  In addition, one should never take a templated, cookie cutter approach.  It is important to stay adaptive and dynamic.  What worked one week will not necessarily work the next week.  Moreover, what worked in one area / region / country may not work in another.  “Although lethal operations against insurgent fighters instills confidence in the population,” stated one senior officer, “their effect can be short-lived and also open to interpretation and manipulation by the insurgent information operations campaign.” He continued, “The consistent promulgation of key messages in conjunction with all other types of operations has a broader and more lasting effect on the population.  IO is the best tool that can be used to have an impact on the greatest number of people.”
 

Dealing with the Media 

Opponents will use the mass media as a tool to defeat national resolve.  As such, leaders and their subordinates will invariably operate in a politically sensitive environment where the actions of a soldier at a roadblock or in a tactical setting can have strategic ramifications.  Operating in a setting that is under the constant glare of the news camera will exacerbate the complexity faced by leaders and their subordinates.  “The Power of CNN” is no longer an idle network boast.
  The CNN effect of instantaneous worldwide imaging will magnify tenfold the concept of the “strategic corporal” where a tactical decision / error can become a strategic issue as it is beamed across the globe in real time.  In fact, it adds to the volatility of the political security environment.  The media’s global connectivity and instant reporting can create threats or new threats based on viewers’ reaction (and generated perceived beliefs) to news reports (e.g. collateral damage, unjust military action).  A glaring example was the American soldier who upon clearing a stronghold in Iraq during the invasion, raised the American flag.  Although lowered almost immediately, the fleeting image of that action unleashed a barrage of controversy and debate over the act in regards to the implications of an American occupying power instead of a liberating force.  “A wrong decision in the glare of the media,” warns Colonel Paul Maillet, a former Canadian Department of National Defence Director of Defence Ethics, “can have far reaching consequences that can affect peacekeeping mandates and strategic and national policies and aims.”
 

The CNN effect also feeds what has become an unrealistic impatience by both the public and the media.  Military operations, arguably the most multifarious of human endeavors, even when conducted in some of the most distant and hostile environments known, is expected by a restless media and their audience to be completed within days, at best weeks.  In a medium where only 90-100 seconds are allocated per issue on an average news story and where the concept “if it bleeds it leads” exists, there is a need for news to be dramatic, if not sensational.  This will cause great problems for the military.  News reports will be fleeting and without context.  “Television as a medium has no past and no future,” explained NATO spokesman Jamie Shea, “It is always the eternal present. What BBC’s Nik Gowing has called the ‘tyranny of real time,’ with no causality, no connection to what came before or what goes next. So everything is immediately important and a few moments later completely unimportant, contrary to our experience of real life.”
  

A single act can become the defining image of a battle, campaign or operation.  Failure or errors of any scale carry the potential of being catastrophic.  Recent examples have shown that shocking images of combat can sway public opinion in an open democratic society and create intense political pressure to cease hostilities.
  

And, there will be no respite.  In Bosnia there were 3000 journalists on the ground throughout the NATO air campaign of 1995. “They were faster than NATO soldiers or NATO satellites,” conceded Shea, “Certainly faster than our intelligence community.”
  The infamous tractor bombing incident caused NATO to lose 20 percentage points of public support in Germany alone after images were beamed all over the world. 
  In the recent 2003 war against Iraq, there were approximately 810 embedded reporters with the Coalition alone, in excess of 3,000 war corresponds in total, and a multitude of others  covering the conflict from strategic locations throughout the globe.
  This has led to a universally accepted populist notion that ‘it isn’t real unless it’s on television.’  To conduct operations in such an environment magnifies the complexity of an already complicated profession.  

As a result, the reality of the “strategic corporal” necessitates the education and training of everyone who deploys into the theatres of operations.  Individuals must be inculcated with the notion that everyone must be conscious and accountable for their actions at all time, since their actions become tools, if not weapons, in the ongoing information campaign waged by the enemy.   

Cultural Intelligence


“During the first year of my counterinsurgency duties,” explained one senior officer, “I believe I created more insurgents than I eliminated.  This was not only because of inexperience but also because I lacked fundamental knowledge of the terrain, the people and the culture. I also did not know how to sift through local intelligence effectively. A combination of my own naiveté and enthusiasm, not to mention pressure from senior commanders to deliver results, resulted in actions that alienated the locals and inadvertently, helped the insurgents.”
  Similarly, Brigadier-General Fraser conceded, “I underestimated one factor – culture.  I was looking at the wrong map.  I needed to look at the tribal map not the geographic map.  That map was over 2,000 years old.”


Cultural Intelligence (CQ) “is the ability to recognize the shared beliefs, values, attitudes and behaviours of a group of people and to apply this knowledge toward a specific goal.”  Dr. Emily Spencer has identified that CQ goes beyond the normal parameters of understanding the enemy.  It also pertains concurrently to the national (i.e domestic population / society), international (e.g. allies, coalition partners, NGOs, UN and other international agencies), host nation (i.e. governmental, military and police agencies within the country of operations) as well as the enemy domains.  

Spencer explains, “showing high CQ can be an effective force multiplier, however, demonstrating low CQ in any of these four domains can negatively impact a mission.
  In the end, the message that is intended is less important than the message that was actually received by a target audience.  Simply put, it is critical to see reality through the eyes of the other culture, not through the lens of your own experience and bias.

This importance of seeing the reality on the ground through the eyes of the local population is most often ignored or given token attention.   A few language classes that provide some common phrases, a brief history overview and some cultural anecdotes are normally the depth of the CQ provided.  However, mission success rests on in-depth CQ in all four domains so that the necessary assistance, cooperation and support are achieved so that the necessary objectives are accomplished. 

Winning Hearts and Minds  

Current conflict that is enmeshed in 4GW inevitably centres around the violent struggle among state and non-state actors for legitimacy and influence over relevant populations.  Opponents inevitably attempt to erode an adversary’s power, influence and will.  As such, one veteran explained, “every soldier must be made to understand to take responsibility for everything they do – from facial expressions to direct action.”  He stressed, “Everything you do has ramifications.”
  

An American general agreed.  He proclaimed, “Every time you offend an Iraqi you are working for the insurgents.”
  A former Commandant of the US Marine Corps cautioned, “Do not create more enemies than you take out by some immoral act.”
  This advice is relevant regardless of theatre of operations, or scale of belligerence within the spectrum of conflict of a respective operation.  

Winning the respect and support of the host nation population is key to success in any mission.  They can provide intelligence on enemy activity, location and movements.  With their cooperation, they can advance IO initiatives, governmental programs and assist military forces operating within an AO.  Without their support they can remain at best neutral and withhold vital information required for force protection.  At worst, they can assist the opponents with information, food, lodgings, caching of weapons and potentially recruits.  


Importantly, winning the hearts and minds of the population is more than just providing soccer balls and food parcels.  It is the amalgam of security, governance and development.  It is about providing the population with a stake in the system and trust in the legitimacy of the government.  It is not just about doing nice things, it is also about how you do them.  Respect for individuals and culture is critical. 

However, the reality of 4GW makes winning hearts and minds difficult.  For example, in the Afghanistan case study, it is often difficult to breach the cultural barrier, particularly one that is so xenophobic.  Moreover, it is not unusual for soldiers who are attacked to feel angry and betrayed.  They deeply believe that they are serving in Afghanistan to create a better society for its people, yet, they are continually attacked by seemingly invisible antagonists who appear to operate effortlessly in the very Afghan society that the soldiers are trying to improve and protect.
    Although most understand the average Afghani is just trying to survive, the resentment still builds with each attack, with every casualty and especially with every death.   


The nature of the conflict fuels a spiral of antagonism.  In essence, it is a vicious circle.  The enemy has learned to use our kindness against us.  As coalition forces continue to be targeted by IEDs and suicide bombers, they have no choice but to take the necessary actions to protect themselves.  This, however, comes with a cost.  As convoys drive aggressively down the centre of the road, they force local Afghan traffic to scurry for the shoulder.  As they physically bump traffic out of the way, or threaten vehicles who follow too close by pointing weapons, or create collateral damage due to attacks against them and / or defensive or offensive operations – they risk alienating Afghan nationals.  With every action taken against the population at large, regardless of justification or cause, a cost is incurred.  Coalition actions could potentially push Afghans to support the Taliban, or at least cause them to turn a blind eye to Taliban activities.  Yet, to do nothing and continue to be hit without taking some action – feeds soldier disillusionment and the potential to lose Canadian public support for the conflict, if it appears that the country’s troops are put at risk without the ability to take the necessary steps to defend themselves.   Moreover, if a safe and secure environment is not created for the local population, there is almost no hope of creating support for the new Afghan national government. 

As such, a careful balance must be reached between force protection and winning the hearts and minds of the population.  In 4GW kinetic combat power is not always the most effective tool or weapon.  Leaders must ensure that their personnel understand that money, medicine, fuel, food, access to education, employment opportunities, public works projects, respect and particularly information are all important enablers to achieving the mission.  These non-kinetic, non-military tools are force multipliers that can dramatically change the threat picture and effectiveness of the insurgents.  Security and reconstruction are not mutually exclusive concepts – they are intertwined and one feeds the other. 

In the end, regardless of mission or theatre of operation, winning the hearts and minds of the population is key.  As such, cultural awareness, a carefully targeted IO campaign, solid leadership that ensures tolerance, patience and a sound understanding of who actually is the enemy is key.  

Integrated Approach – whole of government 


“Its quite easy to kill people and break things,” observed one veteran, “compared to putting them back together.”
  This is, in a nutshell, the dilemma.  As already mentioned, successful operations in the contemporary environment necessitate joint, multinational, and multi-agency cooperation, namely an integrated approach.  However, this is normally a greater challenge than it appears.  Within the military sphere, inter-service rivalries, differing sub-cultures, and limits on inter-operability creates stress and inefficiencies.  Once allies or coalition partners are included, differing training standards, language barriers and larger issues of inter-operability and national caveats muddy the water even more.  


These challenges are further exacerbated when government and civilian agencies with different agendas, alien organizational cultures and differing philosophies are included.  Most often the greatest problem is one of ignorance.  None of the players fully understand who the other participants are; what they do; their mandates; or how they actual operate.  Other government departments (OGD) and civilian agencies are normally not accustomed to military directness or command structures.  In addition, ironically, they are most often nowhere near as flexible, more bureaucratic and more risk averse than the military.  Where the military looks for quick solutions and immediate results, the developmental agencies focus on long-term sustainable development.  Not surprisingly, timelines, approval mechanisms, communications and organizational methodologies all vary and require both patience and tolerance.
  

Clearly, ensuring an effective integrated approach is a key challenge that must be mastered.  How does a leader ensure a diverse, multi-national force is welded into a coherent organization all with a clear conception of the operational end state desired. This must then be extended to civilian counter-parts who must be integrated into the team and into the decision making process in an accepting way and on an equal basis.  What is often lost is the fact that invisible cultural barriers (i.e. divergent attitudes, beliefs and values, as well as methodologies and organizational practices) restrict true cooperation.  Often we do not know what we do not know, and we assume our perception of the state of affairs is accurate and mutual, when in fact ground truth may be an entirely different reality.  As such, an enormous challenge for operational commanders is to create a conducive environment in which planning, decision making and the conduct of activities is done in an integrated manner that allows for the necessary advancement of political and economic initiatives and reforms in a safe and secure environment.


The integrated approach unquestionably creates challenges for leaders.  Essential is the realization by all military and civilian personnel of the reality that success depends on an effective, cooperative military-civilian integrated approach to most operations in the contemporary environment.  Very few are a function of an exclusive military problem.  Rather, most are the result of political, economic and social dysfunction that is exacerbated by, and prolonged as a result of, insecurity.  As a result, military presence and / or force is but one tool to remedy the problem.  And, it is normally ineffective without the corollary political and economic levers to fix the larger underlying problems.  
The Balance between Specialization and Generalization  

The implication for the warrior of the contemporary and future security environment is simple.  To be a highly trained combat soldier is not enough.  To operate in this multifaceted environment soldiers will have to be highly educated.  The traditional emphasis on training – “a predictable response to a predictable situation,” will have to be better balanced with education, defined by Professor Ron Haycock as the “reasoned response to an unpredictable situation – critical thinking in the face of the unknown.”
 In this vein, “time dedicated to understanding the higher orders of conflict inculcates mental agility and the ability to be creative as well as technically competent,” explains Major-General Scales.  “A well-read and educated leader,” he adds, “will be better prepared to deal with the uncertainty and chaos of combat [or increasingly complex operations].”
  Quite simply, decentralized decision making power, and enlightened low level leaders capable of making reasoned, timely decisions under pressure will determine success or failure.


Unfortunately, the reality is that the minimalist approach to training individuals and units to perform “simple peacekeeping” operations will become risk laden.  Given globalization and its implications for the proliferation of technology, weaponry and information, opponents seeking to undermine UN missions and coalitions will utilize 4GW and all that it entails to achieve their aim.  As such, commanders and their forces must be capable of transitioning through the spectrum of conflict on a regular, if not daily, basis to accomplish their mission.  Therefore, as a minimum leaders and troops must be trained, in simple terms, to execute the “three block war.”  Units must be capable of a wide scope of operations that enable troops to perform a range of activities from humanitarian assistance, to peace-keeping to warfighting.  Moreover, leaders must be intellectually agile and adaptive to use innovative tactics and approaches to accomplish the higher intent of a mission vice being limited in the scope of their actions as a result of restrictive mission verbs with origins from an outdated lexicon that often fail to capture the reality of the contemporary and ever evolving security environment.
Achieving an Adaptive and Flexible Mindset 

We are all prisoners of our own experience and as such bring personal baggage to all we do.  Furthermore, most view change as a threat.  It moves us from our comfort zone – e.g. sound understanding of current TTPs, technical competence, relevance of personal experience and proficiency and a system that rewards those characteristics.  Therefore, there is normally a resistance to change and an undue reliance on doing things “the way we always have.”  Although innovation is applauded, conformance is normally rewarded.  


As such, to create and nurture adaptive and flexible mindsets among all levels of leadership in a military institution requires a conducive environment that actively encourages and rewards that behaviour.  It is a top-down driven function that must be supported in deed, not just in words.  


More practically, it requires an emphasis on a robust professional development (PD) program (i.e. training, experience, education and self-development) that emphasizes innovation, creative thought, discussion and intellectual rigor and debate.  Nonetheless, training, which provides “a predictable response to a predictable situation,” remains a fundamental pillar in preparing leaders and soldiers to be adaptive and flexible.  Training provides the necessary skills, technical competence and confidence in self, group and equipment to conduct operations.  It also furnishes an understanding of capability, capacity and function that acts as a base-line or start point for departure.  It is also a fall-back which acts as a safety net in crisis.


However, training must be as realistic as possible encompassing battle and casualty simulation, realistic scenarios, unscripted enemy action and an unrelenting tempo.  Leaders and soldiers must be tested in an environment where they can make mistakes and learn.  They must be pushed to the limit so that they are not in this position for the first time on actual operations.  Veterans from Afghanistan repeatedly stated, “Training can never be complex enough.”
  Such a process builds in an inherent flexibility and adaptiveness. 

The payback is enormous.  During a final validation exercise for a force protection platoon deploying to Afghanistan, the group underwent a scenario where a convoy they were protecting underwent 29 events in less than a 24 hour period.  At its termination all platoon members complained that this was totally unrealistic.  On their second convoy in theatre, a supposed eight hour convoy turned into a 36 hour ordeal that included no fewer than 19 separate incidents including multiple suicide bombers, mortar and rocket attacks, ambushes, casualty evacuation, a vehicle accident and mechanical breakdowns.  To a person, they conceded the only way they got through the actual convoy was the fact that they had already done it – on exercise, before deploying.  In essence, the rehearsal in Canada provided them with the practical experience but also the mental strength and stamina, as well as context and ideas of how to react and adapt to the changing dynamics of the real world dangerous situation.    

Within this context adventure training is an important activity for leaders and soldiers to undertake.  Whether mountain climbing, trekking, canoeing or other challenging activities, the opportunities for individuals to undertake risky ventures in unfamiliar environments allows them to develop leadership and deal with unforecasted events that inevitably occur.  This functions to force leaders to improvise, adapt and learn to deal with adversity in real world settings versus the canned exercise scenario.

Corollary to training is experience.  Experience builds confidence and individual and group competence.  Quite simply, experience is empirical and tangible; decisions were made, actions were taken and the results were seen if not felt.  In fact, the military culture reveres and rightfully recognizes the experience of individuals.  However, this experience should be shared so that those not fortunate enough to have undergone operations or complex exercises can learn through others – gain in essence, vicarious experience.  Seminars, conferences, PD symposiums, publications such as the Canadian “In Harm’s Way” series, which is a number of volumes written by individuals representing different rank levels and services that profile operations and the leadership challenges experienced and how they were overcome, all provide valuable vicarious experiences to learn from.  


This repertoire of experience, learned or accrued through other sources, provides individuals with a data bank of knowledge that can be accessed in a crisis or when facing a problem.  It enables individuals to draw from past experience, whether their own or that of someone else, to respond to a problem.  In short, experience provides the confidence and practical ideas for individuals to develop an adaptive and flexible approach to challenges they encounter.  As such, a conscious program of deploying leaders of all levels on exercises, operations and PD opportunities is very important. 


Education which promotes, “the reasoned response to an unpredictable situation - critical thinking in the face of the unknown” is another vital, if not the most important pillar in developing adaptive and flexible mindsets.  Quite simply, one must educated in order to deal effectively with uncertainty, which is omnipresent in the current and future security environment.  Simply put, “education,” explains Major David Last, a professor in the Department of Political Science at the Royal Military College of Canada (RMC), “is the shaping of the mind.”
 Education assists in our reasoning ability, which in turn is critical in responding to unanticipated circumstances.  


Clearly, education rooted in critical thinking, problem solving and analytical research better prepares individuals to think, as well as cope with problems and situations that are unexpected.  It assists individuals to not only embrace change, but adapt to and anticipate it.  More importantly, it instils in people the attitude and ability to constantly learn from one’s environment and to prepare, as well as react, accordingly.  The famous British military historian Sir Michael Howard wrote:
...academic studies can provide the knowledge, insight, and the analytic skills which provide the necessary basis, first for reasoned discussion, and then for action.  They provide a forum, and breed the qualities, which enable the student, the teacher, the politician, the civil servant, the moral philosopher, and not least the soldier to reach a common understanding of the problems which confront them, even if inevitably there is disagreement about the solutions.  This dialogue is what civilization is all about.  Without it societies dissolve.


Similarly, Dr. John Cowan, the Principal of RMC, reinforced the necessity of education in relation to the military.  “Today, when a young officer may be called upon to be a skilled leader, a technical expert, a diplomat, a warrior, and even an interpreter and an aid expert all at once,” he insisted, “there is no question that good training is not enough.  Skills are not enough.”  He added, “The job calls for judgement, that odd distillate of education, the thing which is left when the memorized facts have either fled or been smoothed into a point of view, the thing that cannot be taught directly, but which must be learned.  Without the mature judgement which flows from education, we fall back on reflexes, which are damned fine things for handling known challenges, but which are manifestly unreliable when faced with new ones.”

 


Finally, the development of adaptable and flexible mindsets also rests on self-development.  Individuals, particularly leaders, must take it on themselves to continue their professional development by reading and studying the profession of arms and the evolution of conflict.  They should devour material that encompasses changes to the security environment and their profession, particularly material that provides insight into the geography (human, political and terrain) of regions to which they will deploy on operations.  Reading, for example, further expands their horizons and assists with their understanding of the culture, history and practical dynamics of the environment in which they will be operating.  Thus, they will be better situated to anticipate and adapt to challenges they will face.  
 

Conclusions

The theoretical solution to any problem is always easy.  It is without economic, political or cultural restraint.  It normally represents the logical, comprehensive, ideal resolution to the quandary.  It is also, normally, useless as it is unworkable within the constraints of real life.  It is within this context that every government and military must balance risk with achievable solutions.  In the end, whatever is decided should be based on a clear understanding of the reality of the contemporary operating environment and the risk that is acceptable.  It should not be based on wishful thinking.

As such, the trends in the contemporary security environment are fairly clear.  Simple peacekeeping is unlikely a realistic task.  Militaries deploying on missions in foreign lands should be prepared to conduct operations along the entire spectrum of conflict. Moreover, they should be capable of dealing with 4GW.  Although this does entail a larger training bill, and to some degree a level of specialization vice a lower level of general capability, the risk of not doing so is potential mission failure and casualties.  As a minimum, a robust PD program must be undertaken to prepare leaders to operate in the volatile, ambiguous and complex environment in which they will find themselves.   
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