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The Evolution of Special Operations Forces

Earl F. Lockwood

Earl F. Lockwood is President and Chief Executive
Officer of Betac Corporation, a professional services
company he founded in October 1977. Betac primar-
ily supports offices and agencies of the Department
of Defense and the military services in areas that
include CI, specialized training, operational test
and evaluation, systems implementation, and special
operations/low intensity conflict analysis. From 1969

to 1977, Mr. Lockwood was Director, Command,
Control, and Intelligence Programs, at RCA Auto-
mated Systems Division. From 1959 to 1969, he held
various positions of increasing responsibility with
The MITRE Corporation, finally serving as Depart-
ment Head for Strategic and Intelligence Systems,
He took a leave of absence from MITRE between
1965 to 1968, when he was an Expert Consulitant on
Command and Control for the White House.

Oettinger: Our first speaker today needs no intro-
duction to those of you who have done your home-
work and read his biography. He is Earl Lockwood,
and we’re delighted to have him with us. I would
simply make this remark: that he is the first person
who has spoken to us this semester who comes out
of the private sector and is a kind of provider of
things, whether it’s thoughts or objects, to the kinds
of folks we mentioned earlier. So in terms of a walk
around different parts of the elephant, this is a
rather different vantage point from the ones we
heard earlier.

Lockwood: Thank you, Tony. I guess there are
two mysteries. One is “Why am I here?”” and the
other is **Why am I talking on the subject at hand,
on special operations forces (SOF) and low intensity
conflict (LIC)?*", because I'm not a retired military
man, nor have I ever been in government. [ come
trom the private sector of the aerospace industry,
notably MITRE for 10 years, and RCA for 8, and
Betac for the last 11. But I've been associated with
the military for the last 30 years, all branches of the
services, and I certainly have a deep and abiding
interest in the area of SOF, and what people refer to
as LIC. This interest goes all the way back to World
War II when I was 12 or 13 years old and a cousin
of mine was invalided back to the United States,
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having been wounded at Anzio with Darby’s Rang-
ers. He told of his experiences with the Rangers, 1
became fascinated, and began to read all I could
about what we now know as special operations.

I'm going into a little history, but first [ should
probably explain that the speaker following me to-
day is General Bob Kingston. I provide the comic
relief up front, and getting to him later is probably a
good thing for you since our comparative knowl-
edge of this area of special operations is as relative
as our ranks. He is a four-star general; 1 was a pri-
vate first class.

Oettinger: General Kingston happens to be with
us during this session in the back of the room. Feel
free, Bob, to reply to any scurrilous remarks.

Kingston: He was a private first class three times.

Lockwood: No, a corporal twice. I believe that
the areas of special operations and of so-called low
intensity conflict are most crucial and important to
the government and the American people today. Let
me say why I believe that: I do not believe that
there will be a nuclear war in the next 40 years any-
more than in the past 40 years, though we must
maintain a strong deterrent. I do not believe there
will be a conventional war in Europe, but we must
maintain a strong deterrent through NATO. Indeed,
we haven’t had a conventional war since World




War II. Actually, you can argue that if you wish —
that Korea was one, Vietnam was one, but I'd say
they were not. But as sure as we’re all sitting here,
well into the 21st century we will be having these
so-called exchanges in the low intensity conflict
arena. Such goes on every day. It’s been going on
since World War II. It is also my belief at this time
that we are not well prepared to deal with those two
items. And there’s a lot of work that needs to be
done.

I'm going to talk first about special ops, leading
into low intensity conflict. It’s my view that special
ops 1s not a new thing. It’s been around all the way
back to Joshua when he sent out his first recon pa-
trol in the form of Caleb. He came back and he
said, ‘““Well, here’s the enemy’s disposition, sir.”
Joshua thought about that and brought up his own
special forces and high technology in the way of
trumpets. He won the battle.

I could go on to Agamemnon and the Trojan
Horse, and so forth down through history, but it
was really World War II when this rather arcane
form of warfare came back into play and it was the
Brits who led the way. The first of what became a
number of innovative British officers was Orde
Wingate, who was, in many ways, a mystic. Win-
gate was dispatched, with a meager troop, to Ethio-
pia. Once there, he used what was at hand, operated
behind the lines, employed elephants for transport,
and successfully routed the Italians in a number of
instances. Wingate’s innovative approach to the
Ethiopian area caught Churchill’s eye, After face-
to-face discussions between those two, Churchill
dispatched Wingate to Burma to form another be-
hind-the-lines force which became popularly known
as the Chindits. Jack Masters’ book, The Road Past
Mandalay, gives a good account of those times.

Actually, Wingate used regular forces in an ir-
regular manner; the U.S. Army did the same in
Burma with Merrill’s Marauders. One could ques-
tion in the light of what we know today whether
these units were special forces, as they held the
form of line battalions and companies supported
along classic lines.

Later on, other British units came into being, such
as ‘‘Popsky’s Private Army’’; the Jedburghs, a
commando unit that several Americans served in;
the Commando Units; the Long Range Desert
Group; and David Stirling’s Special Air Service,
the famed SAS.

*lohn Masters, The Road Past Mandafuy. New York: Harper &
Brothers. 1961,
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It is my view that David Stirling’s concept for the
SAS set the standard for the special operations units
that exist today. David Stirling is a most remarkable
man. He is the product of a distinguished Scottish
family which is seated in Stirling, Scotland, in the
Lowlands. Now 73 years old, Colonel Stirling re-
tains his six-foot, five-inch stature, his twinkling
eye, and his creative mind. Still active in the daily
operations of his own companies, he continues to be
sought out as an adviser in the special operations
arena.

Colonel Stirling’s concept for the SAS came to
him while he was recovering from injuries sustained
in a parachute jump in the North African desert. His
definition of strategic operations or special opera-
tions is: “‘strategic operations aimed at destruction
of key targets deep behind enemy lines by four-man
parties with every man trained to a high degree of
proficiency.”

Though only a second lieutenant at the time,
David Stirling was able to convince the British
Commander, General Wavell, that his concept had
merit and he was given leave to raise a regiment: 1
believe he was the last man in the British army to
do so, and the last before him to have the honor did
so in the middle of the nineteenth century. Within
two years, David Stirling had risen to the rank of
lieutenant colonel, with a sizable force under his
command. The successes of the SAS were legend
and the value of this special operations unit could
be measured by the fact that they destroyed more
German and Italian planes on the ground than were
destroyed by the entire Desert Air Force — and ata
cost in lives, equipment, and manpower far less
than that required by an air arm.

Unfortunately, Colonel Stirling has never written
an autobiography. However, his exploits during the
war have been recounted in a number of books. I
would recommend that you read The Phantom Ma-
jor, by Virginia Cowles. Though Colonel Stirling
did not collaborate with the author, the book is
based on well-researched material and tells the story
of the founding of the SAS and its part in the Desert
War quite well.

David Stirling’s clarity of vision, singleness of
purpose, innovative training methods, leadership
and personal bravery in combat, and continued de-
votion to the safety and defense of the free world
have served us all well. Were one to visit the SAS
in its homebase of Hereford, David Stirling’s origi-
nal SAS concept could still be seen in today’s units.
Certainly refinements have been made, but the



original foundation and structure exist as before.
We all owe Colonel Stirling a debt.

When the Americans came inte World War 11, our
own special operations-oriented units came into be-
ing. Probably the first was the Filipino guerrillas,
and their formation came out of necessity, not plan-
ning. Early in the war, Carlson and Edson put to-
gether Marine Raider battalions, but they were short
lived. Next were Darby’s U.S. Ranger battalions
and a combined U.S./Canadian Special Service unit
who served with distinction in Italy, Finally, there
was the 5307th Composite Unit (Provisional), better
known as Merrill’s Marauders. All of these units
were formed along regular lines of companies and
battalions, but were used in an irregular manner.
They were trained for special operations in particu-
lar parts of the world.

When these specially trained units were used in
regular combat situations, such as the Rangers at
Anzio, they usually suffered great casualties due to
lack of equipment, an altered situation from what
they were trained to do, and facing odds not
planned for. For example, I believe the Rangers had
about 100 survivors out of a battalion at Anzio.

Kingston: They were hit by an armored regiment.

Lockwood: Probably one of the more exceptional
units in World War II, not because of its composi-
tion but because of its accomplishments, was ““the
Marauders,” or “Merrill’s Marauders,” if you pre-
fer. There's no need for me to repeat their exploits;
that’s done in a splendid way in a book by Charlton
Ogburn titled The Marauders. Ogbum was a com-
munications officer with the unit and served
throughout the entire Burma campaign.

A product of that particular special operational
environment is Lieutenant General Samuel V. Wil-
son, USA (Ret.}). General Wilson was an intelli-
gence and reconnaissance platoon leader and later a
rifle company commander at the age of 20. He was
one of the very few who completed the campaign
from start to finish and is mentioned throughout
Charlton Ogburn’s book.

General Wilson stayed in the Army, compiling an
interesting, even maverick, career pattern. He be-
came a Foreign Area Specialist in the Army's Rus-
sian Scholars program. His assignments included
those of a diplomatic courier, several tours in the
CIA, Defense Attaché in the USSR, Commander of
the 5th Special Forces Group, the first CORDS
(Civil Operations and Revolutionary Development
Support) Director in Vietnam with the rank of Min-
ister in the State Department, and Special Assistant

- 109 -

to both William Colby and Vice President Bush
when those two were Directors of Central Intelli-
gence. General Wilson retired as Director of the
Defense Intelligence Agency in June of 1977,

During his 37 years of active duty, General Wil-
son became one of the recognized leaders in the
U.S. Amy in the area of special operations. He and
a few others, like General Kingston and Lieutenant
General Bill Yarborough, USA (Ret.), were respon-
sible for keeping the special operations flame alive
and continuing to burn up to the present.

If you will now direct your attention to this first
slide (figure 1), I will make a sweeping generaliza-
tien: *“Special operations are conceived and devel-
oped by the gifted amateur or the maverick regular
who grows into the specialized professional.” I
have named a few in Orde Wingate, David Stirling,
Popsky, Carlson, Edson, Darby, and Merrill. Actu-
ally, it was not Merrill who formed the Marauders,
but a gentleman named Lieutenent Colonel Charles
Hunter, USA. Merrill took over after the 5307th
had reached the China-Burma-India theater of
operations.

Kingston: After Merrill had a heart attack, Hunter
took over.

Lockwood: Let me now extend a hypothesis about
how special operations come about in wartime (fig-
ure 2). Special operations seem to arise in a period
of sustained conventional war because: (a) the
gifted amateurs, such as David Stirling, come on
the scene or (b) the maverick regulars, such as Orde
Wingate or Darby, are unfettered by the times.
Combine that factor with the unlimited resources
available in wartime, rapid expansion of the armed
services, theaters of operation not considered in
peacetime, combat situations that require innova-
tion, and you have an environment that lends itself
to the rise of special operational units. A most im-
portant factor to note is that, heretofore, the time to
form, equip, and train the special ops unit has been
available. That may not hold true for the future.
Traditionally, when the war is over, such as
World War II, everything reverts back to normal:
rapid demobilization and departure of the gifted
amateur; drastic budget cuts; a resumption of regu-
lar army units trained and equipped to fight in a
conventional manner, and little, if any, room for
elite units. The time following World War II was no
exception for the United States and other nations
such as Great Britain. The Rangers were retained in
a drastically curtailed form (figure 3), but the SAS
was disbanded. There was little emphasis in this




Special operations units are often conceived and developed by the gifted amateur
or the maverick regular who grows into the speclalized professional.

Battle of Jericho:............cccoevvvvereenece. JOSHUR

French and Indian War: ....................... Major Robert Rogers; "Rogers Rangers”

Revolutionary War: ............cc.cccceoen, Mad Anthony Wayne; Francis Marion

Civil WK oo e erees Union '‘Bummers'; Mosby — "The Grey Ghost"

TOXAS, .. veeeieeeeeeieereecriirse s r e e e Texas Ranging Force vs. Anyone

Boer War: ........ccoovevvenimececccecciias Boer Commandos

S WorldWarl: ..oooevveeirveeeeeeeeeeee oo, Lawrence of Arabia

World War ll: ............ Wingate's Chindits Filipino Guerrillas
Stirling’s SAS & SBS Carlson's Marine Raiders
Popsky's Private Army Edson's Marine Raiders
Jedburgh's Commandos Darby's Rangers
Long Range Desert Group The Marauders

Otto Skorzeny

Figure 1. SOF History

Durlng major and/or extended combat periods (war), speclal operations
forces are acceptable and supported:

+ Lots of resources and money
» Injection of new blood, new thinking-
» Lots of opportunities and unique situations

Following a major war and Into peace, SOF units are disbanded,
scorned, shunned, ighored:

Rapid demobilization for all armed forces
Euphoria of peace

Extreme reduction in funding for all

Absence of threat

= Regrouping and reassessment by military

A return to classic thinking and planning

» A more rigid adherence to classic combat arms
and career goals

Figure 2. SOF Hypothesis
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« Vietnam
- 80G - 'A' Teams
- Son Tay — Mike Force

Another "Down Dip"

Very littie use of SOF units In Korea, even Rangers
US emphasis on strateglc resources vis-'a-vis USSR
Eplsodic revival: Rangers — SF stirrings

The Uncertaln Trumpet — JFK — Green Berets

Meanwhile:

+ British SAS: Malaysla, Yemen, Rhodesla, Aden
« Israeli Defense Forces speclal units

- Spetsnaz

Special operations forces rise as the need becomes apparent or
becomes clearly understood or an aperture opens.

Figure 3. The United States Since World War Il

period of peace on special ops of any kind by any-
one. During the Korean War, special ops played but
a small part. There were a few Ranger units and
some CIA units that operated behind the lines using
American-led South Korean combatants. One such
unit was commanded by then-Lieutenant Bob
Kingston.

Following Korea, the U.S. emphasis was on sira-
tegic deterrence during the Eisenhower years. With
the nuclear buildup, conventional warfare and, thus,
the U.S. Army received less attention. Special op-
erations forces suffered accordingly. This period is
well described in a book by Colonel Aaron Bank,
USA (Ret.), titled From OSS to Green Beret. An
impontant figure for special ops in this time period
was Lieutenant General Bill Yarborough, USA,
and another important event was the resurrection of
the SAS in the British Army due to the situation in
Malaysia.

In the late 1930s, General Maxwell Taylor, then
retired, wrote The Uncertain Trumpet, which
pointed out the need for conventional forces in the
not too distant future. This book caught the atten-
tion of John F. Kennedy. Fellowing Kennedy’s
election, he made a trip to Fort Bragg and presented
a symbolic Green Beret to then-Colonel Bill Yar-
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borough heralding a rebirth, if you will, of U.S.
special forces. Is that correct, General Kingston?

Oettinger: I cannot resist, in the context of the
John F. Kennedy School of Government and later
developments in this institution, pointing out that
the green beret, as a symbol itself, was designed by
Jacqueline Kennedy. At least she seemed to take
credit for it, and it has been repeated around here.

Kingston: It’s a foreign headgear and initially they
wore it illegally. After the Green Berets were
formed John Kennedy presented it because it was
foreign and they were formed from foreigners and
trained foreigners to fight.

Lockwood: It was also during this time period that
the United States developed an exchange program
with the Brits. For example, Bob Kingston served
with the British 5th Para Regiment as a major.
Also, Colonel Charlie Beckwith, then a captain,
was an exchange officer with the 22nd SAS, as
were several U.S. Army enlisted specialists such as
Master Sergeant Dick Meadows of Son Tay fame.

Oettinger: Going back to your grand generaliza-

tion about special operations and the mavericks and
so on, somewhere I hope you will address the ques-
tion of whether that’s an accident, and the extent to




which you can plan the special work for reacting to
unusual situations. The impression you left me with
was that 1t was kind of inevitable, but I don’t think
that’s what you're leading to. Maybe you can ad-
dress that more explicitly now.

Lockwood: I'm not sure I understood the ques-
tion. Try me again.

OQettinger: You said historically that special forces
have always arisen during major conflicts at the in-
stigation of, or aided and abetted by, maverick
types or gifted amateurs. What wasn’t clear from
that statement was whether it was simply an obser-
vation — that’s the historical fact, or whether it is
kind of an inevitable condition under the widest ob-
servable range of human conditions and organiza-
tional inventiveness.

Lockwood: First, I would have to say that it’s an
observation because I'm certainly not an expert, but
given enough time in a wartime situation, special
forces are an inevitable happening. Their value is
recognized in certain situations and they are sup-
ported. Again, the main issue is that we may not
have the time in today’s world to let special forces
emerge and must prepare and train in peacetime
rather than waiting, We can’t afford to wait for a
David Stirling or a Wingate to come along.

Oettinger: But, if that’s the case, then might it not
be a contradiction in terms to talk about special op-
erations forces as a regular, rigid kind of thing? And
if the answer is no, then I hope that between you
and General Kingston, somewhere between now
and six o’clock, you would lay out for us what you
believe to be the necessary conditions for creating
and maintaining such things under conditions other
than the historical ones you describe. I think that’s
the gist of my question.

Lockwood: Maybe I'll get there. I'm going to try
to. '

Kingston: They have tried to institutionalize this.
The Army has formed a separate branch for special
forces. I was probably the only single, senior officer
requested who said, “‘Don’t do it. It’s a stupid thing
to do.”” SAS has NCOs staying as long as they are
physically able to perform. The officers come in for
two or three years and then go back to the regulars.
Special forces were formed initially for guerrilla
warfare, to support the conventional theater com-
mand in a real-warfare fight. The Defense Depart-
ment has now institutionalized the new command
which I'm going to speak to later. There again,
you’ve got the people who are going in the special
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forces in the Army, the Air Force has the 23rd Air

Force, and that pyramid for promotion is going to

be very, very tight. People who are outstanding in

special forces will retire as captains and maybe as

lieutenant colonels. If they stayed in infantry, they’d

be general officers, but there’s no place to put them. .
They blocked themselves by trying to institutional-

ize special operations.

Oettinger: But if you don’t institutionalize, then
you are consigning it to the historical fate that you
have described. How do you balance that?

Lockwood: Being one of the listeners over the
years to the real participants and not being in the
military or hatdly of it, I sort of sit and ponder on
these things while they’re talking. They know what
they 're doing. I would agree with General Kingston
that forming a special operations branch doesn’t
make a hell of a lot of sense. We don’t seem to use
a proven pattern over here that others have found
successful, and I point to the British SAS as an ex-
ample. They do it the right way and they keep the
enlisted ranks there forever. Occasionally they will
commission an officer from the ranks and he will
stay with the regiment but he, too, will then go out
and be assigned occasionally somewhere else. Then
they rotate their officers from the regular Army
through there. That has worked very successfully.

David Stirling’s thesis on the four-man unit, the
tightness of the entire regiment, even how the fami-
lies conduct themselves, is a tried and proven way.
We didn’t pick that up. Charlie Beckwith, when he
was charged with building Delta — and I get this
from reading his book, Delta Force — wanted to
institute what the Brits did with the SAS to form our
own unit, that they referred to, at least in that book,
as the Delta Force.

But there is another way: if you look at the Israeli
Defense Force, they have very, very successful spe-
cial operational units, yet they have no special op-
erations command or organization so defined. Yet,
paradoxically, if you have not served in special op-
erations in the Israeli Defense Force, you can never
achieve the rank of general. And what is the reason
for that? It’s very simple. Regular forces and regu- .
lar wars, to use that term, like World War II or even
Korea, are fought with big formations — regiments,
battalions, armies, corps, divisions — and it’s mac-
roscopic in nature. Special operations is microscopic
in nature, and causes you to think in microscopic
detail about everything you’re going to do, and that
wonderfully sharpens the mind. When you learn to
think in those terms, you’re learning in those terms.



You tend to carry it on and think of all of the exira
details as you grow up in the ranks.

General Kingston, as a second lieutenant in the
7th Division, led a 300-man task force to the Yalu
River, a very unusual event for a second licutenant,
and there’s been a lot written about that feat. There
was this young second lieutenant sitting on the head
of an APC (armored personnel carrier) with cap-
tains, lieutenants, and one major in his task force
command, and he had to think about a lot of things.
It was, in effect, a special operation.*

He was later picked up by our friends in the CIA
and taken for training and then inserted back into
the special raiding parties behind the lines of the
North Koreans for another year of special opera-
tions. He was a Ranger after Korea, which was the
nearest thing to special forces we had at that time.
I’'m using Bob as an example because he’s here. He
served in our own special forces, yet he would be in
regular line units, and finally he commanded the
U.S. Central Command; he was a division com-
mander, a brigade commander twice in Vietnam,
but all the time he was applying this learned special
forces microscopic knowledge in all his later assign-
ments. Actually, Tony’s point has been overtaken
by an event: special forces have been edicted by
law in the form of an amendment to-the Goldwater-
Nichols Reorganization Act of 1986.

Perhaps that legislation came about because of the
items depicted in figure 4: the stirrings of the 1970s
and 1980s following the Vietnam War. The war in
Vietnam did see the use of various special forces
units and several specific special operations. Inevi-
tably, there was drawdown after Vietnam, but not
as severe for special forces as in other post war
periods.

The mid-1970s saw the advent of terrorism in
greater force and with greater frequency. The
United States military services began to stir and re-
spond. The first response to receive attention in the
press was Blue Light at Fort Bragg. As I understand
it from Charlie Beckwith's book, Delta Force, and
other discussions, Blue Light became a diversion
and cover for Delta Force.

Other nations had already built their counter-
terrorist units. The Brits had over 20 years in train-
ing, using, and refining the SAS; the Germans had
developed GSG-9; the Israelis have already been
discussed. Delta Force became the U.S. answer to

*Martin Blumenson and Tames L. Stokesbury, “The Young Soldier a
Work: Kingston,” in Masters of the Art of Commuand. Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1975, pp. 66ff.
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the surgical side of special ops; their first major
publicized effort was the so-called Desert One, the
Iranian hostage rescue attempt. The failure of that
mission certainly heightened interest in the special
ops area, but most of that interest appeared to come
from outside the military and centered in certain
members of the Congress. But appearances are
sometimes deceiving. There were proponents of
special operations within the military, or else Delta
Force, the SEALS (Sea-Air-Land Units), the USAF
Ist SOW (Special Operations Wing), etc., would
not have existed. Forward thinkers such as General
Edward C. (Shy) Meyer, USA (Ret.), a former
Army Chief of Staff, deserve great credit for their
efforts on behalf of special operations. True, the
Pentagon might have been able to move faster and
the Goldwater-Nichols Act and the amendment
pushed things along.

McLaughlin: Before you start in on that, just so
we maintain some chronology here, because I'm
sure we can spend a lot of time on that, we sort of
glided over the Vietnam era. If you have a few
comments on that...

Lockwood: Vietnam was an irregular war that, in
the main, employed regular troops in regular forma-
tions: companies, battalions, brigades, and divi-
sions. But there was no front, as such, and at times
these regular units were used in an irregular manner
not unlike the Marauders in World War II or Win-
gate’s Chindits. It is important to note that when we
met the North Vietnamese army in a “regular™
fight, we won every time.

We did use a number of special operational units:
Green Beret ““A’" teams, the so-called *‘Mike
Force” that used American-led Montagnards, the
SOG (Studies and Observation Group) units, and
the Son Tay raiders. The Son Tay raid was almost a
perfectly executed special ops mission. It combined
U.S. Army and U.S. Air Force clite personnel into
a well-coordinated team. Had the U.5. prisoners
been at Son Tay, it would have been perfect. A
good lesson to dwell on is “‘how to do it.”

Kingston: One comment on Vietnam with regard
to special operations and special forces. We had
corps, we had divisions. The First Cavalry Division
was probably 14,000 men. The 5th Special Forces
Group never got over a strength of 2,000 at the
most, yet they won 17 Medals of Honor and three
Victoria Crosses {the Victoria Crosses went to the
Australian warrant officers). Most of the divisions
got maybe three out of 14,000.



« Terrorism

— Blue Light
— Delta Force
— Other improvements

« Desert One

- JSOC
- 1st. SOCOM
— Additional structure

- Amendment to Goldwater — Nichols DOD Reorganization Act of 1986,
SEC 1311 (S1224/H1011) Speclal Operations Forces

— Special Operations Command

- Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special Operations and Low Intensity Conflict
— Deputy Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs for Low Intensity Conflict

Figure 4. Stirrings of the Seventies and Eightles

McLaughlin: How about lessons learned? Cer-
tainly we went through the big drawdown again
after the war.

Lockwood: I really don’t know the numbers or the
details, but there certainly was, and is, a perception
that the DOD was neglecting the special operations
area. There was a great deal of questioning after
Desert One by the media and the Congress. The late
Congressman Dan Daniel has to be regarded as the
prime pusher of legislation to establish, “‘improve”
would be a better word, our special ops capabilities.
There were numerous hearings on the subject with a
more or less reluctant Department of Defense. Con-
gressman Daniel had support for his views in both
the Senate and the House and from both sides of the
aisle. There was also support from numerous retired
senior military officers, such as Lieutenant General
Sam Wilson, General Dick Stilwell, General Shy
Mever, General Bob Kingston, and others, for in-
creased tempo and spending in the special ops
arena. It is my view that the perceived reluctance of
DOD management to support special ops enthusias-
tically caused the legislation creating a new com-
mand to come into being and a new Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense for Special Operations and Low In-
tensity Conflict to be created. The feeling by the
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Members of Congress concemed about special ops
and/or low intensity conflict was that the DOD
would continue to treat both areas with benign ne-
glect. They felt, it would appear, that the United
States should have a capability to meet the threat
and challenge of the future — which may be here as
we speak.

Oettinger: Could you try to sharpen up the image
you've painted here? One of our earlier guests this
semester was the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs,
General Herres, who was, in his particular way, not
terribly complimentary about the set-up that these
amendments created. His animus was directed to-
ward a specific point which, if I hear him and you,
implies perhaps no disagreement, but maybe it
does. That’s what [ want to hear from you now or
later on. If I heard him correctly, he was not object-
ing to the notions, and the need for, and the quality
of special operations forces, ctc. What he said, and
correct me if I quote him wrong, was.that what hap-
pened was the creation of another damn military
department, and that we don’t need. He was im-
plying that what had happened in the legislation was
the creation of an unnecessary rigid bureaucracy
rather than the upgrading of whatever it takes to get
good quality special operations. I don’t know,




hearing you, whether that’s in agreement with your
views or in disagreement.

McLaughlin: Well, let me crystallize that a little
more sharply. Herres characterized it as creating a
fifth service, sort of a plot of the green beanies and
SOF people. He said — I will paraphrase — *“We
don’t need a fifth service and we need those special
operations capabilities deployed undemeath the
CINGs.”

Kingston: I'd say that’s typical of the military bu-
reaucracy, and that’s why they’re getting it shoved
down their throats by Congress. Because as Herres
said, they did not respond to the intent and wishes

of Congress, which they were told many times.

Lockwood: I don’t know that I would completely
remonstrate with everything that General Herres
said, but I would certainly remonstrate with one
thing: that all we needed to do was put these special
units together and put them out and deploy them
under the CINCs and that’s that. That ain’t that.
Anybody who reads a little bit of history, even very
recent history, would see the folly of that approach.
I don’t know General Herres personally, but T know
he’s a very smart man. He's in a very important
position and he sees things the way he sees things,
but coming around at it from another way, let me
try this. If you were the Chief of Staff of the Army
and | came in to you and I said, “‘Special ops,” you
would register one percent of the budget, yawn, and
fall asleep. But if I said to you, ““Bradley fighting
vehicle,” or something like that, you’re up on your
toes and alert. When you say, *‘Special forces,”
those fellows, the chiefs of staff, their ops deputies,
whoever does their work, think in terms of one per-
cent. You know, they’ve got bigger things on their
plate. These are different battles that you're fighting
down there. An exception to that, I think it’s fair to
say, was General Shy Meyer, because of his sup-
port of special forces.

Kingston: We put the Delta Force together be-

cause Shy Meyer allowed it to happen while he was
Chief of Staff.*

Lockwood: He allowed it to happen, and that’s
about all you can ask for these days, you know, [
would say first of all you’ve got to allow something
to happen in that kind of arena.

Kingston: The people in JSOC (the Joint Special
Operations Command) are probably the best trained

*For one description of General Meyer's role sec Col. Charlie A.
Beckwith and Denald Knox, Defra Force. New York: Harcourt,
Brace. Jovanovich, 1983,
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people that we’ve ever had in any military service.
They move out and they’ve been committed many,
many times, but the only time you ever hear about
them is if there’s an Achille Lauro or something like
that. They’ve gone out and done jobs and some are
overseas right now, today. The Amy, of course,
will deny that there is a Delta Force.

Lockwood: Beckwith got the job done. He did a
great job. I'm told by those who should know —
from the SAS, others of the foreign units who came
over — that our unit is the best. I've heard that from
several of the SAS guys. There’s a great inter-
change in there between those two units,

Kingston: When we formed the JFK Center, I was
picked to go confer rapidly with General Singlaub at
the leave of the President. General Meyer said
there’s only one man capable of training Delta, and
that’s Charlie Beckwith.

Lockwood: In the next slide (figure 5), I say, with
tongue in cheek, generally speaking DOD civilian
and military leadership have not been attentive to or
enthusiastic about supporting special forces. I would
say, for the most part, that those in charge see spe-
cial forces as an infringement upon the primary mis-
sion of the military services, in support of national
policy; an area that would draw off money from
strategic deterrence and a conventional war in
Europe. I would also say that special ops is an ar-
cane area and it’s difficult to understand if the pro-
fessional soldier, sailor, or airman has not been
trained or fully exposed. In short, special operations
is an alien thought path for the traditional military.
Another point is the elite nature of special forces
used in special operations. They are, indeed, a
breed apart from the mainstream. The regular mili-
tary, generally speaking, rankle at the symbols of
elite troops: berets, paratrooper boots, etc. It’s
subtle, but there is that difference in thinking.

Oettinger: Let me stop you there and explore that
one a little bit because in the intelligence world the
special operations people tend to be elite. Histori-
cally within the CIA, the feeling was that they are
indeed the elite and everybody else, the analysts
and so forth, are second-class citizens. So, if that’s
correct, you have an instance where the elites are in
control and the sloggers are in disrepute and don’t
make it to the top. Is this because of military his-
tory, or is it because of the nature of the organiza-
tion, or is the premise false? Maybe it’s nonsense.

Lockwood: Generally speaking, all operational
people consider themselves to be the ones at the
cutting edge of the problem and think of all others




Generally speaking, clvilian and mllitary leadership have not
been attentive to or enthusiastic about special forces.
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Figure 5. Some Observations and Perceptions

in the organization as support elements. I believe
that holds for the CIA, the military services, and
business organizations. However, one really can’t
do without the other. It's a team effort and all parts
exist for a reason. Looking at the history of the CIA
in the form of its directors, the operational types
could be personified in Dulles, Helms, Colby, and
Casey. But there were also McCone, Rabom,
Turner, and the current DCI, Webster, who were
not, per se, intelligence operational types.

There certainly has been a strong military flavor
in the operational side of the CIA, from what I can
understand: a strong military flavor in the sense that
many if not most of the officers were recruited into
operations after stints in the military. Bob Kingston
is an example: the CIA offered him a GS-14 slot
after Korea, as I recall.

Kingston: They brought a lot of military in during
the Korean War for paramilitary, but they weren’t
big enough. They’re still not big enough. They’d
like to see the special forces, the Special Operations
Command forces be the PM — the paramilitary —
of what the Agency used to be, but they don’t have
the capability. They're very limited.
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Lockwood: 1 don’t know much about the CIA, but
the operators, I think, are a rather small percentage
of a very big budget, and from what I can read we
sort of got out of the human spying business under
Stansfield Tumner.

McLaughlin: I'd sort of like to recast this because,
Tony, I think you're asking the wrong question in
that case. Any organization has an operating ethic.
If it’s the post office, it’s people who used to
“throw mail,” and in the CIA, coming out of the
OSS (Office of Strategic Services), it was the people
who were the field operators — the Jedburghs and
people who had overseas assignments. That, I
think, is a little different from what Earl was talking
about. The different version of it in the Army is its
combat arms — its armor, infantry, and artillery. In
anything else, including special forces, well, you're
out of the mainstream. For a while you were al-
lowed the title of paratrooper. But special forces
were considered tangential and out of the operating
mainstream. The operating method is still there, and
some people were lucky enough to be able to go
back and forth and get a regular infantry command
and maintain their respectability. But Earl’s point




about elites is, I think, a special problem of the
United States Army. I mean, the idea in the British
Army is each regiment is allowed to maintain some
kind of separate identification that lets them claim to
be the best of whatever they may be. Maybe it’s
Just different facings and cap badges, but in the
U.S. Army there always has been a sort of great
fear of elites, and you stomp them out after every
war.

Lockwood: Absolutely; that was the observation
that I intended to make.

Oettinger: Okay, but my point is that for a pe-
riod, elitism in an area of operations that is maybe
shading off, but not too far off, from the kind of
thing we’re talking about, was not only tolerated but
was mainstream within something called an intelli-
gence agency. When we discussed this a couple of
years back in this seminar with Bob Inman (this was
when he had just become Deputy Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence), we asked, “What are your views
on this question of where should special operations
be — under intelligence or under the military?”” He
said, ““Life is too short to fight these reorganization
battles. It’s not bad where it is, etc., etc.” What ’'m
trying to drive at is when you’re saying, now here is
a situation where it isn’t welcome. It keeps getting
destroyed and will have to be rebuilt and require
almost underground movement within the military.

Lockwood: That’s counterrevolutionary.

Oettinger: Then the question is, is there a better
home? Over the last decade or so, the intelligence
community has not, for reasons having to do per-
haps with other congressional views, been the best
home. In fact, you see some of the effects of grop-
ing for a home within the U.S. government in the
fallout from the actions, later on, of Colonel North
and so on, which in a way you could interpret as
looking for an institutional home. Perhaps we’re
looking at a mistake or the attempt is still something
that’s out there before us in terms of sorting it out.
But I guess what I'm trying to get from you, Earl,
and later from General Kingston, is a sense of
where, prospectively, you might find a home given
what you know the U.S. government and U.S. soci-
ety are like. What’s a best home? And for what
reasons?

Lockwood: My view is that there are apples and
there are oranges. A special operations unit like the
so-called Delta Force is based on David Stirling’s
four-man patrol concept, with a high proficiency in
all their training, cross training, and continuous
very, very special activities. They’re fifth-level vol-
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unteers. The only place you're going to find those
types of people and be able to put together a special
operations unit is the United States military. We can
do it. We can create a school, I guess, but it takes a
certain type of person who wants to do that — a
fellow who is willing to stay an enlisted man for his
entire career, just so he can stay in that unit. That’s
happened time and time again in the British Army
and the U.S. Armmy. I think that’s correct, Bob?

Kingston: For the first three officers we selected
for Delta we screened almaost a hundred people. We
never sent anyone back to his unit looking like he
failed; we’d say “‘This guy’s great, but we don’t
need him at this time. "’

Lockwood: The CIA, from what I can read and
understand, de-emphasized the HUMINT — or
spying — side of the business over the years. The
advent of technology and the cast that came with it
effectively de-emphasized HUMINT in terms of
sheer numbers of dollars. Bob Inman came up
through the technical side of the intelligence busi-
ness and he’s probably the best we’ve had. If I re-
member correctly, it was Stansfield Turner who
drastically changed the HUMINT side of the CIA
by forced reductions, retirements, and removal of
the old salts. This point is a little hard to pin down
because we really can’t determine what the size and
composition of such a clandestine operation might
be — and we shouldn’t be allowed to know.

McLaughlin: I'm wondering, though, because I
raised this question with Bob Inman each of the
three times that he’s spoken here and got somewhat
different answers each time as his view changed. I
remember I first asked Ray Cline* the same ques-
tion back in 1977 when he was speaking here and
he declined to answer. At that time, or for a long
time, the CIA recruited out of the military for op-
erations but, to a large degree, those recruited lost
their military status. You also had the other *‘mobs
for jobs” — the Cubans and others, but it was very
had to accommodate paramilitary forces on a con-
tinuing basis. In contrast to that, the British have the
SAS and SBS as part of the permanent military es-
tablishment. Inman’s statement was, ““Gee, it would
be nice to take the covert operations function out of
the CIA and base it in the military so that people
have a career pattern to which they could return.
They always need the Defense Department logistics
over time and that might be one of the adjustments
you would make.” That was a statement about five
or six years ago. By the same token, the U.K. gov-

*Raif S. Cline, Deputy Director for Intelligence, CIA, 1962-1966,




ernment admits the existence of the Special Air
Service regiment, while we play this game, you
know, there's no Delta Force.

Lockwood: What can [ say about that?

Kingston: He has some problems with the over-
sight committees of the Agency, and then you’ve
got problems with the military on the War Powers
Act. We're being prohibited from doing things we
should be doing. And there’s that bottom line on the
side: the turf structure and the command and control
problem.

Oettinger: That question of the overlap of the War
Powers Act on one side and the prohibitions and the
executive orders and legislation on the intelligence
side is one of the more fundamental structural ques-
tions that makes this so very hard.

Kingston: On the oversight committees you’ve got
people leaking what they want to leak to the press.
They had one Senator taken off the committee be-
cause of that, and he wasn’t even censured. It was
perfectly all right.

When you do it, it’s in the national interest, you
don’t call it a leak, you call it informing the press.
When we do it, you call it a leak.

Lockwood: Now this is supposed to be a group in
command and control studies, right? If you want to
look at the command and control structure of some-
thing like our special forces as opposed to, say, the
Brits, Maggie Thatcher controls the SAS and, I
think, their combined special forces. She plays the
exercises when she’s needed to participate and she
controls it directly. Now, I'm certain the President
of the United States controls any unit we might
have, such as Delta Force. But by the time he
speaks and it thunders down the line, there are a lot
of complications from all the staff levels.

Let me see if I can construct a situation that may
be compared. Let’s say that we need to respond
quickly to something and we send a unit and it has
to go somewhere and it has to fly to get there —
Achille Lauro. An order is signed by somebody like
the Secretary of Defense, or the President of the
United States, or the Assistant Secretary of Defense
and you’d think that’s what would make everything
move. Not in our bureaucracy, it doesn’t. They say,
*Now wait a minute, you can’t take off because of
this, and we’ve got to get clearances for that, and
the regulation says so and so.”” You could sit for
hours.

Now, fortunately, as these things pop up, some-
body will look into it and solve that one problem.
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But I don’t know that there’s been a strong analysis
or a good analysis done on the overall process to
find out where those blockages are, but surely they
come up from time to time.

Most of you in this room are experienced with
our command and control structure, as I'm given to
understand, and Jim Croke and I have been trying
to figure it out for 30 years; failing miserably, 1
might add. It’s still a mess. And it’s a mess not be-
cause people haven’t thrown money into it, thrown
time at it; a lot of it’s cultural. The President goes
into the Department of Defense, to the Secretary, to
the Chiefs, to the services, to the command, and
finally, it trickles down to the unit.

According to Beckwith’s book, there was a great
fight to put Charlie’s Delta unit under Forces Com-
mand, 18th Airborne Corps, Special Warfare Cen-
ter, and eventually getting down to the unit. The
generals were all fighting and General Kingston
fought the good fight, beating back Forces Com-
mand when he was a one- or a two-star. And then
he left and the next guy who replaced Bob in that
arena stumbled and flagged and failed, until General
Meyer as Deputy Chief of the Army came down
and said, “*Right, this is the structure. There will be
Forces Command, 18th Airbome Corps, Special
Warfare Center, and finally Charlie Beckwith’s
Delta Force. Right. But we’ll have this little thing
here called a loop up to me from Charlie any time
he wants.” He didn’t violate the structure, but he
violated the structure, and that’s the only way you
could do it. The Brits arc much more straightfor-
ward about it.

Kingston: It still exists today, and I'll get into it
later.

Oettinger: We’d appreciate that, because one of
the things that we've gotten fanatical about in this
class is my notion that a lot of these things are due
to balances. You're taking a view that says a short
span of control and a direct one from the top —
Prime Minister or President to an operating unit.
We have a good deal of testimony to the effect
that every time that’s happened, it’s been a damn
disaster. It may work for Maggie, but if it’s one of
the yahoos who gets elected to the White House and
he sits in the Situation Room and does direct con-
trol, we get into problems. There are people like
General Stilwell and others who say what a wonder-
ful thing it is to cut things out and make sure the
reporting is down at the operating unit, maybe
going a layer or two up, but for God’s sake, no
connection to some amateur sitting in Washington.



Lockwood: I don’t think that the SAS reports back
to Mrs. Thatcher for direction once she has author-
ized it. There is a ministerial level in between in all
cases.

Oettinger: So you’re talking about initiation.
Lockwood: Yes.

Kingston: The Director of the SAS stays in
Whitchall. He’s a brigadier; he’s there. The regi-
ment’s at Hereford, and a lieutenant colonel runs
and trains that regiment, but when something goes
down, as they say in SAS, when we go, Maggie’s
involved. The director’s right there. When anything
goes down, he’s got his intelligence, he’s got the
positions, they sit around the table much like this,
and they discuss it. ‘I can do this, I cannot do that,
for many reasons. I don’t have the capabilities, or 1
need to be supported.”

Lockwood: And in some cases, ‘I won’t do this.”
Kingston: That’s correct.

McLaughlin: But I think you need to distinguish

the cases that you have in mind from something like
a standard military operation, where we still deploy
troops, like Stilwell with the tree-cutting incident or
the Mayaguez. What we were talking about here are

special missions, and at one point, at least, the Brits
deployed special missions through something sup-
posedly called “UNICORN,” a committee of about
seven people, including the Prime Minister, the Di-
rector of SAS, the Home Minister, the Defense
Minister, and the head of the Metropolitan Police, if
it was in London. Since the Director of SAS was in
there, you obviate all that chain in between through
the military departments. I think that’s a different
case than sitting in a Sit Room and trying to win the
Vietnam War.

Lockwood: Your examples are probably better
than mine. Some of the observations and percep-
tions, perception being reality most of the time, at
least in Washington, that SOF can be utilized across
the entire spectrum of war (figure 6), I wouldn’t
argue with one minute. Unhappily, the tendency
can become, if we're not very, very cautious, that
all of the training and equipping that we do in the
special ops is to support the war that it looks like
we're going to fight now, namely a nuclear war or a
conventional war. I would say, ves, special ops
forces can be used in that spectrum. But I would go
further to say that special ops forces and certain
other forces should be trained to look at the low in-
tensity side of fighting as opposed to the others.

microscoplc and In great detail

updates must be continuous

SOF can be utillzed across the whole spectrum of intensity of conflict

Conventional force planning is macroscopic; SOF planning is
Innovation, creativity and use of high tech are required for SOF;

The uses of U.S. SOF capabilities are going to be broader and, thus,

somewhat different than other countries with different national security

interests/problems

Above point further complicated by U.S. government structure

Figure 6. Observations and Perceptions
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1 would say that the Special Ops Command will
slowly get there. You can’t get anything done in
less than two years. I find a lot of cooperation and a
lot of good thinking, at least in the military, that
’ve come into contact with along these lines. But
the groundswell is for people to do what they under-
stand best, which is nuclear war or central front
Europe.

Kingston: Everything’s central front Europe. Any
problem that you bring up, it’s Europe.

Lockwood: I have shied away from having our
company even work on European problems be-
cause, as you know, it’s a one-year experience re-
peated 40 times, or 45, or whatever it is now.

But there are enough people getting educated, 1
think, who will get this pushed back down to the
end on the Third World. But it’s got to be done on
the LIC issues. I've talked about the conventional
force planning as macroscopic. The innovation and
creativity and use of high tech for the front-end spe-
cial operations units, a Delta type of unit, are very
important, but maybe not that necessary for, say, an
airborne unit.

There is a lot of comparison — I've done it today
— to the British SAS or the German GSG-9, or the
French unit, or the Israelis. But the United States is
in a different position. The Israelis are contained in
this one geographical area for their types of low in-
tensity conflicts, if you will, and the Brits also, but
in our contest with the Russians in the Third World
we're going to be in a lot of places, and we don’t
even know where they are, or where they’re going
to be. A group of us, of whom General Kingston is
certainly one, has tried to look at that. We had a
session three or four months ago where 20 of the
best minds in this business carefully prepared for an
all-day, completely unclassified discussion on trying
to prioritize where the 10 hot spots would be around
the world for the United States and the so-called
low intensity conflicts. We failed miserably, abso-
lutely; I was embarrassed. We had briefers come in
from the DOD to tell us what they were doing, and
how they rank the priorities. It’s a very difficult
subject. Who would have anticipated a Grenada 30
days before it happencd, or who would have specu-
lated on the Persian Gulf?

McLaughlin: Let me interrupt you here. At least,
though, we could have anticipated Grenada. The
President of the United States was on national TV
six months before it happened and publicly antici-
pated it, which has always puzzied me about some
of the operational problems that we had.
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Lockwood: What makes you think the system re-
acts to all the potential situations?

Kingston: On Grenada, the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs was briefed on Friday for the first time. Ad-
miral Metcalf, the three-button in the Navy, joined
his staff aboard the flagship Sunday. It went down
on Tuesday. The Marine barracks were blown up in
Beirut that Sunday. P.X. Kelley, then Commandant
of the Marines, went to Jack Vessey, then Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and said, ““The
honor of the Marine Corps is at stake. We've got to
put a halt to Grenada.” They just happened to have
a Marine Amphibious Unit en route to the Mediter-
ranean. They changed their run. And you’ll notice
in the command and control of that operation, Wes-
ley McDonald, the admiral in charge of Atlantic
Command, never put an overall commander in. He
kept the Marines up in the northeast and kept the
Army in the southwest and west. Interesting struc-
ture on command and control.

McLaughlin: And moreover, nobody gave them
the key to communicate.

Lockwood: There’s an apocryphal story about a
command and control SEAL unit that was alleged to
have landed on a beach, lost from where they were
supposed to be, and they were captured by an
American unit. They were taken to the battalion
headquarters, to the battalion commander, under
guard. And the battalion commander said, “Give
me the password.” The SEAL said, ““I don’t know
the password. We're SEALSs, we’re Americans, I'm
Lieutenant Commander so and so. We were in a
boat, we got lost, we can’t find our landing zone.
We're Americans.” **Although you talk like one,
give me the password or you’re going to go in the
clink.” And the SEAL said, “But I don't know the
password because I'm not part of your unit.” And
the lieutenant colonel said, ““If you don’t know the
password, I'm putting you under military arrest.”
The SEAL happened to be looking around and there
was a blackboard that said “‘black-white.”” The
SEAL said, “Black.” He said, “White; pass,
brother.™ -

McLaughlin: That raises the question about special
operations forces being utilized across the whole
spectrum of intensity of conflict. Historically, at
least one of the regular complaints from the special
forces community, or from the special operations
community, is the tendency to use them at the
wrong place at the wrong time as part of conven-
tional operations, at which point, you know, you
lose that seven years of training investment.




Lockwood: Well, it’s happened in the past. I think
it’s less likely to happen, except there’s always a
tendency because an untrained regular, a com-
mander, tends to see all soldiers in the same light.

Student: If I understand the question right, you
were talking about microscopic versus macroscopic
planning. I mean, to some extent, it seems (o me
there’s the same amount of planning; you're just
suggesting that the microscopic planning is happen-
ing on a higher level for SF.

Lockwood: No, what I used in context of com-
manders and units is that a regular Army unit is
made up of a brigade, a battalion, a company, and
the commander plans in movements of that sort —
of moving that kind of force forward. General
Kingston, who's done both, might be able to state
or define that better than I. But in a special opera-
tions unit — the basic four-man cell, or it may be
six, or it could be two — you have a mission and
you have to plan meticulously, exactly, what you're
going to do. Even a squad leader in the Army,
when he’s moving, is actually thinking in more
macroscopic terms. But you can’t do that with SF.
It’'s a different way of sharpening the mind. As one
Israeli said, their general officers must have served
as special officers because of the training it gave
them in their thinking. I guess what he was trying to
say, at least the way I interpreted it, is that it makes
you more alert to catch something you might not
catch before; gets you in the habit of scrutinizing
each little block along the way.

Student: So what you're saying is that the differ-

ence between what the special operations people do
and what a squad leader or fire team does is mostly
in the planning.

Lockwood: It's in the execution. The special op-
erations trooper is certainly trained to a higher de-
gree of proficiency in several functions than is a
regular straight-leg, machine-gun squad, or rifle
squad for that matter, or airborme unit, even. He's
cross-trained, he’s generally multilingual, he can
handle any variety of weaponry that he’s trained on,
and trained on, and trained on. He could be demoli-
tions, he could be a medic with cross-training in
two other areas. But he’s also older, smarter, better
trained to begin with than regular line soldiers are.

Kingston: Special forces medics get probably the
most rigorous training that we have in special
forces. They get a year down in Brook Army Medi-
cal Center,
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Lockwood: There is a tendency to run the terms
“special operations™ and “‘low intensity conflict”
together into SO/LIC. And then people tend to
think of those as one and the same thing. Even in
the bill that was passed, the amendment to the
Goldwater-Nichols bill talked of SO/LIC. There is
an Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special Ops
and Low Intensity Conflict specified in the bill.

It’s important to make the distinction between
special ops and low intensity conflict. Low intensity
conflict is an environment in which special opera-
tions may or may not take place (figure 7). My ob-
servation is that the special ops side is getting on
fairly well; sort of “‘ticking over” as a British ac-
quaintance described the situation. General King-
ston can describe that to you better than I can.

General Lindsay* has certainly had his hands full,
but is aggressively pushing the new command along
and, in time, it should be okay. When you think
about it, even if the special ops area had as much as
5 or 6 percent of the budget, it would probably be
too much to absorb at the present time.

A more important issue, from my point of view,
is the world of the so-called *‘low intensity con-
flict.”” General Kingston, I believe, will get into
that area later on today. I believe I mentioned ear-
lier that these low intensity conflicts are the types of
engagements we will be fighting well into the 2 1st
century.

This is not new ground, as we have engaged in
this type of conflict in the past. We seem to ignore
history. Who was. it who made the statement?

Qettinger: ““History tends to repeat itself.”

Lockwood: George Santayana, A New Program.
Because we do repeat history. Right now we have
the Philippine situation. General Richard Stilwell,
at the age of 72, went out there recently on his own
to evaluate the situation. He spent eight days out in
the bush.

Kingston: He said 30 percent of the country is oc-
cupied by communists and they 're extracting a mil-
lion dollars a day in taxes. That’s just an example.

The country denies it, but the government is losing.

Lockwood: There are 73 provinces, 73 dialects,
and 73 views by the Filipinos. We’ve probably got
73 organizations in the U.S. government that deal
with the Philippine problem. Each department and
agency has a Philippine desk.

*Geueral James J. Lindsay. USA, Commander in Chief of the
Special Operations Command.




- SOF Is a capabllity; LIC Is an environment in which we operate

+ The boundaries of speclal operations are defined by the beholder

— We are all victims of our experience

— Purposes, capabilities, limitations are not clearly defined

— No "thread that runs so true"

- Lessons learned and those who learned them go relatively

unstudied and unused

— "Those who ignore history are doomed to repeat it"

Figure 7. Observatlons and Perceptions

Oettinger: Just let me add one other statistic: there
are 7,000 islands,

Lockwood: If you look a little into the past, you'll
find that what’s happening in the Philippines now
has happened in the past, and probably started 380
years ago when the Portuguese came on the scene. [
don’t know whether it’s a solvable problem or not
in terms of low intensity conflict.

Snyder: There’s one unresolved issue between
proponents of special operations forces and the De-
fense Department, and that’s the location of the
commander of the Special Operations Command.

- You mentioned the British model which has the
head of SAS in Whitehall. I think the Congress
wanted to locate the Special Operations Command
headquarters at or near Washington and the Chiefs
aced them out and put it down in Florida. Does it
make any difference, and if so, how would you
do it?

Lockwood: Let me attempt to address that point
from a non-expert point of view. If someone in the
Congress stated that the headquarters should be in
Washington, and some apparently expressed that
desire, and how did you say it, —the Chiefs aced
them out—I don’t think it was that sophisticated.
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They probably said, “Well, we got this thing di-
rected on us, we don’t have any choice; who's go-
ing to run it?"’ Somebody else then said, ““Jim
Lindsay’s down at REDCOM (Readiness Com-
mand). Jim’s as good as we’ve got for this job; let’s
eliminate REDCOM and use that staff and facilities
for the new command.” That’s probably how it
came about, nothing cynical or sneaky, in my
opinion,

Where should the headquarters be? The best guy
to talk about that is General Kingston, so I'll pass to
him. Does the location harm anything?

Kingston: They have a Washington liaison office.
When I had to take the rapid deployment joint task
force over from Kelley, he had a Washington liai-
son office. In establishing the U.S. Central Com-
mand, they made me do away with my Washington
liaison office, because the other commands didn’t
have one. The Joint Chiefs of Staff had hiccups.
You can’t do that now because we were getting into
their business. '

Student: Don’t you think maybe the functions are
different that the Navy SEALSs have, as an example,
versus, say naval officers on board a ship? As you
indicated, they’re a very elite group, which I agree
with. I'll give you an example. Obviously. if you're




out at sea on a ship, you’re not going to go running
six miles a day to stay in shape. A few people may,
or they may ride a bicycle that’s down in the cargo
deck or something like that, whereas the Navy
SEAL team probably is running six miles a day,
probably is swimming five miles a day, or whatever
they do to stay in shape physically. The other offi-
cers stay in shape, but that kind of conditioning is
not possible in that environment. Combine that with
the fact that the typical naval officer is probably
worred about such things as engineering exam-
inations, such as OTPE (operational propulsion
exam), or REFTRA (refresher training) which is
pressure training, or INSURV (Board of Inspection
-and Survey) inspections which are coming down
and which become administrative nightmares, not
only if the équipment isn’t working, but also if the
administration books aren’t correct. So you're going
to be on the line, versus a Navy SEAL who is an
officer. I won’t say they probably don’t do some of
those things, but they probably don’t worry about
REFTRA, they don’t worry about INSURV, be-
cause those things are very characteristic of a ship
since you have major equipment on board. So, yes,
they are elite in their area, I agree with you, but
they are elite in the special type of knowledge
through special conditioning which makes them dif-
ferent, which ultimately means that there’s going to
be a difficult time for them in communicating to the
regular officer because in a five- or ten-year career
path, they’re going down separate roads.
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Lockwood: Well, I don’t know that much about
the SEALs. I don’t know that much about any of
them, but there is a SEAL admiral or two.

Kingston: In the last three years they promoted a
captain and drafted him to the SEALSs.

Student: I'm not saying they shouldn’t be in the
top ranks. What I’'m saying is it would be very diffi-
cult for a SEAL who spent maybe the last 10 to 15
years as a SEAL to come on board and be captain
of, say, a Ticonderoga-class cruiser.

Snyder: It’s a little more difficult maybe to slide
back. I think that’s recognized. There is a career.
path in the Navy, like Irish Flynn.

Lockwood: There’s LeMoyne, there’s Bob Hamil-
ton. There are three or four.

Kingston: Also to get back to your business about
keeping fit. Yogi Kaufman, who retired as a three-
star admiral, took one of the first nuclear boats to
sea for six months. He had a PT setup on that ship
and he did 5,000 sit-ups at one session.

Lockwood: He was the guy who was beset by
four muggers in Washington, D.C., and he broke
two arms, I think a nib cage, and severely wounded
the fourth one. They had to take them all to jail in
an ambulance, and they tried to sue him for assault
and battery.

Oettinger: Ladies and gentlemen, we ought to

break up for the moment. Earl, thank you so much.
This was wonderful.



