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                                   Bonfire of the Rumsfeld Doctrine


   One of the most serious problems a first class power like the US military faces is how fast they can move forces from one trouble spot to another.  The answer: Swift and lethal forces, equipped with precision-guided weapons, with on the spot intelligence-gathering by a network of satellites, troops that can be airdropped or parachuted to a battle zone bypassing traditional beachheads.  

   In its heady days when the US Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld looked like the sexiest military genius alive, the Rumsfeld Doctrine for the twenty-first century warfare sounded like a military version of a slogan of one of the world’s most famous boxers, Mohammad Ali: “I float like a butterfly, sting like a bee.”  Now Rumsfeld has become like a bee in the bonnet, and it is difficult to get rid of him. 

       Explaining in physics terminology, the US Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld elaborated that if force is a product of speed and mass, by increasing speed rather than mass (heavy tanks and artilleries) it is possible to achieve a better result quickly and at a lesser cost. Lighter and faster forces can finish wars in much less time with less collateral damages and fewer civilian casualties, especially when they are networked with computerized communication, Global Positioning System, unmanned aerial surveillance vehicles, and remotely controlled drones that can provide real-time battlefield pictures like an “unblinking eye in the sky.” 
       “In the past it was always assumed there was no penalty for taking too much to the battlefield. In this new way of war there is a penalty. You sacrifice speed,” opined retired Army Major-General Robert Scales at the time of war in the Wall Street Journal. Instead of hitting the “center of gravity” of the enemy, knock the “enemy’s brain,” for which “a decisive force” is more important than “an overwhelming force” under the Powell Doctrine that was used in the first Gulf War in 1991. 

   It’s true that Iraqi forces could not set oil wells on fire due to the speed with which the American forces advanced through the country. It is also possible that Iraqi forces were too demoralized to fight, probably because the brain was knocked out in the first few days of the fight and years of sanctions had left its military a skeleton of its former self.  

Swiftness was achieved through optimum cooperation among Special Forces, Army, Navy, Marines and Air Force so that they acted as one blended and cohesive yet flexible force. 

   Speed left little time for Iraqi forces to react and put their act together. “Shock and awe” left them stoned. But on the other hand the quick victory became a Pyrrhic victory— an unbearable burden because American forces were neither ready nor trained for the next step. The United States won the war but could not prevent Iraq sliding into a sectarian killing field of the worst kind. More than 600,000 Iraqis have died since the war according to reliable sources. Freedom has become meaningless for Iraqis. And The United States discovered that it is not immune from vulnerabilities that a decentralized networked enemy could exploit.

   But how do you find the brain of the enemy, when the enemy’s brain is an emergent quality of the network and is everywhere?  You need something more than a smart military doctrine.

   If the Rumsfeld Doctrine is invalid, so is the Powell Doctrine.  The Powell Doctrine, which was meant to avoid a Vietnam like imbroglio, is based upon a set of questions that include: “Is a most vital US interest at stake that must be protected? Can we commit sufficient resources, an overwhelming force, for example, three-to-one, to win the war? Are our objectives well defined? Can we sustain the commitment, if it is a prolonged one? Will the public and Congress support the operation until the end? Have we exhausted our other options?”  

    If the Powell Doctrine were applied to Iraq, there would have been no war because all other means of solving the problem had not been exhausted; nonetheless Colin Powell, Mr. Bush’s Secretary of State in the first term, acquiesced into it with eyes wide shut. History would never forgive him for what he could have done but did not do. The hawks in the Bush Administration said that Saddam Hussein had left them with no choice. If the operation could be done quickly and successfully, they argued, the rest of it would be a matter of post-war public diplomacy and reconstruction. How ironic!
    Most of the US news media including all its notorious investigative reporters silently went along with the idea of WMD. 9/11 had dumbed the American power of contrarian thinking, the ultimate source of its vitality. 

   Neither the Rumsfeld Doctrine nor the Powell Doctrine can be codified for universal applicability. Major-General Julian Thompson, a visiting professor at King’s College, London, writing in the Observer at the time of war posed an intriguing question: “Would the Rumsfeld Doctrine work against a first class enemy?” 
   Hypothetically speaking, if China were to attempt to take Taiwan by force, would the Rumsfeld Doctrine work? It is certainly not applicable to North Korean nuclear challenge because North Korea is an extension of China. China uses North Korea as leverage against the United States to reap diplomatic benefits. How can the United States afford to displease China?  A bleeding American won’t hurt China. 

     The Rumsfeld Doctrine is in shambles. The Al Qaeda doctrine of asynchronous warfare, that’s terrorism, which is still going on and is breeding in places like Pakistan, has made nonsense of every military doctrine. The United States needs a new paradigm for dealing with the world. 

