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Introduction

A GLIMPSE OF THE FUTURE


People only see what they are prepared to see.

—Ralph Waldo Emerson



PEARL HARBOR

DAWN WAS BREAKING ON SUNDAY MORNING, THE SEVENTH DAY OF the month, on the island of Oahu. Aside from its status as a tourist mecca, the island was home to several major American military facilities, including the huge naval base at Pearl Harbor and the Army’s Hickam airfield. For the soldiers and sailors, the day began like any other Sunday, with a skeleton crew on duty while many others slept off their Saturday night’s revelries.

But this was no ordinary Sunday.

For over a week, unknown to the island’s commanders, a large fleet had been steaming toward the Hawaiian Islands, operating under strict radio silence and without running lights to avoid detection. The fleet sailed to the north of the islands, far beyond the normal shipping lanes, to reduce the chances of being detected by U.S. naval patrols or commercial ships. This time of year found the northern Pacific storm-tossed, and as the fleet pressed on toward its target, it adjusted its course to sail inside rain squalls.

Early that Sunday, following a high-speed run, the fleet’s aircraft carriers came within one hundred miles of Pearl Harbor, their principal target. An hour before daybreak pilots scrambled into their planes. Shortly thereafter the carriers launched their strike aircraft, more than 150 in all, a mix of fighters, dive-bombers, and torpedo planes, which quickly moved into formation and headed through the night sky for Oahu. Their mission: execute Raid Plan No. 1. As the aircraft approached Pearl Harbor, the weather cleared, as if on cue. This enabled the strike formations to use the battery of searchlights at Kahuku Point as a navigation aid to guide them toward their targets.

Dawn was now breaking. As sunlight streamed over the horizon, the airborne strike force pressed home its attack over Pearl Harbor, achieving complete surprise. Dive-bombers and torpedo planes went to work on the ships lying at anchor along Battleship Row, where the U.S. Navy’s capital ships were berthed. Fighter aircraft peeled off and strafed the airfield, hitting parked planes, fuel storage tanks, and hangars. Army Air Corps pilots rushed to take off after the attacking force, but by the time they were aloft, the attackers had completed their strikes and vanished. Failing to locate the attackers, the Army aircraft returned to base, whereupon a second wave of carrier strike aircraft hit them. A New York Times reporter on the scene reported that the attacks were “unopposed by the defense, which was caught virtually napping.”1

Surveying the results, the American defenders were filled with anger—and relief. The attack, executed on the morning of Sunday, February 7, 1932, occurred at the outset of a U.S. Army-Navy war game called Grand Joint Exercise 4. Rear Admiral Harry Yarnell, commander of the newly commissioned American aircraft carriers Saratoga and Lexington, had launched the attacking planes. The “bombs” dropped were flour bags, which could be found splattered on the Navy’s ships still sitting at anchor.

Red-faced, the Army Air Corps commanders sought to minimize the attack’s results. They argued that the damage incurred to Hickam Field was minimal, and asserted that they had found and attacked Yarnell’s carriers. Finally, they protested the attack on legal grounds—it was improper to begin a war on Sunday!

The war game’s umpires sided with the Army. Their report made no mention of Yarnell’s attack but concluded that “it is doubtful if air attacks can be launched against Oahu in the face of strong defensive aviation without subjecting the attacking carriers to the danger of material damage and consequent great loss in the attacking] air force.”2

Nearly ten years later carriers of the Imperial Japanese Navy, attacking Pearl Harbor on Sunday, December 7, 1941, proved that Admiral Yarnell, not the umpires or the Army, had gauged the future correctly. The admiral had been willing to confront uncomfortable possibilities, whereas others had not. Although America was shocked by the Japanese attack, many in the Navy were not. As Admiral Chester W. Nimitz, the architect of the Navy’s victorious campaign against Japan, ruefully admitted, “Nothing that happened in the Pacific was strange or unexpected.”3

THE DAWN OF BLITZKRIEG

NEARLY SIX YEARS AFTER ADMIRAL YARNELL’S “SURPRISE ATTACK” on Pearl Harbor, in the fall of 1937 the world witnessed by far the largest field exercises held in Germany since the Great War that had led to its humiliation at Versailles. These maneuvers were conducted on the North German Plain. Some eight infantry divisions took part. (The entire U.S. Army today comprises only ten divisions.) But the size of the enterprise was not its only notable aspect: appearing for the first time in these exercises was the Wehrmacht’s Third Panzer Division and the First Panzer Division’s First Panzer Brigade. These formations had not existed during the Great War. Indeed, they had only just been formed. The two novel units were unusual in several respects. Most conspicuous was their emphasis on mechanization. They boasted a massive number of tanks, some eight hundred in all. Their appearance in the exercise produced a heightened sense of expectation, which extended all the way up the army’s chain of command to the German General Staff. Rather than the two-day length typical of most annual exercises, these maneuvers were to span a full week.4

The Third Panzer’s attack plan involved using its infantry forces to engage enemy troops defending a bridgehead, while its armored forces attacked the defenders’ left flank. The objective was for the Panzers— the German word for armor, or tanks—to break through the enemy lines. The attack was everything the Wehrmacht’s most ardent Panzer advocates could have hoped for. After a hundred-kilometer approach march, the division went into the attack, quickly forcing the enemy to commit its reserves. Even these proved insufficient to arrest the Panzers. The following day the Third Panzer not only broke through the enemy front but penetrated deep into its rear area. Confronted with armored forces prowling behind its shattered lines, the enemy’s position quickly unraveled. What had been planned as a week-long exercise was decided in only four days.

The chief of the German General Staff, General Ludwig Beck, on hand to observe the field maneuvers, was less than enthusiastic about the results. He believed that the umpires’ rulings were too generous to the mechanized forces. The Panzer Division was ordered removed from further play. Still, General Beck admitted that the “friendly” force had “solved the problem allotted to it, through a well-planned, swift, and energetic use of its means.” General Franz Halder, who would succeed Beck as chief of the General Staff a year later, was stunned by the “fluid mobility” in the Third Panzer’s operations.5 Indeed, the world had witnessed the first major demonstration of blitzkrieg, or “lightning war.”

Despite General Beck’s skepticism and the reservations of some officers about what had transpired, many other officers, men like General Heinz Guderian, were more enthusiastic about the potential of mechanized air-land warfare. Consequently, the German military continued to explore its possibilities, and did so more aggressively than any other military. Like the U.S. Navy’s “attack” on Pearl Harbor, Germany’s field exercise gave the world a glimpse into the future. But other militaries generally discounted or even ignored what had happened on the North German Plain. Less than four years later Germany’s armies would conquer nearly the entire continent. They accomplished this striking feat by employing a more elaborate version of the new way of fighting first demonstrated during those four days in the autumn of 1937. Indeed, blitzkrieg—massed armor moving rapidly, supported by air power— would dominate land warfare for the next half-century.

MILLENNIUM CHALLENGE

IN THE LATE SUMMER OF 2002 THE U.S. MILITARY PREPARED TO CON-duct what some were calling “the largest, most expensive, and most technically elaborate war game in U.S. history.”6 The Pentagon spent roughly a quarter-billion dollars to stage Millennium Challenge 02, which was planned to last three weeks and include all the military services. By the time the exercise concluded on August 15, more than 13,000 troops had participated in waging the mock war in seventeen simulation locations and nine live-force training sites.7

The scenario for Millennium Challenge was set five years into the future, in 2007. It involved military action against a breakaway part of Iran. A retired Marine Corps officer, Lieutenant General Paul van Riper, was selected to command the “Red,” or enemy, Iranian side. Van Riper saw from the outset that his forces were totally outgunned by the American military forces (“Blue”) arrayed against him. To survive the coming battle, let alone win it, he would have to outthink the numerically and technologically superior U.S. forces.

Van Riper decided to use motorcycle messengers to transmit orders, negating the Americans’ high-tech eavesdropping capabilities. As the Blue fleet sailed into the Persian Gulf in preparation for war, Van Riper instructed his flotilla of small boats to mingle with the flow of commercial traffic and shadow the warships.

By the time the Blue commander issued an ultimatum to Red to surrender or face destruction, Van Riper was ready to attack the American fleet. To ensure communications security, he sent the attack order via the morning call to prayer, broadcast from the minarets of Iran’s major mosques. At this signal the Red force of small boats, along with a handful of aircraft, attacked.

The attack centered on weaknesses in some very sophisticated U.S. capabilities, such as the Navy’s Aegis air defense system. Knowing the technical limitations of the Aegis radar system, Van Riper and his team simply “overloaded” its capacity with salvo launches of cruise missiles from small ships, aircraft, and land-based sites. Red also made wide use of “stealth” technology, such as the camouflage nets and screens that had long been commercially available from companies in Sweden and Russia. Van Riper employed many other simple means to great effect: to avoid having the Americans detect his strike aircraft’s locations through signals intelligence, or SIGINT, he used light signals rather than tower-to-pilot radio conversations to launch their attack.8

Operating in constricted waters, the U.S. fleet was vulnerable to a surprise attack. Like its naval ancestors at Pearl Harbor over sixty years earlier, the American fleet suffered terrible damage. Some sixteen warships ended up either damaged or sunk in what would have been the worst naval disaster in over half a century. Senior officers at Joint Forces Command (the headquarters overseeing the exercise) were stunned. As the German Panzers had done in that long-ago autumn, Van Riper and his motley band were making a mockery out of the exercise.

Joint Forces Command officials stopped the exercise, then proceeded to “refloat” the Blue fleet. But Van Riper continued to pose unpleasant problems for the American forces. To “overcome” these problems, the exercise umpires artificially constrained Van Riper’s forces. They told him not to use certain Red forces, or to use them in nonsensical ways. For example, they ordered Van Riper to move his antiaircraft weapons to locations where they could not engage Blue aircraft supporting Army and Marine Corps landings. The Red air defense forces that could not be moved were told to turn off their target-acquisition radars.

Confronting such an accommodating enemy, the American forces, with their “new” fleet, quickly defeated the Red forces and “validated” their preconceived notions of how to fight, along with the billions of dollars in new equipment being ordered to support them.9 One of the Joint Forces Command’s admirals sarcastically observed, “We don’t conduct field exercises, we do demonstrations.”10 Agreeing, Van Riper sadly concluded that “MC 02 was a demonstration … not an experiment in line with JFCOM’s charter.”11

As news of Van Riper’s action spread through the press, JFCOM attempted to control the damage. The public was informed that “Blue play and Red play was merely to facilitate the experiment and enable it to look at the different pieces. It was not to see who would win.” But prior to the exercise, General William “Buck” Kernan, commander of Joint Forces Command, had told Pentagon reporters that the success of Millennium Challenge was based on the assumption that the U.S. force would be fighting a determined and relatively unconstrained Opposing Force (OPFOR). “This is free play,” Kernan declared. “The OPFOR has the ability to win here.”12

But it did not have such ability, and as a consequence the American military may have missed a chance to prepare itself better for the future. Fortunately, the U.S. military is large, and responsibility for preparing for tomorrow’s threats does not reside with one organization or individual. Still, many defense experts agree that a single Pentagon office, directed for over three decades by one man, has proved better at providing early warning to the country’s senior national security leaders than any other.

YODA

ANDREW MARSHALL IS A QUIET, KINDLY-LOOKING MAN, NOW IN HIS ninth decade. Although intimately familiar with the workings of the Pentagon, he somehow looks out of place there, like someone who has strayed from one of the tour groups that visit the building.13 Yet he has achieved legendary status among those in the strategic studies world whose business it is to think about the future, and to identify the dangers that may threaten the security of the American people and their way of life. Marshall is the only senior policy official to have survived the 2001 transition from the Clinton administration to the Bush administration. This feat, while remarkable, had become routine for Marshall, who has served in his position in every administration, Republican or Democrat, for thirty-five consecutive years, dating back to the Nixon administration.14

Marshall is brilliant, almost certainly a genius. Along with other legendary strategic thinkers like Herman Kahn and Albert Wohlstetter, he was one of the “wizards of Armageddon” who developed the foundations of nuclear strategy during the golden age at RAND, the Defense Department’s first and foremost think tank.15 Among these “wizards,” Marshall’s status is similar to that of J. K. Rowling’s Professor Albus Dumbledore, the benevolent and great wizard who heads a school whose faculty is composed of other wizards.16 Marshall has also been described as the Pentagon’s Yoda, the Jedi Master who stands as the wisest member of the Jedi Council. Like Dumbledore and Yoda, Marshall has taught his methods of analysis to a number of America’s foremost strategists.17

Marshall has endured because he has tried to help senior Defense Department officials, and the secretary of defense in particular, understand how to see the future rather than what to think or do. To use a medical analogy, Marshall is perhaps the nation’s foremost strategic diagnostician. His role has been to diagnose the emerging security environment: What are the principal forces at work that will shape that environment? How might these forces change the world in ways unfavorable to U.S. security—or how might they be exploited to strengthen national security?

Diagnosing a disease correctly is indispensable to determining the appropriate treatment. Marshall has left “writing the prescription” to the Pentagon’s senior leaders. Or as Marshall puts it, “I’d rather have decent analysis in response to the right set of questions than brilliant analysis focusing on the wrong set of questions.” His ability to help senior government officials focus on the right set of questions makes him valuable and enables him to remain in the background—and in his position.

In Washington, a town of self-promoters, Marshall is a throwback who practices and preaches the old adage that “there is no end to the good a person can do if he doesn’t care who gets the credit.” While nearly everyone else in town obsessively “keeps score,” Marshall is distinguishable by his studied disinterest in this game. He is content to have others take his ideas and run with them—and take credit for them—as long as they are acted upon.

SCENARIOS: PREPARING FOR AN UNCERTAIN FUTURE

TODAY THE UNITED STATES IS CONFRONTING PERHAPS THE GREAT-est set of challenges to its security since the end of the Cold War. One of Marshall’s principal tools for preparing for future threats while they are still dark clouds on the distant horizon rather than storms that are already upon it is the use of scenarios—stories about how future events might come to pass. Such scenarios can be used to help the Pentagon make better decisions in an uncertain world.18 Admiral Yarnell’s “attack” on Pearl Harbor, the Third Panzer Division’s remarkable breakthrough maneuvers, and General Van Riper’s use of a third-rate Middle Eastern military to confound the world’s most powerful armed forces all showed how the future might unfold. If such scenarios are sufficiently plausible and sufficiently worrisome—posing a credible and serious potential threat to American security—then senior national security decision-makers should devote time and resources to address them.

Scenarios can help Pentagon planners confront difficult questions that the secretary of defense poses to them: What are the most pressing challenges that the military will face in the coming years? Is it possible to deflect them? How can we shape them in ways that make them less dangerous? What kind of military will the United States need to confront them? Is it similar to the one that exists today, or very different? Is it similar to the military that the Pentagon currently plans to field in the coming years?

There are simply too many uncertainties regarding the course of future events to provide precise answers to these questions. Military-related technologies are progressing and diffusing too rapidly to assume that the future conflict environment will merely be a linear extrapolation of the recent past. Existing and potential enemies have the incentive and increasingly the means to present the U.S. military with challenges very different from and more formidable than those to which it is accustomed. The attacks of 9/11, the ongoing insurgencies in Afghanistan and Iraq, the progressive nuclearization of Asia, China’s fielding of anti-satellite weapons, the cyberwar waged against Estonia, and the Second Lebanon War between Israel and Hezbollah provide ample evidence of a major shift in the character of conflict.

Some argue that the best course of action is simply to await events and adjust to threats as they confront us. But this approach essentially avoids thinking about the future. It represents a strong vote for “business as usual” and a mindless stay-the-course mentality that assumes that tomorrow will be only slightly different from today. This approach fails just when it is most needed, when a new type of threat emerges. The U.S. Army, for example, was optimized in its organization, structure, and equipment to fight the Second Gulf War as a latter-day version of the First Gulf War. It was quite unprepared for the modern insurgency that emerged after the fall of Baghdad.

The Pentagon cannot afford to await events. It must make decisions today on what military capabilities will equip America’s fighting forces decades from now. Congress has already approved expenditures of hundreds of billions of dollars to create tomorrow’s military. It takes years to introduce a new operational concept, or a new method of conducting military operations, and perfect it into a finely honed doctrine, and it takes additional years to reorganize and reequip the military to operate according to that doctrine.

So are we building the right military today? If we are not, the nation will have wasted enormous sums of money. As Senator Sam Nunn once noted, no matter how hard Congress tries, it can only spend the same dollar once. Failure here represents an enormous problem for a nation already swimming in a fiscal ocean of red ink. Worse, building the wrong military potentially jeopardizes the security and well-being of America’s citizens and of its allies and partners around the world. For those who fail to prepare properly, the penalty can be catastrophic. After the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, it took nearly a year—and the good fortune that enabled the “Miracle at Midway”19—before the United States could retake the initiative in the war. France was far less fortunate. When Germany turned its blitzkrieg war machine on her in the spring of 1940, her armies had far too little time to take corrective action. Paris fell in less than six weeks, and the French lived under Nazi occupation until liberated by the Allies four years later.

The key to minimizing the risk of being surprised and of suffering catastrophic failure is not to ignore risks in the hopes of muddling through but rather to take uncertainty into account to identify areas of potential risk, and to employ planning tools, like scenarios, to narrow the range of uncertainty where possible. Once we identify critical risks, we can create “hedges” or “strategic options” that will facilitate rapid course adjustments, should the U.S. military find itself in a substantially different competitive environment. The U.S. Navy was caught napping at Pearl Harbor, but even during the lean budget years of the 1930s Depression, it had built in hedges against an uncertain future. These hedges existed in the form of a handful of aircraft carriers that fortunately were at sea the day the Japanese attacked. In the months that followed the attack, the Navy exercised the “strategic option” it had created by shifting its shipbuilding program to emphasize carriers. The silver lining in the Fleet Problem that witnessed Yarnell’s attack is that it encouraged the Navy to continue experimenting with this new kind of ship.

LEAVING THE COMFORT ZONE

WE ALL HAVE A VISION OF THE FUTURE, WHETHER WE REALIZE IT OR not. Typically our default vision is that tomorrow will look pretty much like today. This vision works reasonably well for individuals, and it can work for Pentagon planners too, during periods of gradual change, such as during the Cold War, when the Soviet Union provided the United States with a relatively predictable enemy. In those years the key centers of prospective conflict—Central Europe, the Atlantic Ocean, the Korean Peninsula—were well known. The types of war the Soviets could wage— an advanced version of blitzkrieg warfare, combining air power and mechanized ground forces, and submarine warfare—were well understood, as were the instruments of war. During the Cold War the United States and Soviet Union were engaged in a relatively well-defined competition to see who could make the best tank, the best piece of artillery, the best fighter aircraft, and so on.

Today the United States confronts a very different set of enemies— radical Islamists and hostile nuclear rogue states like North Korea (and prospectively Iran)—than it did during the Cold War. And China’s rise to great power status, which some view as a positive sign, raises eyebrows in the Pentagon, where Beijing’s ongoing military buildup is a source of growing concern. How do these new rivals, who culturally are quite distinct from the Cold War-era Soviets, see themselves advancing their agenda? What means will they use to achieve their goals? And when will they make their move?

The principal potential battlegrounds of military competition are no longer in Europe and the Atlantic; once the focal point of Cold War concerns, they are now strategic backwaters. The new area of instability and conflict runs from the eastern shores of the Mediterranean Sea to the Sea of Japan—what Pentagon planners refer to as the “Arc of Instability.” American forces now find themselves fighting protracted wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, events that would have seemed fantastic less than a decade ago. In what improbable places will the U.S. military find itself operating over the next decade?

The forms and instruments of war are changing as well. In traditional areas of warfare, no one has replaced the Soviet Union. Today the United States has no serious competition when it comes to building a better tank or nuclear submarine. America’s enemies—both existing and potential—realize that if the Soviet Union could not successfully challenge the United States by competing symmetrically, by building similar kinds of military capabilities, then they will have to pursue very different paths. But what new paths will they travel? And how will they challenge U.S. security? If conflict emerges, what might it look like?

DON’T TRY TO PREDICT THE FUTURE-YOU CAN’T

WHILE THE PENTAGON WOULD DEARLY LIKE TO KNOW THE ANSWERS to these questions, it is simply not possible. Too many factors have a hand in shaping the future. Of course, Pentagon planners may blithely assume away all uncertainty and essentially bet that the future they forecast is the one that will emerge. In this case the U.S. military will be very well prepared—for the predicted future. But history shows that militaries are often wrong when they put too many eggs in one basket. In the summer of 1914, as World War I was breaking out, Europeans felt that the war would be brief and that the troops might be home “before the leaves fall.” In reality the Allied and Central Powers engaged in over four years of horrific bloodletting. In World War II the French Army entered the conflict believing it would experience an advanced version of the trench warfare it had encountered in 1914-1918. Instead, France was defeated by the Germans in a lightning campaign lasting less than two months. Finally, in 2003 the Pentagon predicted that the Second Gulf War would play out with a traditional blitzkrieg. Instead, it turned into an irregular war, a “long, hard slog.”20

Militaries seem prone to assuming that the next war will be an “updated” version of the last war rather than something quite different. Consequently, they are often accused of preparing for the last war instead of the next. This is where rigorous, scenario-based planning comes into play. It is designed to take uncertainty explicitly into account by incorporating factors that may change the character of future conflict in significant and perhaps profound ways. By presenting a plausible set of paths into the future, scenarios can help senior Pentagon leaders avoid the “default” picture in which tomorrow looks very much like today.

If the future were entirely uncertain, scenario-based planning would be a waste of time. But certain things are predictable or at least highly likely. Scenario planners call these things “predetermined elements.” While not quite “done deals,” they are sufficiently well known that their probability of occurring is quite high. For example, we have a very good idea of how many men of military age (eighteen to thirty-one) there will be in the United States in 2020, since all of those males have already been born, and, barring a catastrophic event, the actuarial data on them is quite refined. We know that China has already tested several types of weapons that can disable or destroy satellites. We know that dramatic advances in solid-state lasers have been made in recent years and that more advances are well within the realm of possibility. These “certainties” should be reflected in all scenarios, while key uncertainties should be reflected in how they play out across the different scenarios.21 If scenario-based planning is done well, and if its insights are acted upon promptly, the changes it stimulates in the military may help deter prospective threats, or dissuade enemies from creating threatening new capabilities in the first place.

SCENARIOS AND STRATEGY

THE INSIGHTS DERIVED FROM SCENARIO-BASED PLANNING, PROPERLY done, are indispensable to those charged with crafting U.S. national security strategy. This is because the essence of strategy is identifying asymmetric advantages, both our own and those of our rivals, both existing and prospective. General Rupert Smith observes that “the essence of the practice of war is to achieve asymmetric advantage over one’s opponent; an advantage in any terms, not just technological.”22 Leading private sector experts on strategy share his view. Richard Rumelt notes:


As a strategist you try to identify, create, or exploit some kind of an edge. So how do you find that advantage? Well, it’s not always staring you in the face. And you look at asymmetries. You look at asymmetries and you try to create them … [W]hen you are trying to create or exploit the advantage … the first thing you need is an asymmetry.23



The crafting of strategy is a race between ourselves and our rivals to identify asymmetric advantages and exploit them. When Rumelt met with the head of Apple, Steve Jobs, he asked Jobs what his long-term strategy would be. Jobs just smiled and said, “I am going to wait for the next big thing.”24

Of course in a military competition the “next big thing” is typically derived from an insight that some new development—or some capability that has been around but was previously overlooked—has the potential to provide a major asymmetric advantage. The military that arrives at this insight first, and exploits it quickly, will realize a great advantage over its rivals. Early in the last century the development of blitzkrieg and of fast carrier task forces were “next big things” that gave those who first understood their value a great advantage. Correspondingly, those who missed these insights were typically surprised, as were the French in 1940. Awareness, according to the great strategists, is critical. Carl von Clausewitz once observed that surprise lies “at the foundation of all undertakings,” and “surprise becomes the means to gain superiority.” Thus “surprise lies at the root of all operations without exception.”25 Clausewitz’s Eastern counterpart, Sun Tzu, concurred, declaring that “all warfare is based on deception.”26

Scenarios can help us identify where our rivals have advantages and thus may surprise us, and where we may do the same. The effect requires considerable research and thought. As Kees Van der Heijden warns, “You must spend time hunting for surprises … [otherwise] it is difficult not to come up with the obvious.”27 Scenario building requires research into the key trends, or “drivers,” that will likely exert the greatest influence on the future security environment. President Dwight Eisenhower understood the need to work to identify the insights that will confer advantage and avoid surprise. “Plans are useless,” he once observed, “… planning is indispensable.”28

WHY DO WE HAVE A HARD TIME CHANGING OUR VISION?

DESPITE THE VALUE OF SCENARIO-BASED PLANNING AND THE Pentagon’s commitment to it, the Pentagon still has a hard time taking a more comprehensive view of the future. Somehow it does not fully embrace this kind of planning. Why? Why did it not take to heart General Van Riper’s ability to use the forces of a third-rate military power to present novel problems for the U.S. armed forces?

Unfortunately, there is no simple answer, and no easy remedy. Certainly for most organizations change is an unnatural act. Bureaucracies— and the Pentagon has one of the world’s largest—are organized primarily to execute complex routines that enable the existing way of operating to be accomplished efficiently. Bureaucracies are not optimized for innovation or change. Often, the more successful an organization becomes, the more difficult it is to convince its principals of the need for change. The U.S. military’s overwhelming dominance, which elicits comparisons with Rome’s imperial legions, has bred an attitude of success if not hubris. Only recently, in Vietnam and Iraq, has the military stumbled, but even here the blame has fallen more on the nation’s political leadership than on the military. Consequently, especially powerful forces are at work within the military to defeat those advocating change. After all, if the system isn’t broken, why fix it?

Another barrier to change lies in the military’s training and education systems, which are only now catching up even with the recent changes in warfare, let alone anticipating those that might be on the way. Michael Porter, an expert on the problems of corporate adaptation, notes that “training emphasizes the one correct way to do anything; the construction of specialized, dedicated facilities solidifies past practice into expensive brick and mortar; the existing strategy takes on an aura of invincibility and becomes rooted in the company culture.”29 Porter might well have drawn this observation from military organizations. Only recently has the Army begun to adapt its training facilities to the kind of irregular warfare now endemic to Iraq—that is, it adapted only after the threat has manifested itself. But such lateness is neither new nor unique to the Army. During the Vietnam War the U.S. Navy and Air Force proved slow to adapt their pilot training to the new challenges they confronted.30 But what about getting ahead of the game? What about adapting in anticipation of change, rather than waiting until after the danger is upon you?

Finally, the impetus for change is muted by the realization that real change will likely alter the military’s pecking order. Subcultures of a military service that are viewed as peripheral may become dominant, while the currently dominant subculture may have to cede pride of place or even be marginalized. One reason the U.S. Navy did not adopt carrier aviation more enthusiastically was the opposition of the service’s “Gun Club”—the battleship admirals whose ships represented the dominant expression of naval power, albeit in an era that was passing from the scene. People naturally resist changes that make them or their group less important. The result is that organizations tend to discount information that suggests that major change is necessary. An organization in effect uses its “immune system” to isolate or expel individuals or ideas that challenge the prevailing, more institutionally comfortable vision of the future.

Overcoming unwarranted institutional resistance to change is a principal objective of scenario-based planning. Even here problems can emerge, as organizations comfortable with the status quo promote the scenarios that support their preferred vision of the future. The key is to pick plausible scenarios in which the challenges to the security environment are quite different from those of today. The scenario set should represent the full range of plausible futures. This does not mean developing an infinite number of scenarios to match the infinite number of possible futures. Experience has shown that senior leaders can best deal with a handful of scenarios, more than a few but certainly fewer than ten. Above ten they begin to “lose the forest for the trees.” The key, then, is to choose the scenarios carefully, so that they adequately represent the range of plausible futures, even if they do not account for every specific possible future. Does this mean that the United States may still find itself surprised? Yes, but properly done, a scenario-planning process will reduce the likelihood of its being caught totally unawares. Moreover, a properly crafted set of scenarios will suggest when the world might be moving toward an alternative future. In this way it can provide early warning of a shift in the security environment, thereby better enabling the military to prepare for it.

THINKING ABOUT THE NEXT WAR

ON AUGUST 1, 1991, A FEW MONTHS AFTER THE END OF THE FIRST Gulf War, Andrew Marshall and I met with a small group of advisers at the Office of Net Assessment in the Pentagon. At the time I was serving as one of Marshall’s military assistants. During the meeting Marshall announced his intention to undertake an assessment of a different kind from the Soviet-oriented efforts that had dominated the office’s work since its establishment in 1973.

Marshall said this assessment would explore whether a major shift in the character of military competition was under way—what Soviet writers had referred to as a “military-technical revolution.” It was not clear to him, however, that such an assessment was possible. The consensus of the group was that the issue was too important not to address, despite the prospective difficulties. Marshall agreed. The task of leading and writing the assessment fell to me.

While this meeting formally initiated the assessment, Marshall and I had discussed the issue informally for nearly a year prior. Indeed, he had been thinking about the matter for perhaps a decade. He and I had several key talks prior to the August meeting. Of particular importance was a meeting on December 19, 1990, during the buildup of U.S. forces in the Persian Gulf prior to the First Gulf War. The purpose was to develop a framework for assessing the postwar security environment. During our conversation Marshall indicated his intention to move beyond Cold War military balance assessments, even though the Soviet Union still existed.31 Two days later we met again, and Marshall declared that the office needed to focus more on how military competitions might change. He suspected they might change dramatically. Among the issues he asked me to begin thinking about were how to define our competition if the Soviet Union’s power continued to wane, how to take into account the growing lethality of conventional warfare, and how rapid advances in technology might change concepts of warfare.

We met again on January 24, 1991, during the early days of the Gulf War air campaign. Our conversation focused on whether we were witnessing a fundamental discontinuity in military operations, and how we might identify a new blitzkrieg form of warfare if it were on the horizon. Marshall also wanted to know if we might be able to identify the magnitude of the shift as well as its form.

I spent the better part of a year drafting a preliminary assessment, and another year producing a more detailed version. In writing the assessment, I benefited from numerous one-on-one meetings with Marshall. I chaired a number of meetings of experts from within the Defense Department and from the greater security studies community. Perhaps most important, Marshall included me in a number of meetings with senior civilian and military leaders to explore the issue.

Toward the end of the assessment, we agreed to include a brief scenario to explain how, despite America’s enormous military advantages, others might adapt to the rapidly changing military environment and exploit it to their advantage. While developing the scenario, I outlined it to Chris Lamb, who at the time was working in the Defense Department’s Office of Special Operations and Low-Intensity Conflict (SO-LIC, or in Pentagon-speak “So-lick”). Chris suggested a name for the enemy depicted in the scenario. The enemy, said Lamb, was not fighting “fair” but was engaged in a kind of rough-and-tumble “street fight” with the United States. Hence the scenario’s title: “The Streetfighter State.” I expanded upon the scenario in 1996.

What follows is the scenario in its entirety. It provides an example of how scenarios, properly crafted, work. They do not predict the future; they do, however, highlight the kinds of challenges for which a military must prepare. Thus while the United States has yet to engage Iran (the Streetfighter State presented in the scenario), the American and other militaries later did encounter the kinds of military challenges presented in the scenario. Unfortunately, the warnings we raised, like those in Millennium Challenge 02, were not sufficiently heeded.

“THE STREETFIGHTER STATE”

It is October 2016. The United States is about to confront the first major act of regional aggression in over a quarter century. This time the aggressor is Iran, but it takes a very different path than that chosen by Iraq in 1990.

For Iran the new century has meant both internal and external turbulence. Internally, the Iranian people have grown weary of over a quarter century of Islamic fundamentalist rule. The mullahs, in attempting to defuse growing discontent, have tried to apply the “Chinese” model by engineering rapid economic growth to mute political (and sectarian) opposition. Thus between 1998 and 2003 Iran adopts a much more friendly approach to the West. Tehran suspends its support of terrorism. Threats to blockade the Strait of Hormuz cease. Attempts are made to cultivate better relations with Saudi Arabia and the other Gulf States.

The reaction from the West is overwhelmingly favorable, except from the United States. Washington objects to Iran’s decision to purchase commercial nuclear reactors from Russia, along with other arms purchases from China. Tehran retorts that it remains a member of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), that its nuclear program is peaceful and operating under International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards, and that given the relative instability of the region, it is only prudent to engage in a slow-paced modernization of its armed forces.

Washington’s European allies, growing increasingly distant from America over economic issues and NATO’s inability to deal successfully with the Balkan crisis, embrace the Iranian peace initiative. From London to Paris, Berlin to Rome, the Americans are seen as catering to their long-term visceral dislike of Iran’s fundamentalist regime. Soon European and Japanese energy firms are operating in Iran, focusing especially on developing that nation’s huge reserves of natural gas.

Although the results are initially promising, sustaining high economic growth rates proves difficult to achieve. Indeed, developments “conspire” to work against the Iranian leadership’s hope of pursuing the Chinese model. First, there is the continued transition in the developed world from “industrial” to “information” economies, which acts to flatten the growth of energy demand. This transition also is beginning to emerge in the newly industrializing countries, many of whom are skipping some phases of industrialization on their way to information-based economies. Second, alternatives to carbon-based fuels are coming “on line,” especially nuclear power (in Japan and China) and renewable energy sources (i.e., solar, wind). Third, the long decline in Russia’s energy production is finally reversed in 2009. Fourth, the lifting of sanctions on Iraq in 2002 brings that country fully back into the oil market—while creating a growing security threat to Iran.

The Iranian fundamentalist leadership’s inability to generate rapid economic growth through “accommodation” with the West is made clear with the reverse energy “shock” of April 2014, when the factors described above produce a temporary collapse of oil and gas prices. Efforts to enforce limited production agreements among exporting producer states prove fruitless. This leads to a political backlash in Iran, with hard-line fundamentalists in the ascendant. The hard-liners argue that Iran is again being exploited by the West, which is accused of depressing oil prices while supporting Iran’s prospective enemies in Baghdad (through the lifting of sanctions) and Saudi Arabia (through the sale of advanced arms, including a theater missile defense system that is manned and maintained primarily by Americans).

The hard-line faction in Tehran argues that the only way to ensure Iran’s economic growth and political stability is to achieve freedom from Western exploitation. This requires confronting the West and altering dramatically the world energy equation in favor of the “exploited” oil-and gas-producing and -exporting states. The Iranian military is instructed to prepare to execute long-held plans to block the Strait of Hormuz and to target Saudi and other Gulf oil state production facilities. The target date is November 2016.

It turns out that Washington’s suspicions regarding the Iranian nuclear weapons program are not without foundation. By the fall of 2014 Iran has an inventory of eight nuclear weapons, which are mated to eight of its nearly 1,400 ballistic missiles. The Iranian military also boasts over 2,000 cruise missile systems, over 800 advanced conventional munitions (e.g., laser- and optically guided bombs), and wide access to commercial satellite communications networks. Iran also possesses limited chemical munitions stocks, nearly 7,000 antiship mines (some quite advanced), and some late-generation “traditional” systems (e.g., tanks, aircraft, surface warships), including five diesel submarines capable of conducting clandestine mine-laying operations. Finally, Iran has maintained a core terrorist network in the Middle East and Europe, with a limited network in the United States.

Iran’s political and strategic culture is such that it is willing to accept what the United States would consider a disproportionate amount of punishment, including casualties, and collateral and environmental damage, and to wage a protracted struggle if necessary to accomplish its strategic objectives. Finally, Iran’s leadership understands the American political and strategic culture and is prepared to exploit it.

On November 6, 2016, Iran executes its war plan. Iranian ballistic and cruise missile forces disperse. Mine seeding of the Strait of Hormuz commences. Iranian submarines begin their “underwatch” patrols of the mine fields. Antiship missile batteries (e.g., the Silkworm and Seersucker) position themselves along the approaches to the strait. Iran’s small air force, equipped primarily with antiship missiles, disperses.

The Iranian leadership moves to deep underground shelters for its protection. Fiber-optic landlines and satellite “subscriber” service on systems like Iridium handle essential communications. Overhead reconnaissance is provided by Russian satellites. (Russia is only too happy to both reduce the influence of the United States and the European Union [EU] in the region and realize windfall energy profits during the crisis, and after, assuming the Iranian ploy is successful.)

Next, the Iranian leadership declares that three conditions must be met before the strait will be reopened and the flow of oil resumed. First, all Western forces must depart the region, including U.S. support forces in Saudi Arabia. Second, Saudi Arabia must dramatically curtail its oil and gas production. Third, tankers transiting the Strait of Hormuz must pay a transit fee to Iran. The mullahs believe that, if they can achieve these objectives, the key, enduring effect will be to make the Saudi Kingdom and the Gulf Cooperation Council states wards of Iran.

Recalling the Gulf War, Tehran issues a warning to all states in the region. Cooperation with any powers “external to the region” will lead to “dire consequences” being visited upon the cooperating state. Several options are open to Iran in making good on this threat. First, it might employ weapons of mass destruction, even though its arsenal is very limited. Second, it might conduct a precision strike on oil and gas fields in the region. Third, it could threaten environmental or “dirty” war, (e.g., destroying water supplies, detonating industrial plants that employ toxic chemicals, striking oil wells, etc). Iran’s hope is that these threats will deter potential U.S. allies, especially within the region of conflict. Ideally, these concerns could be sufficient to preclude U.S. military action. As an aside, Iran plans to attack Israel, with a nuclear weapon if necessary (although Iranian leaders believe this will not be necessary), in order to weaken any U.S.-Arab coalition.

Still, there is no guarantee that attempts to exploit fault lines in a U.S.-led coalition will prove successful. In short, the Iranian leadership realizes that it may find itself opposed by a U.S.-led coalition prepared to take military action. Should this occur, Iran is prepared to make the war as sanguinary and protracted as possible. The hard-line fundamentalists are prepared to exploit the social dimension of strategy to offset Iran’s clear disadvantages in the technical dimension. In short, Iran’s leaders are banking that Americans do not have the will to engage in protracted conflicts, especially those that are bloody, if U.S. national survival is not perceived to be at stake.

If U.S. and other extraregional coalition members prepare to project their forces into the region, they will find themselves confronting several challenges. The Iranian armed forces are instructed to attack any port or airfield employed by the United States or its allies to introduce forces into the region. (The option also is open to strike these targets preemptively, prior to the arrival of U.S. forces.) This may include missiles armed with nuclear, chemical, or even biological warheads. Conventional attacks, employing integrated packages of missile and air strikes, are another possibility.

The Iranians do not intend to challenge American and other coalition naval forces directly. Their objective is not command of the seas, but rather sea denial. Tehran uses information obtained through third-party commercial satellites to plot the movement of U.S. forces at sea, and for early warning and targeting purposes. Washington is faced with the dilemma of allowing its forces to be observed in this manner or of attempting to deny this information to the Iranians by convincing Russia to cease providing satellite information to Iran. Other alternatives involve employing electronic warfare against satellite or ground stations, or perhaps even contemplating attacks on the satellites themselves.

Iran lacks the means to conduct long-range strikes against U.S. forces on the open seas with high confidence of success. It hopes to make up for this shortcoming by combining its handful of modern diesel submarines and mine barriers to slow and canalize U.S. movement (an action that would be especially effective around the strait), and covering fires in the form of missiles or long-range aircraft that might be employed selectively against high-value U.S. targets (e.g., aircraft carriers), if they can be located.

If U.S. forces prepare for deep-strike operations on key Iranian targets, the mullahs intend to make these targets exceptionally difficult to strike, even with advanced conventional munitions and near-real-time intelligence. First, many key targets are “cloaked” with human shields of hostages (ideally American or coalition member nationals, many selected from firms operating in Iran). Second, key elements of the Iranian military are positioned in densely populated areas. In some instances, these elements are co-located alongside Iran’s nuclear reactors or power plants, or industrial plants that utilize significant quantities of highly toxic chemicals as part of their manufacturing process (i.e., “Bhopals in waiting”). The Iranian people, declare the mullahs, are ready to die to defend their faith against the “Great Satan.”

If need be, the Iranian leadership is prepared to intentionally destroy several “dirty” targets, while accusing the United States of causing the catastrophe. Again, Tehran’s aim is to prevail by employing a superior strategy against a technologically superior force, even at a cost in human and material resources that would be unacceptable when viewed from the value system of advanced Western industrial states. Once these targets are destroyed, Iran plans to “retaliate” in kind by striking similar targets in coalition states located within the region. These strikes could be executed by mobile ballistic missile or cruise missile systems, or by special operations sabotage teams. Attempts also will be made to appeal directly to the U.S. public and international opinion to stop the war.

If, for whatever reason, the Iranian denial strategy fails and the U.S.-led coalition conducts successful forced-entry operations following the neutralization of most Iranian long-range systems and their corresponding C3I network, the Iranians have a fallback plan. It involves countering U.S. and coalition ground forces’ operations to physically control the country.

The Iranian forces will not employ the armor-heavy, combined-arms Cold War-era conventional operations favored by the Iraqis and the Bottom-Up Review planners. They will not attempt to “close with and destroy” coalition forces. Nor will they sit and await a coalition attack in prepared defensive positions constituting a “front line.” Rather, they will initiate unconventional warfare operations against coalition forces. Iranian forces will operate in small, independent groups, diffusing the target base and making effective U.S. deep-strike attacks difficult. Small but numerous enemy partisan units will attempt to infiltrate past the coalition screening forces and conduct hit-and-run or suicide attacks on U.S. and allied rear base areas.

The objectives of such operations would be to raise U.S. costs, especially in time and blood, and to fracture the coalition. To this end, the Iranian leadership will likely attempt to establish sanctuaries for its forces, either in remote, inhospitable areas of the country or in neighboring states that are willing to act as benevolent neutrals. From these locations the Iranians could support unconventional operations, and could also stockpile weapons like cruise missiles that are difficult to target, but which themselves can strike effectively at long ranges. As coalition forces occupy the country, they would find themselves engaged in an unconventional war that would negate much of their military effectiveness. The Iranians hope to pose the United States with a “best case” outcome that sees coalition forces winning a Pyrrhic victory, with no easy or early end to the conflict in sight.32

INSIGHTS FROM “THE STREETFIGHTER STATE”

AGAIN, SCENARIOS DO NOT ATTEMPT TO PREDICT THE FUTURE. Rather, their purpose is to identify and highlight potential changes—especially disruptive changes—in the threat environment. “The Street-fighter State,” written well over a decade ago, envisions that energy issues will trigger a military confrontation.33 If the scenario were written today, with the benefit of hindsight, the trigger might be geopolitical in nature (such as a U.S.-Iranian confrontation over Iran’s support of radical Islamist forces in Iraq or Lebanon). Or it might be military-technical in nature, as Iran acquires nuclear weapons capability. Given that, what “red flags” ought this scenario to have raised in the minds of military planners in the mid-1990s?

First, it envisions an absence of direct combat between similar forces. Gone are the central elements of Cold War-era combat: tanks against tanks, fighter aircraft against fighter aircraft, artillery duels, and the like. It posits that symmetrical warfare—combat between forces that generally look similar to each other—is becoming progressively unlikely. This marks a major break from the U.S. military’s twentieth-century experience. The Kaiser’s army in World War I looked very much like our own, as did Germany’s Wehrmacht in World War II. The Imperial Japanese Navy’s carrier divisions closely paralleled the Americans’ own fast carrier task forces. Germany’s submarine warfare campaigns were exceeded in their effectiveness only by the U.S. Navy’s relentless submarine campaign against Japanese shipping in the Second World War. During the Cold War, Soviet tank armies opposed American tank forces in central Europe, while both sides sought to build ever more capable fighter aircraft, submarines, and the like. For the American military, the twentieth century was the Century of Symmetrical Warfare. But in the scenario above this warfare era, like the twentieth century itself, has come to an end, and defense planners must take this disruptive shift into account.

Second, the scenario envisions the problems posed by a more proliferated world, one of rogue states armed with nuclear weapons. How might a country’s possession of even a small nuclear arsenal alter the way in which the United States projects military power? The problem has emerged first in North Korea, but the timeline for dealing with a nuclear-armed Iran still holds up well, even a decade after the scenario was published.

Another problem raised by the scenario is the ongoing proliferation of missiles among a broader set of rivals. Irregular Iranian forces armed with significant numbers of missiles pose a difficult challenge to U.S. forces. In 2006, Hezbollah struck Israel with nearly 4,000 rockets in the Second Lebanon War. By 2016, the scenario’s time frame, will nonstate enemies have access to precision-guided rockets? It is a problem that U.S. and partner militaries ignore at their peril.

The scenario highlights the growing problem that even advanced naval forces, like those of the United States, will have in narrow or restricted waters. Six years after this scenario was published, Millennium Challenge 02 highlighted this problem in a more direct way.

Finally, the scenario warns of the problem of irregular warfare. The Iranians respond to the American “victory” by reverting to guerrilla warfare, attempting to erode America’s will through a protracted war. That will sound familiar to those with even a casual interest in America’s experience in Iraq following its “regime change” military campaign in 2003.

Did the “Streetfighter State” scenario predict the future? Hardly. But did it provide what is essential to military planners—an understanding of how warfare might change and the key challenges that could emerge from that change? Absolutely.

Are there threats to international security and stability on the distant horizon that defense planners may be overlooking? Equally important, are there potential disruptive events that could occur in the near term, even today, that are not being given proper attention? The scenarios that follow are the author’s attempt to address these questions. Like the “Streetfighter State” scenario, they present credible new military challenges on which the Pentagon might usefully focus its attention. The reader should note the use of footnotes, both to provide citations for the references used to identify key trends and to further enrich the narrative. With regard to the latter, those citations with dates later than the fall of 2008 have been created solely to enhance the narrative. They are not meant to represent citations in the traditional sense.
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THE COLLAPSE OF PAKISTAN


A situation threatening the security of Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal and collapse of its command and control could only be brought about by subversion from within the military. Were this to happen, it would signify the Islamists’ penetration of the last bastion of credible power in Pakistan.

Brigadier (Ret.) Arun Sahgal

United Service Institution1



LESS THAN THREE MONTHS AFTER ASSUMING OFFICE, PRESIDENT Martin Simmons faces perhaps the greatest threat to America’s security since the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis. As Congress rushes to confirm the remaining members of the president’s national security team, the dramatic events of the past eight weeks, which began with the assassination of Pakistan’s president on February 24, are now coming to a head. Also emerging is a clear picture of the danger posed by Pakistan’s Islamist army faction and its militant Muslim allies, who hope to exploit that country’s growing civil disorder to seize power and create a radical Islamist state.

ASSASSINATION

THE CRISIS CAME SUDDENLY. PRESIDENT REHMAN DHAR WAS PLANNING a trip to the United States. Islamist2 officers in Pakistan’s shadowy intelligence service, the Directorate of Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI), apparently leaked the planning details to a clique of Islamist army colonels. The purpose of Dhar’s trip, as we now know, was to request the deployment of American troops to Pakistan as the lead element of an international military force. The Pakistani president hoped to win U.S. backing and, ultimately, broad international support for his campaign to impose order on several provinces that are the center of a rapidly metastasizing militant Islamist insurrection. The Jihadist3 sanctuaries located in these frontier areas have long provided support to terror campaigns in Afghanistan and India. More recently, they have extended their reach, claming responsibility for the “Stockholm Massacre” train bombings that killed more than two hundred, and the assassination of moderate Muslim leaders in Egypt and Morocco.

Armed with President Simmons’ support, President Dhar planned to address the United Nations General Assembly to request the world body’s backing for deploying an international peacekeeping force to his country. The purpose was to avoid a possible war with India, whose government had become increasingly anxious following last fall’s increase in Jihadist guerrilla and suicide attacks in Kashmir, which Dhar proved unable to suppress.

Whether Dhar could have succeeded in his mission will never be known. Pakistan’s president never made it to the airport. On February 24, 2013, his heavily armed motorcade was ambushed by renegade Pa kistani Army units under the command of the Islamist faction, who were likely supported by Jihadist elements. In less than ten minutes the president and nearly all his forty-seven-man bodyguard were cut down.4 A video of the massacre taken by the militant Islamists has been shown repeatedly by al-Jazeera and other Muslim media.5 Reflecting their mastery on the “war of ideas” battlefield, Islamist military leaders and their cleric allies proclaimed the assassination the work of the Indians and Americans. This has produced large anti-American and anti-Indian public protests in Pakistan and parts of the Arab world. More than a million Pakistanis demonstrated both in Lahore and in Rawalpindi. At the same time public opinion polls revealed that these same people voice admiration for the Muslim radicals for ridding them of the pro-Western Dhar.6

“THE CENTURY’S GREATEST CRISIS”

THE SITUATION IN PAKISTAN CONTINUED DETERIORATING INTO MIDAPRIL, as the world’s second-largest Muslim state slipped toward open civil war. The military was divided between army Loyalists, who had ruled the country off and on for decades amid various ineffectual civilian governments, and the Islamist army faction, whose sympathies are with the militant Muslim groups. The Loyalist army leaders attempted to perform their traditional role of imposing order within the country. This time, however, they had to contend with Islamist elements within the armed forces, led by a clique of young colonels and a few junior generals, who command perhaps a third or more of the country’s military. The Islamist faction supports the formation of a “true” Islamic republic, to be ruled by the country’s radical Islamist parties in league with the army’s “young Paks,” and with the support of many of the nation’s Sunni religious leaders.

There has been a spate of reports, many confirmed, of minor clashes between these two army factions, even as the world remains hopeful that all-out civil warfare can be avoided.7 Of greatest concern is the disposition of Pakistan’s arsenal of nuclear weapons, estimated to number 80 to 120, each of which is capable of causing greater destruction than the atomic bombs that destroyed the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki at the end of World War II. These weapons are believed to be located at half a dozen or so sites around the country, most of which are currently controlled by Loyalist forces. At least one site, however, is controlled by Islamist units. Both U.S. and other national intelligence services have concluded that sympathetic elements of the ISI have provided Islamist officers leading the breakaway army units with the activation codes needed to arm the nuclear weapons under their control.8 If so, there may be little to prevent these weapons from being used.

These events confirm the worst fears of many security experts, who have argued that once Pakistan began to slide toward anarchy, the nuclear command and control structure would soon collapse.9 As one noted, “Pakistan tends to leak. It has leaked vital weapons information in the past, and it may now be leaking nuclear weapons themselves.”10

Fortunately, Pakistan’s ballistic missile units apparently remain under the control of Loyalist elements.11 These missiles are the most effective means the Pakistanis have of delivering a nuclear warhead at long range. Two air bases with aircraft capable of delivering nuclear weapons are controlled by Islamist forces, but this danger pales in comparison to claims by two Jihadist groups that they have been provided with several nuclear weapons each and have begun moving them to “alternate locations” for safekeeping.12 These claims have recently been confirmed by an Islamist colonel. Speculation is that the Islamist military elements intentionally transferred the weapons to gain leverage, not so much over their Loyalist rivals as with the international community, to preclude the intervention that Dhar had sought. The danger also exists that these weapons might be smuggled abroad for use against any states that side with the Loyalists to suppress the Islamist forces. The principal targets of such attacks would appear to be India and the United States. In an attempt to reassure an increasingly unnerved U.S. public, senior Defense Department officials have launched a mini-media blitz to point out the difficulties involved in transporting a nuclear weapon halfway around the world and positioning it in an American city. India’s leaders, given their country’s long border with Pakistan, are far less sanguine regarding this threat. They cite repeated statements by Pakistani opinion leaders advocating the use of nuclear weapons if need be to ensure the recovery of Kashmir, a long-disputed province lying between the two countries. For example, in an interview on the Waqt television channel that was published by the mainstream right-wing Urdu daily Roznama Nawa-i-Waqt, senior Pakistani newspaper editor Majeed Kaira discussed Kashmir’s importance to Pakistan, called it “the jugular vein” of Pakistan and added that Pakistan should not hesitate to use nuclear weapons to take it from India. Kaira, who is also editor in chief of the English daily The Nation, declared:


It is better to die fighting than to die from famine. Kashmir
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WHAT IS TO BE DONE?
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