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CONTRIBUTIONS

Joint Force Quarterly welcomes submission of scholarly, 
independent research from members of the Armed Forces, 
security policymakers and shapers, defense analysts, 
academic specialists, and civilians from the United States and 
abroad. Submit articles for consideration to the address below 
or by email to JFQ1@ndu.edu “Attention A&R Editor” in the 
subject line. For further information see the guidelines on the 
NDU Press Web site at ndupress.ndu.edu.

Joint Force Quarterly is published by the National Defense 
University Press for the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. JFQ is the Chairman’s flagship joint military and 
security studies journal designed to inform members of 
the U.S. Armed Forces, allies, and other partners on joint 
and integrated operations; national security policy and 
strategy; efforts to combat terrorism; homeland security; 
and developments in training and joint professional military 
education to transform America’s military and security 
apparatus to meet tomorrow’s challenges better while 
protecting freedom today.

A  P r o f e s s i o n a l  M i l i ta r y 
a n d  S e c u r i t y  J o u r n a l

JFQ JFQ Dialogue
Open Letter to JFQ Readers

Joint Force Quarterly receives and greatly benefits from a large volume of unsolicited manu-
scripts on a broad range of national security topics. Moreover, authors submit relevant articles to 
the journal well in advance of these topics’ debut or recognition by the wider defense community. 
Even when manuscripts focus on technical or specialized aspects of security research, JFQ can 
usually find a way to incorporate the work and sometimes refers an author’s study to outside 
institutes and centers, such as the Center for Technology and National Security Policy. The editors 
not only desire that authors and research groups continue submitting the array of articles and 
thoughtful critiques unfettered but also would like to solicit manuscripts on specific subject areas 
in concert with future thematic focus.

The following are areas of interest to which JFQ expects to return frequently, with no sub-
mission deadline:

• adaptive planning and execution
• coalition operations
• employing the economic instrument of power
• future of naval power
• humanitarian assistance and disaster relief
• industry collaboration for national security
• integrated operations subsets (new partners, interoperability, and transformational approaches)
• joint air and space power
• just war theory
• maneuver warfare
• proliferation and weapons of mass destruction
• prosecuting the war on terror within sovereign countries
• military and diplomatic history

The following topics are tied to submission deadlines for specific upcoming issues:
 
September 1, 2006 (Issue 44, 1st quarter 2007):
Lessons from the War on Terror (the “Long War”)
U.S. Joint Forces Command

December 1, 2006 (Issue 45, 2d quarter 2007):
U.S. European Command 	
(including security issues in Africa)
International Relations and Coalition Operations

JFQ readers are commonly subject matter experts who can take an issue or debate to the 
next level of application or utility. Quality manuscripts harbor the potential to save money and 
lives. When framing your argument, please focus on the So what? question. That is, how does 
your research, experience, or critical analysis improve the understanding or performance of the 
reader? Speak to implications from the operational to strategic level of influence and tailor the 
message for an interagency readership without using acronyms or jargon. Also, write prose, not 
terse bullets. Even the most prosaic doctrinal debate can be interesting if presented with care! Visit 
ndupress.ndu.edu to view our NDU Press Submission Guidelines. Share your professional insights 
and improve national security.   

Colonel David H. Gurney, USMC (Ret.)
Managing Editor, Joint Force Quarterly

Gurneyd@ndu.edu

March 1, 2007 (Issue 46, 3d quarter 2007):
Intelligence and Technology
U.S. Strategic Command

June 1, 2007 (Issue 47, 4th quarter 2007):
U.S. Pacific Command
U.S. Transportation Command
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To the Editor—Professor Milan Vego’s 
article, “Effects-Based Operations: A Critique,” 
unleashed a scathing attack on effects-based 
operations (Issue 41, 2d quarter 2006). Profes-
sor Vego is both a colleague of mine at the 
U.S. Naval War College and one of the greatest 
living experts on operational art; many of his 
criticisms do expose critical weaknesses in 
effects-based operations (EBO) as it is cur-
rently conceived, and we should do well to take 
them seriously. At the same time, his article 
significantly misrepresents several key aspects 
of EBO—particularly in asserting its incompat-
ibility with operational art and the enduring 
principles of war.

Granted, some EBO advocates—in their 
enthusiasm for the more accurate modeling of 
complex phenomena that a systems approach 
enables—seem to disregard the centuries of 
accumulated knowledge of how battlefield 
systems (under any other name) actually 
operate. Dr. Vego’s critique astutely skewers 
a few more egregious examples that seem to 
violate enduring truths learned from countless 
battles throughout the ages.

On the other hand, what EBO proposes—
analyzing skillfully the interdependencies 
underlying an opponent’s military power and 
dismantling the sources of that power by elimi-
nating critical strengths and exploiting critical 
vulnerabilities—also has been at the heart of 
warfare for centuries. In fact, this description 
sounds surprisingly similar to good operational 
art. This is a critical point: As Ralph Peters 
(another outspoken EBO critic) notes, the con-
cepts and theories underlying EBO are not new. 
Yet history shows that they are not always the 
abject failures that Peters depicts; the difference 
is their application in accordance with—rather 
than in ignorance or defiance of—the enduring 
principles of war and precepts of operational 
art. What EBO adds is guidance for applying 
these concepts to facilitate military victory by 
incorporating critical supporting nonmilitary 
system components into our concept of the 
operational environment.

We must resist the urge to condemn EBO 
for its current roughness or for the occasionally 
conflicting visions among its proponents. No 
successful combat doctrine has ever emerged 
coherent and flawless from the outset: “first 
drafts” tend to be “80 percent solutions” (con-
sider German armored doctrine in the interwar 
years) that appear ill defined and improbable 
to the masters of the old ways. Only after a few 
iterations of executing operations, analyzing 
the results, and adjusting as necessary do they 

emerge as the blitzkrieg of World War II (much 
less the AirLand Battle doctrine of the 1980s). 
The rise of carrier warfare from its early days as 
“heresy” among the “battleship admirals” offers 
another powerful example of this evolution.

The added emphasis EBO gives to ensur-
ing that results (effects) produce the desired 
impact—facilitating accomplishment of the des-
ignated objective at each level of war—poten-
tially offers another crucial benefit. As Professor 
Vego notes, nothing in traditional operational 
art prevents an emphasis on results. In the heat 
of battle, however, leaders too often lose sight of 
this and assume that accomplishment of their 
assigned objectives (perhaps up to and includ-
ing the strategic level) has in fact attained the 
goals for which higher authorities set them out. 
Provided that EBO does not become an excuse 
(as Professor Vego aptly cautions) for abandon-
ing the rigorous pursuit and application of 
operational art, this explicit focus on effects may 
provide an additional safeguard against the very 
fog and friction about which he is concerned.

Professor Vego’s critique also takes serious 
issue with the achievability of the kind of 
metrics foreseen in the effects-based assessment 
process; this is an area of particular interest in 
my research as well. My work, however, has con-
cluded that while validly and usefully assessing 
some types of effects is going to be exceptionally 
difficult, this is different from saying it is impos-
sible. We have a long history of overcoming 
such difficulties, and I have explored some pos-
sible ways forward elsewhere. One could even 
say that operational art itself—and the themes 
and principles taught in the U.S. Naval War 
College’s Strategy and Policy course and others 
like it—is just such a means for coping with the 
uncertainty of war, recognizing that our busi-
ness will never be reduced to the predictability 
of science yet that we can and must use our 
growing scientific acumen to provide insights 
and processes through which the operational 
artist’s judgment is applied.

EBO has value if and only if it is applied 
in accordance with war’s fundamental nature 
and the precepts of operational art (to include 
recognizing that if we are at war, that will always 
involve killing people and breaking things). 
Moreover, it will take time and effort, and a 
generous dose of experience, before a valid and 
unambiguous EBO doctrine sits on our shelf. 
The staunchest opponents of effects-based 
thinking would have us throw the baby (EBO) 
out with the bathwater just as we are starting to 
get it clean. Some of its more wild-eyed advo-
cates would have us throw out the washbasin 

(operational art and the principles of war) 
instead. Both extremes are folly. I urge the great 
minds on both sides to suspend their disbelief 
and focus on ensuring that our evolving effects-
based doctrine incorporates and builds upon 
sound operational art as its foundation—and 
that operational art does not become an excuse 
for ceasing to adapt.

—�James B. Ellsworth, PhD 
Professor, U.S. Naval War College

To The Editor—Christopher L. Naler’s 
article, “Are We Ready for an Interagency Com-
batant Command?” (Issue 41, 2d Quarter 2006), 
was interesting not only for the accuracy of the 
analysis that correctly identifies a problem but 
also for the proposed solution. This solution, 
unfortunately, is on the wrong track.

As Colonel Naler points out, the condi-
tions of the current environment cry out for 
a qualitatively higher degree of interagency 
coordination, if not integration. The tradi-
tional elements of national power—diplo-
matic, information, military, and economic 
(DIME)—need to be more effectively fused 
and managed. Even though this observation 
has become conventional wisdom, it remains 
pertinent given that implementation of a 
solution has not matched understanding of 
the challenge.

But the author’s proposal to solve the 
problem by turning it over to a military orga-
nization—a combatant command—merely 
exacerbates the problem itself. The military 
tool is only one of the instruments of national 
power—and, in many respects, the most 
limited, except in terms of resources. Money 
and manpower are not solutions but applica-
tions. Why should we, then, consider handing 
overall direction of the whole governmental 
enterprise to the most limited of the players? 
Should we not instead follow the logic of opera-
tional integration of DIME and more sensibly 
place it in the hands of civilian managers with a 
broader perspective and a political mandate?

A review of the history of how we got to 
where we are organizationally in the foreign 
affairs and security arenas helps to understand 
the problem. The collapse of the Soviet Union 
ushered in a new and challenging national 
security and foreign policy environment. Even 
though some traditional concerns remain, such 
as the spread of weapons of mass destruction, 
they compete for attention with a growing list 
of transnational and nontraditional concerns, 
such as terrorism.

Letters to the Editor
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New Titles 
from NDU Press... 

Visit the NDU Press Web site at ndupress.ndu.edu for more information on publications

Institute for National Strategic Studies Occasional Paper 3
Toward a Euro-Atlantic Strategy for the Black Sea Region 

The Black Sea region is increasing in importance as an energy supply conduit and a barrier 
against transnational threats. However, as Eugene Rumer and Jeffrey Simon point out, some littoral 
state agendas conflict with NATO member interests. The authors argue that the Alliance could engage 
these states by identifying common security concerns and ideas for cooperative activities, including 
better integration of Partnership for Peace and European Union programs.

The U.S. Government, organizationally 
and bureaucratically, remains organized to 
fight the Cold War. In the 1980s, however, 
one significant change was made in the 
military component of the national security 
structure. The Goldwater-Nichols DOD 
Reorganization Act of 1986 rationalized the 
military command structure by concentrating 
operational authority in the regional combat-
ant commands and providing a direct chain 
of command relationship with the President. 
This reform has proved to be remarkably 
effective with respect to military operations. 
But the ongoing situation in Iraq should 
make it abundantly clear that the military 
instrument has serious limitations in dealing 
with situations only partially military in 
character. This is not a criticism, merely an 

observation about the inherent limitations of 
any instrumentality.

All of the studies of 9/11 make it clear 
that lack of effective coordination continues to 
be prevalent throughout the U.S. Government. 
Unity of effort is crucial for successful inter-
agency operations, just as jointness is crucial 
for successful military operations. But unity 
of effort and jointness are not the same thing. 
What may work organizationally in the com-
paratively restricted area of military operations 
still pales as a recommendation when compared 
with the complexity of considerations faced by 
the total Government.

Piecemeal reform is less attractive and, 
truthfully, not always productive. Nevertheless, 
a reform in the operational area involving the 
combatant commands might be worthwhile 

considering, as Colonel Naler suggests, but not 
by attempting to cram the whole Government 
into a uniform. Instead, perhaps, we should 
consider whether they should remain purely 
military commands at all.

Yes, let us integrate the instruments of 
national power, but let us do so under the 
direction of appropriate leadership, which 
logically must be civilian in character and 
political in authority.

—�Ambassador Edward Marks 
Former Department of State Representative 
USPACOM/JIACG

—�William J. Olson, PhD 
Professor, Near East and South Asia Center 
National Defense University

Institute for National Strategic Studies Occasional Paper 4
China Goes Global

Phillip C. Saunders notes that economic imperatives 
and strategic challenges are driving China to expand its 
international activities into different regions of the world. 
His study examines the rationale, drivers, and extent of 
this phenomenon, and assesses the implications for the 
United States.

Center for the Study of Weapons of Mass Destruction 
Occasional Paper 4
Defining “Weapons of Mass Destruction”

In this extensively researched study, W. Seth Carus 
summarizes how the term weapons of mass destruction has 
been used differently in disarmament talks, U.S. security 
policy, Soviet and Russian military doctrine, and Ameri-
can political discourse. He assesses the key policy issues 
associated with alternative definitions, and proposes a 
definition appropriate for the Department of Defense. 

Institute for National Strategic Studies  CD-ROM
China/Northeast Asia Collection

Collected on this CD are 28 complete NDU Press 
publications—many out of print—on China and other 
key countries in the Northeast Asia region.  For example, 
it includes Chinese Views of Future Warfare, Beijing’s 
21st–Century Search for Oil, Korea on the Brink, and Japan’s 
Constitution and Defense Policy.

Strategic Forum 219
Restructuring Special Operations Forces for  
Emerging Threats

David Tucker and Christopher J. Lamb make a case 
for restructuring U.S. special operations forces to improve 
their strategic capability to defeat current and emerging 
global threats.




