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Soldiers with a joint and expeditionary mindset will be confident that they
are organized, trained, and equipped to go anywhere in the world, at any
time, in any environment, against any adversary, to accomplish the as-
signed mission. (Brownlee/Schoomaker 2004: 10)"

1. Introduction

For the last decade, militaries have been undergoing transformations in response to a
changing security and technology environment. The term ‘expeditionary force’ does a
good job of summarizing many of the changes military organizations are undergoing.
For expeditionary forces to succeed, their leaders and troops must also undergo a
change in mindset. This chapter explores the literature in order to define and delineate
the nature of the expeditionary mindset. The chapter begins by developing the historical
context and providing definitions. Next, the connection between the expeditionary
mindset and military transformation is explored. Key tenets of the 21* century expedi-
tionary mindset are identified and examined. Soldiers with an expeditionary mindset
should first, be mentally prepared to deploy on short notice anywhere in the world; sec-
ond, have the critical-thinking skills necessary to adapt quickly to a changing opera-
tional environment; third, work cooperatively with members of a joint team; fourth,
possess knowledge of the culture in the area of the local populace, and,; fifth, the expedi-
tionary force will be using 21% century network-centric technology. Finally, the paper
explores the connection between an expeditionary mindset and core values. Will these
mindset changes influence core military values? How do core military values inform
decisions in an expeditionary environment? Although answers are not provided, the
literature provides clues about how to frame and approach these issues.

2. Historical Context: US Marines and Small Wars

As with most ideas, the expeditionary mindset is not new. For example, the British ex-
peditionary forces during the 19 and 20" centuries excelled at small-unit, anti-guerrilla
warfare (Cassidy 2005; Mockaitis 1990). Their organization and culture reflected an
expeditionary mindset. Nevertheless, the US Marine’s 1940 Small Wars Manual is a
key document generally considered a starting place to examine contemporary notions of
the expeditionary force and expeditionary mindset (see, e.g., Booth 2003; Cassidy 2004;
2006; Melillo 2006). Unlike large scale state-versus-state war, “small wars are opera-
tions undertaken under executive authority, wherein military force is combined with
diplomatic pressure in the internal or external affairs of another state whose government
is unstable, inadequate, or unsatisfactory for the preservation of life and of such inter-
ests as are determined by the foreign policy of our nation” (US Marines 1940: 1). Dur-

1 At the time, Brownlee was Acting Secretary of the US Army and Schoomaker the Chief of Staff of
the US Amy. :




ing early 20™ century engagements in Haiti, Nicaragua and the Dominican Republic the
Marines learned that small wars presented “no defined or linear battle area and theater
of operations” (Cassidy 2004: 79). Further, unlike major wars where single-minded ha-
tred of the enemy serves to instill courage, “in small wars, tolerance, sympathy, and
kindness should be the keynote” of troop relationships with the mass of the population
(US Marines 1940: 32). )
During the Cold War the United States security policy shifted almost totally toward
conventional large-scale conflict. The insights of the Small Wars Manual were almost
forgotten. World events changed and military leaders now see the value of the small
wars approach for counterinsurgency, stability and support operations, peacekeeping
and humanitarian missions. These operations are characterized by asymmetric conflict
and outcomes are described as “success” rather than “victory” (Melillo 2006: 26). How
did a way of thinking about war, which was diminished during most of the 20™ century,

become so important in the early 21% century? The changing security environment is
critical to its rise in prominence (Hammes 2005).

2.1.  The20™ Century Secuﬁty Context

During the first part of the 20% century Western societies used mass armies to defend
against enemy invasion and safeguard the homeland. The Cold War dominated the sec-
ond half of the 20 century. Here nuclear war loomed as the major threat, Large militar-
ies were used to support the alliance (Moskos 2000; 15). For the United States “prepara-
tion to fight and win world wars was the primary mission of the military” (Burk 2005:
39).? Victory in this environment required a ‘big war® or ‘garrison’ mindset — a hier-
archal, rigid, dogmatic way of thinking that valued technical know-how and expected
obedience to orders from those at the end of the chain of command (Paparone/Reed
2008). According to Schmidtchen (2006) these platform-centric militaries used the pla-
toon as the critical operating unit and basis of infantry tactics. Information was provided
on a need-to-know basis. Junior officer discretion, much less that of the enlisted soldier,
was minimized. “For most of the 20 century, the US military culture (notwithstanding
the Marines’ work in small wars) generally embraced the big conventional war para-
digm and fundamentally eschewed small wars and insurgencies”-(Cassidy 2004: 75).
After the Vietnam War the US military eliminated the draft and moved to a volunteer or
professional force. Europe, on the other hand, maintained conscript forces that were
designed to defend the homeland (Moelker 2005). The end of the Cold War ushered in a
recognition that militaries were taking on a new post-modern character (Moskos et al.
2000). New missions such as peacekeeping and humanitarian operations took on more
prominence. Slowly, European militaries responded by reducing reliance on the draft
and developing a more professional force (Moelker 2005). The Marine’s Small Wars
Manual, however, was still a dusty document seemingly without relevance,

2.2. The 21" Century Security Context
The events of 11 September 2001 and the subsequent wars in Iraq and Afghanistan

changed all that. US military and political leaders recognized that a new view of war
and way of thinking was needed (see Melillo 2006; Schmidtchen 2006; Moskos et al.

2 It should be noted that the Vietnam War really did not fit this pattern.




2000). Increasingly, conflicts (e.g., Iraq, Afghanistan) and new functions/missions (e.g.,
peacekeeping, humanitarian, stability operations) meant that militaries traveled to re-
mote locations and found themselves in asymmetric threat. environments. States con-
fronted non-state adversaries who did not employ regular forces. Some states fought
elusive terrorists and complicated counterinsurgencies. Other militaries were managing
the peace while facing militias, warlord armies, terrorist organizations, and criminal
groups. All of this was done in an environment where security organizations of all types
worked together toward a common goal. ) '

Taber (1965) provides a flea/dog metaphor to capture the relationship between in-
surgency and great power. The dog is disadvantaged because there is too much area to
defend, and the enemy is too tiny, ubiquitous and agile. Cassidy (2004: 83) argues that
lessons from fighting the “elusive guerrilla show that with the right mindset and with
some knowledge of the aforementioned methods, the war of the flea is in fact winna-
ble.” Hence, the US should develop a mindset “that places more emphasis on stability
operations and counterinsurgency.” (Cassidy 2004: 83) The US is working on ways to
restructure into smaller more dynamic units to enhance strategic responsiveness
(Bonin/Crisco 2004). Meanwhile in Europe, the armed forces went through a wave of
modularization, flexibilization and a simultaneous, comprehensive professionalization.
Reaction times were “shortened by a higher degree of readiness, while the capability for
spatially extended operations of parts of the armed forces” increased (Haltiner/Klein
2005: 9). “Peacekeeping and peace enforcing became the key tasks in practice”
(Moelker 2005: 48). There was also recognition that a rigid warrior identity among
peacekeepers created problems.® These experiences led European forces to more closely
resemble many elements of an expeditionary force. A new, more flexible mindset was.
needed to accompany the changing security/operational environment,

3. Defining the Expeditionary Mindset

This expeditionary mindset is epitomized by the phrase ‘bags packed’ — that is
ready and willing to deploy on a moment's notice, any time, to any place, to
perform any mission. (US Marines 1998: 43) -

There is widespread recognition that contemporary security and technology changes
require a different, less rigid military mindset. Melillo (2006: 27) describes it as a
change from “big war” thinking (conventional mindset) to “small war” thinking (expe-
ditionary mindset). Cassidy (2004: 74f.) defines a military mindset as the “embedded
beliefs and attitudes within a military organization that shape that organization’s prefer-
ences on when and how the military instrument should be used.” From this perspective
(organizational level), mindset is akin to culture. Cassidy (2004: 74f) uses the two
terms (culture/mindset) interchangeably. At the individual or small group level, the ex-
peditionary mindset refers to how people think or the set of thinking skills and mental
orientations (mindset) soldiers and their leaders need to succeed in the expeditionary

3 Traditional soldiers’ skills are still important — but if the warrior persona rigidly dominates, miscon-
duct among peacekeepers is higher (Moelker 2005: 51). Winslow (1998: 350) discusses the problems
with “mechanical solidarity” among Canadian peacekeepers. Although this article looked at the rela-
tionships between soldiers, it highlighted the problems of ridged or “mechanical” thinking,




environment.* Authors who discuss either view (organizational, unit/individual) of the
expeditionary mindset emphasize the need to transform the thinking ‘and behavior of
people and organizations to better meet 21* century security challenges and missions.

Cassidy (2005: 56) maintains that British small wars experience provides useful in-
sights into how contemporary military organizations should be transformed. “The Brit-
ish approached insurgency with the critical assumption that insurgency was not princi-
pally a military problem. If required, Britain would bring soldiers to back up the po-
lice,” soldiers should always aid civil power and should use only the level of force “es-
sential to restore order and to never exceed that level of force.” Thus; it was essential to
cooperate with and win the support of the population. T his generally meant that small
units should be deployed on an area basis with “decentralized command and control.”
Hence, junior officer initiative and the ability to build linkages to the population were
critical to success. . . . .

Because most expeditionary missiohs require that branches of the military work to-
gether with other branches many US scholars and practitioners have combined the con-
- cepts of joint and expeditionary. According to Swain (2005: 177) the term Jjoint and
expeditionary mindset means simply a “fixed philosophical resolve that the individual
and armed services’ contributions to national defense will occur in an interservice con-
text based on overseas deployment of forces with relatively circumscribed missions.”
Two governing assumptions are reflected in this definition: (1) “all military operations
in the departments committed together in a common enterprise under command of a
uniformed national commander whose branch of service is essentially immaterial,” and
(2) most “military conflicts will involve strategic or operational deployment on short
notice from the continental United States or bases overseas at strategic distance from the
theater of operations, with the expectation that forces will fight a highly dispersed, three
dimensional battle on the entry, under conditions of austere support.” Time and space
are emphasized. Soldiers and the institutions that support them should be ready to de-
ploy “on short notice” or they should be “organized, trained and equipped to go (...) at
any time.” Further, they should be ready to go “anywhere in the world” or “overseas at
strategic distances from the theater of operation” (Swain 2005: 177).°

4. Transformed Expeditionary Force

A Joint and Expeditionary Mindset (...) is the lens through which we view our
service. We must be mobile, strategically deployable and prepared for deci-
sive operations whenever and wherever required. We must be lethal and fully
interoperable with other components and our allies, as well as flexible, in-
formed, proactive, responsive and totally integrated into the joint, interagency
and multinational context. (US Army 2004)

4 Amold (2007) considers the expeditionary mindset almost exclusively from the technological per-
spective. He is concerned that an organizational focus (mindset) on ‘mobility enhancing technolo-
gies’ could divert attention from crucial training in language, counterinsurgency, and cultural aware-
ness.

5 Another way to explore the meaning of an expeditionary mindset and core values is through what it is
not. Hajjar/Ender (2005) examine the “McDonalization” of the US military and identify traits like ef-
ficiency, calculability, predictability and control as characteristics common to McDonalized organiza-
tions and problematic for an expeditionary force. The ‘one-size fits all’ way of thinking and organiz-
ing is ill-suited to a force that needs to go anywhere at short notice and engage in activities that vary
from war-fighting to humanitarian relief.




While the above definitions vary in their emphasis, there is a common implication for
the 21 century security environment. Military institutions should transform from big
war to small war thinking at the organizational and individual/unit levels. Menaker et al.
(2006: 11I) identify four characteristics that capture the essence of this mindset (organ-
izational and human) transformation. Soldiers with an expeditionary mindset should (1)
be “mentally prepared to deploy anywhere in the world on short notice;” (2) have “the
critical-thinking skills to adapt quickly to a rapidly changing operational environment;”
(3) appreciate and work “cooperatively with other members of a joint team;” and (4)
posses “sufficient knowledge of the culture in the area of operation to be able to interact
with the local populace.” In addition, this expeditionary force will be using 21* century
network-centric technology that also requires a mindset adjustment. New, more decen-
tralized technology moves strategic computing and information analysis from a fixed
centralized source (mainframe) to a networked, multi-platform, dispersed system. This,
in turn, gives rise to what Schmidtchen (2006) refers to as the strategic private. Mindset
transformations needed to achieve a way of thinking compatible with network-centric
technology are similar to those needed for an expeditionary mindset. Hence, facility
with and implications of Network-Centric Warfare technology are identified as a fifth
key aspect of the mindset of successful expeditionary forces (Schmidtchen 2006).

4.1.  Mentally Prepared to Deploy at Short Notice

Expeditionary operations require physical agility or “the ability to rapidly shift forces
and efforts across the globe in order to apply force at the time and place” (Briggs 2007:
2). The ability to do this rests upon mental as well as physical/organizational agility.
Hence, soldiers should be mentally prepared to deploy at short notice. This ready-to-go
mental agility is known as cognitive readiness. “Cognitive readiness refers to the mental
preparedness to perform a mission and to exploit opportunities as they arise.” It involves
“anticipation, planning, initiative, the integration of reason and emotion, and self-
synchronization” (Menaker et al. 2006: 4). Cognitive readiness ensures that the soldier
is mentally prepared to accomplish the mission, performs at an optimal level, and “uses
the most effective and affordable tools and techniques” (Etter et al. 2000: 5).

Menaker et al. (2006) identify self-efficacy, operational cultural awareness, and re-
silience as key components of cognitive readiness.® Self-efficacy is a person’s belief in
his “capability to exercise some measure of control” over his own “functioning and over
environmental events.” Unless soldiers “believe theéy can produce desired results and
forestall detrimental ones by their actions”, they have little reason to act or persevere in
the face of hardships. (Bandura 2001: 10; for more details see Bandura 1997)

Self-efficacy can be diminished by the stress of deployment, hence a mentally pre-
pared soldier uses “reflection to recognize and compensate for the negative effect of
anxiety or stress on self-efficacy” (Menaker et al. 2006: 7). Resilience, or the “ability to
recover from or adjust easily to misfortune or change” is another pillar of cognitive agil-
ity (Merriam Webster Dictionary 2009). A resilient soldier is hardy and has developed
the “coping strategies to maintain optimal performance” by reducing susceptibility to
traumatic situations (e.g., witnessing the death of a friend, sustaining a wound) or opera-
tional stressors (e.g., environmental extremes, dehydration, sleep deprivation) (Menaker

6 They also identify Critical Value determination or the ability to perform thought experiments or
imagine future consequences of a given action as a form of cognitive readiness (Menaker et al. 2006:

8).




et al. 2006: 8). The dynamic process of resilience includes positive adaptation to sig-
nificant adversity. Resilience allows soldiers to maintain a team focus, operational ef-
fectiveness and battlefield awareness, while under “stress and in response to harrowing
events” (Menaker et al. 2006: 8). Operational cultural awareness, another pillar of cog-
nitive agility, is the “knowledge of and sensitivity to the cultural norms of the popula-
tion in the operational environment.” When a soldier has this skill she can “distinguish
between warfighting and nation building in terms of the warﬁghter s role” (Menaker et
al. 2006: 7).

4.2.  Critical Thinking Skills to Adapt to Changing Environment

Soldiers should not only be able to recognize when war-fighting or peacekeeping activi-
ties are needed. They should also be able to mentally adapt to the continuum of envi-
ronments they may confront. Hence, an’ expeditionary mindset is flexible and has the
ability to shift within seemingly contradictory roles such as warrior and peacekeeper.
Wong/Snider (2005 613) describe this mental adaptability as mental agility, or. the

“ability to recognize change in the environment; to determine what is new, what must
be learned to be effective and inchides the learning process that follows that determina-
tion.” Burpo (2006) uses the analogy of a cook and a chef to clarify the kind of mental
agility needed for an expeditionary mindset. A cook knows how to follow a recipe, a
chef takes the ingredients available and makes a meal. The chef is a creative problem-
solver, comfortable with uncertainty. An expeditionary team needs the mindset of the
chef — a chef that makes meals in dangerous, sparse, uncomfortable, messy environ-
ments. Drawing on the cooking theme, Whiffen (2007: 109) claims that “the recipe for
success in stability operations depends on embracing the possibilities created by the
changing environment,”

According to Menaker et al. (2006) the ability to adapt to a rapidly changing envi-
ronment involves three subordinate constructs: Strategic intuition, metacognitive capa-
bility and human agency. “Strategic intuition is the use of creative insight to make deci-
sions in time-constrained conditions when circumstances require immediate decisions.”’
These creative insights make: possible quick and effective decisions based on recogniz-
ing key patterns in fluid situations (Menaker et al. 2006: 8f.). Metacognitive capability
enables reflection on one’s sense of personal efficacy, and the adequacy of one’s
thought and actions (Bandura 2001). Ideally, thoughtful reflection on actual experiences
facilitates understanding of what happened, why it happened, assessment of the conse-
quences, and determination of what “could have been done better.” Soldiers use their
metacognitive capability to learn from experience, which gives them the capacity to
adapt (Menaker et al. 2006: 9). Metacognitive capability is linked to the third construct
of adaptability — human agency. Human agency is the ability of individuals and groups
to draw upon past experience and knowledge to understand “their immediate environ-
ment and to react constructively to new situations by setting goals, anticipating the
probable consequences of prospective actions within the environment and planning
courses of action” that should lead to desired outcomes and avoid problematic ones

7 “The traditional duality between analysis and intuition dissolves in a new model of the brain, in
which (...) analysis puts elements into your brain and intuition pulls them out and combines them
into action” (Duggan 2005: V). Creative insight is “[t]he ability to take existing pieces of information
and combine them in novel ways that lead to greater understanding and suggest new behaviors and
responses” (Stickgold/Walker as cited in Duggan 2005: 1).




(Menaker et al. 2006: 9). It incorporates intentionality, forethought, self-reflection and
self-reaction and enables soldiers to evaluate a situation and respond appropriately
(Bandura 2001).

Expeditionary forces must have ready-to-go leaders, and these leaders must be able
to adapt and demonstrate mental agility. “Mental agility builds on the ability to scan and
adjust learning based on the environment. (...) Officers with mental agility search for
more information and spend more time interpreting it. They also analyze large amounts
of sometimes conflicting information, trying to understand why things happen and iden-
tify possible courses of action to change events” (Wong/Snider 2005: 613; on adaptive
leadership see also Whiffen 2007). Burpo (2006: 66f.) has summarized the traits of the |
adaptive leader. They include the ability to (1) be decisive; (2) balance people and tech-
nology; (3) be comfortable with uncertainty; (4) learn quickly; (5) facilitate initiative
and intent in followers; (6) communicate effectively; (7) understand how to use force
across the spectrum of conflict; (8) be creative; (9) be curious and open minded; (10)
maintain a problem-solving orientation; (11) foster teams that can innovate; and (12) be
a life-long learner. Mellio (2006: 32) notes that in small wars “the complexity and ir-
regular nature of the conflict places a premium on small-unit leaders who possess the
resourcefulness, initiative, and determination to succeed on the battlefield fraught with
uncertainty and where the only certainty is ambiguity.”®

According to Paparone/Reed (2008) the adaptive leader avoids dogma and dogmatic
simplification when encountering a problematic situation. They emphasize the impor-
tance of reflection. “The professional that reflects-in-action pays attention to, and acts
on, the environment through paradoxical use of divergent accommodative, and conver-
gent forms of knowledge, especially when assimilative knowledge does not seem to be
working” (Paparone/Reed 2008: 70). These leaders are akin to ‘researchers-in-action’.
Complex 21% century missions require military organizations to plan in a way that al-
lows for flexibility and adaptability. Hubba Wass de Czege (2009) identifies the early
stages of planning as a key function of the process. He distinguishes between design and
planning. “Design sets the problem to be solved, planning solves the problem as it is
set.” Both involve inquiry. The all important ability to balance design and planning is a
type of battalion level operational art that focuses attention on inquiry, learning and
quick adaption to change.” He stresses the importance of flexible thinking and the need
to avoid conceptual rigidity (Wass de Czege 2009: 2f.). Of the two (design or planning),
Wass de Czege argues the military has not spent enough time figuring out what the
problem is. Design is missing (Wass de Czege 2009: 6). A key insight for the expedi-
tionary mindset is that a rigid beginning and end state now become fluid. “There is no
beginning and no end state. The idea of ‘end state’ makes little sense in this context.
There is a currently provisional desired state, one now believed desirable based on what
is known. (...) What is actually attainable inevitably changes as more is known. (...)
success depends on 1earmng and adapting more rapidly than rivals in the ecosystem”
(Wass de Czege 2009: 4) A person with an expeditionary mindset is a cooperative
problem-solver, able to recognize changes in the environment and respond accord-

8 “The complexity, unpredictability, and ambiguity of postwar Iraq is producing a cohort of innovative,
confident, and adaptable junior officers” (Wong 2004: V). Future leaders need to be adaptive and
self-aware. “Adaptive capacity allows leaders to respond quickly and intelligently to constant
change” (Wong 2004: 2).

9 Many of the ideas discussed in this section are more fully developed in Dewey (1910; 1938).




ingly 10 “Only soldiers with a mind that is socialized and educated to shift quickly from
a ‘warrior’ kind of personality to an ‘humanitarian’ kind of personahty are able to: func-
tion in both peace support operations and combat” (Moelker 2005: 53) :

4.3.  Working Cooperatively with Joint Team

The expeditionary environment is a joint environment. The notion of jointness encom-
passes multiple branches of services, other governmental organizations, non-
governmental organizations, private contractors, academic consultants and the militaries
of many nations. Thus the military professional operates in a “multi-professional work-
place” (Burk 2005: 51; see also Krawchuk 2008). The management of defense and
peace requires cooperation as a mainstay of professional expertise. Hence, cooperation
emerges as an important component of an expeditionary mindset. Officers in this envi-
ronment “can see perspectives outside his or her own boundaries.” They are able to un-
derstand, anticipate, and empathize “with the values, assumptions, and norms of other
groups, organizations, and nations” (Wong/Snider 2005: 615). . :

The meaning of cooperation is often refined through the notion of interoperability or
“the ability of systems, units, or forces to provide and accept services from other sys-
tems, units, or forces and to use the services so exchanged to enable them to operate
effectively together” (Menaker et al. 2006: 4). Interoperability has three subordinate
constructs: shared cognition, joint/coalition cultural awareness and ability to maintain
a team focus. “Shared cognition is an intellectual process engaged in by members of a
team in order to gain ‘overlapping, similar, identical, complementary [sic], or dlstrlb-
uted” knowledge, as well as the resulting knowledge gained through this process”
(Hopp/ Smith/Hayne as cited in Menaker et al. 2006: 5). Ideally, “shared cognition re-
sults in shared mental models”, which enable teams to develop explanations and expec-
tations suited to the task, and “in turn, to coordinate their actions and adapt their behav-
ior to demands of the task and other team members” (Cannon-Bowers/Salas/Converse
1993: 228; on shared cognition see also Ensley/Pearce 2001 and Klimoski/Mohammed
1994). Joint/coalition cultural awareness involves knowledge and sensitivity to the cul-
tural norms of coalition and joint partners. Each organizational culture is unique and
varies according to leadership style, roles, missions, procurement philosophy, and
member’s attitudes and behaviors (Menaker et al. 2006: 6). Interoperability is enhanced
when cultural knowledge and understanding of the “Joint and Coalition partners mini-
mizes culture-related conflict and enhances cooperation” (Menaker et al. 2006: 6). The
ability to maintain .a team focus incorporates three components: (1) realization of the
team’s potential; (2) “knowledge and appreciation of individual members roles and spe-
cialized knowledge and skills; and (3) the commitment to share information and operate
collaboratively” to accomplish the mission. The joint or coalition team includes indi-
viduals from different services/countries that have different traditions, expectations and
abilities. Recreating a cohesive team that incorporates people from d1fferent countries or
services is critical to interoperability. (Menaker et al. 2006: 6)

According to Swain (2005: 185) managing joint interdependence requires a new way
of thinking (mindset), a comprehensive perspective that fits together the entire force,
and that takes into account the big picture, rather than focusing on a narrow set of orders
or rigid short-term objectives. It requires, “abandoning the view that one’s service is a

10 See Shields (2003, 2008) for a model of cooperative problem-solving known as the ‘community of
inquiry’. It is based on the ideas of John Dewey and Jane Addams.




separate, totally autonomous profession, and viewing it instead as an integral part of a
wider whole.” Paparone/Reed (2008: 70) propose a military doctrine that refocuses the
professional community on open, reflective collaborative inquiry and not on convenient
accepted ‘best practices’ or mythology passed down by authority and accepted without
thought. “Relying on the dogma of received wisdom” can lead to chauvinism, which is
unproductive in a collaborative environment. Collaborative reflection-in-action leads to
a culture that values learning more than knowing.'! According to Haltiner/Klein (2005:
12) “the new trans-national defense strategy demands flexible organization structures.”
They suggest using the modular principle of organization. “Modules are standardized
organization units that are easily interchangeable within a system. This module-
principle allows for the creation of internationally interoperable task forces at relatively -
short notice. These units, mostly on brigade level, fulfill the growing demand for multi-
functionality and are able to operate quickly and relatively autonomously.” The expedi-
tionary mindset requires soldiers to bridge organizational and cultural differences within
the force they are forging. The expeditionary force travels to far-flung locations. Suc-
cess in this environment requires knowledge of the local population and its culture.
Hence, the need to cooperate and be flexible extends to the external environment too.

4.4. Knowledge of Culture of Local Population'?

Without knowledge of the local population and culture it is almost impossible to func-
tion much less to lead across cultures (Whiffen 2007). Wong/Snider (2005: 615) refer to
this knowledge as “cross cultural savvy” or the ability to understand cultures across
organizational, religious, economic, societal, political and geographic boundaries. Lan-
guage competence is a kind of prerequisite for cross-cultural savvy (Burpo 2006: 69).
Aside from language, local cultural awareness includes (1) knowledge of cultural heri-
tage and history of the mission area; (2) knowledge of local customs, mentality and do’s
and don’ts; and (3) skills needed to communicate with all parties (Gooren 2006: 57).">
The Dutch tell their soldiers “culture is never one-dimensional, black or white, or un-
changeable.” As much as possible they “seek to prevent soldiers from forming simplis-
tic stereotypes about the host nation” (Gooren 2006: 59). Menaker et al. (2006: 10) de-
scribe knowledge of the local population as a type of human intelligence capability.
They identify two subordinate constructs associated with human intelligence capability,
social intelligence and situational awareness. Social intelligence is the “ability to- get
along with people, to be at ease in society, knowledgeable of social matters.” Social
intelligence in a foreign culture is difficult to attain but essential. An expeditionary team
member with social intelligence can use observations and interactions with the local
comumunity to resolve problems. If the expeditionary mindset incorporates creativity in
problem-solving, one must be able to make sense of the “problematic situation”. The
problematic situation cannot be separated from local culture. Scholars have borrowed a
concept most commonly used in aviation — situational awareness — to make sense of

11 Krawchuk (2008: 68) discusses the development of integrated collaborative, multidisciplinary teams.
The purpose of the teams is to establish “strategic ‘think-act-reflect’ capability”. 5

12 The 2009 US Army Stability Operations Field Manual identifies cultural astuteness among the force
as critical to the conflict transformations necessary for success.

13 Bridges/Horsfall (2009) argue that peacekeeping forces with a greater percent of women are better
able to achieve trust among local populations and thus enhance overall communications. An Expedi-
tionary mindset is not a ‘male’ mindset.




incorporating cultural knowledge and awareness as team members. confront problems
(Clark 2007: 72). Situational ewvareness,l'4 the other tenet of human intelligence, incor-
porates how accurately perceptions of a current environment mirror reality. It includes
examining the situation, adjusting perceptions as incoming information changes and
recognizing biases that might distort an assessment of the situation. Factors that can
reduce situational awareness include insufficient communication . (language skills),
stress, fatigue, task overload and task underload (Menaker et al.. 2006: -10).15 Clark
(2007: 72) examines the role-of situational awareness and a related concept — situational
understanding — in problem-solving. Situational awareness in problem-solving frames
the important factors “to set parameters for in-depth analysis”. The analysis should lead
‘to situational understanding, or a frame that describes the “relationships between and
among important factors in order to determine the implications of what is happening”
and predict future events. From the expeditionary mindset perspective, the local culture
must be incorporated into situational awareness if an accurate sense of situational un-
derstanding and problem resolution are to occur.

4.5. Network-Centric Warfare

Aside from cultural considerations, expeditionary soldiers use 21% century information
age technology. Technological change is reinforcing the need for many of the transfor-
mations in mindset that the new security environment suggests. These technological
innovations are often summarized by the term Network-Centric Warfare (NCW). The
focus is on the change from a stable platform technology (mainframe) to a mobile, mul-
tiplatform (PC) networked dispersed force. According to Alberts et al. (1999: 88) “Net-
work Centric Warfare focuses on the combat power that can be generated from linking
or networking of the warfighting enterprise. It is characterized by the ability of geo-
graphically dispersed forces to create a high level of shared battlespace awareness that
can be exploited via self-synchronization.” Alberts et al. (1999: 85) also claim it pro-
vides a “new conceptual framework with which to examine missions, operations and
organization.” NCW enhances collaboration by using advances in communications and
computing technology. “NCW is based on adopting a new way of thinking — network-
centric thinking and applying it to military operations.” (Schmidtchen 2006: 3). Schmid-
tchen (2006) calls for a new image of the soldier in these circumstances and uses the
term strategic private to capture the way NCW flattens an organization’s ability to de-
liver information. The defining characteristics of NCW (precision, speed, knowledge,
and innovation) reflect the connectivity of globalization (Schmidtchen 2006: 15). The
increased comnectivity changes the way people access information. The knowledge
- needed by the networked force requires increased “individual learning intensity.” One
implication of the networked terrorist enemy is that 21% century Western military or-
ganizations should move from employing “principles of a “library culture’ to those of an
‘information retrieval’ culture.” A library culture prevails in a poorly connected envi-
ronment. “Experts carefully select and verify the authenticity of stored information” as

14 Endsley (1988: 97) defines situational awareness as “the perception of the elements in the environ-
ment within a volume of time and space, the comprehension of their meaning and the projection of
their status in the near future.”

15 Marr et al. (2008) recommend Human Terrain Mapping as a useful way to gather knowledge of the
local populations. .




well as set up protocols to classify information. Within this information hierarchy, “au-
thenticity, permanence, and meaning” are emphasized. (Schmidtchen 2006: 146).

Vertically integrated management hierarchies common to most modern militaries
employ organizational schemes that reinforce the ‘library culture’ view of knowledge
management. Behavioral routines and tasks are simplified. Access to information is
controlled by the ‘need to know’ principle and in this way they reduce the uncertainty
and complexity of information overload. Formal communication in these organizations
occurs through the ‘chain of command’, which controls information held by an’organi-
zation (Schmidtchen 2006: 147). The ‘information-retrieval culture’ organizing princi-
ple, in contrast, connects “formerly separate domains of information and knowledge by
lowering the conventional barriers.” The focus shifts from authenticity, permanence,
and meaning to “availability and access. (...) An information retrieval culture (...) pro-
motes knowledge (...) through connection to the widest variety of sources of informa-
tion possible” (Schmidtchen 2006: 148). Contemporary network-enabling technologies
support the values of an information-retrieval culture. Like the expeditionary mindset,
the retrieval culture embraces uncertainty, and comprehensive information sharing. It
facilitates communication in a joint environment. The retrieval culture views a work-
force as fluid, flexible and decentralized. In this culture, like the expeditionary envi-
ronment, “information retrieval and knowledge creation are ongoing activities.” The
information retrieval culture has no single mental model to resolve uncertainty; “the
basis for success is the individual’s ability to quickly build new models that offer differ-
ent perspectives and ways of acting” (Schmidtchen 2006: 149). The similarities between
the tenets of the expeditionary mindset and NCW are obvious and tend to reinforce each
other. The expeditionary mindset appears to call into question many components of
conventional military thinking. If so, will timeless cote values continue as guides or will
core values also need to be changed?

5. Core Values'®

Moral elements are among the most important in war. They constitute the
spirit that permeates war as a whole, and at an early stage they establish a
close affinity with the will that moves and leads the whole mass. (Clausewitz
1976: 184)

According to Paparone/Reed (2008: 72) values are “the least visible of social manifesta-
tions, values are generalized ideological justifications for roles and norms.” Values ex-
press aspirations that inform requisite action. Values are culturally rooted and are often
an unseen tacit backdrop that “drives criteria for making judgments about knowledge.”
The core values of an organization form the value foundation for work and conduct,
Among the universe of values, core values are so primary that they remain stable even
as events and circumstances transform military organizations. Ideally, in a world where
transformation is ongoing, core values clarify identity, purpose and process, guide deci-
sion-making, govern personal relationships and require no external justification.'” Core
values of the warrior are in many ways universally understood. They are found in an-

16 There was no literature that looked directly at the topic of the expeditionary mindset and core values.

17 T was unable to find a good definition of core values in the literature. Much of this discussion came
from a United States National Park Service website on.core values: http://www.nps.gov/training/
uc/whev.htm.




cient poetry such as the //iad and in modern best selling novels (Samet 2002). Military
core values transcend time and national boundaries. R

Ideally, an organizational transformation from a conventional to expeditionary
mindset would leave core values untouched. There is reason to expect that the transfor-
mation to an expeditionary mindset could change the understanding of core values as
new issues arise. In an expeditionary force core values inform a flexible, ‘small wars’
mindset vis-a-vis the more fixated, dogmatic, conventional ‘big war’ mindset. Unfortu-
nately the notions of mindset and core values are not particularly ‘distinct. T hey can re-
inforce each other and should be observed in behavior. This is particularly true because
the term ‘dogmatic’ (something linked to the conventional mindset) originated from the
term dogma, which are doctrine in organizations like churches. Traditionally, more
fixed doctrine and core values might be intertwined. It seems unlikely that intertwined
core values/core principles within doctrine would completely transfer from the big war
to small war mindset. There may be elemental values associated with the “big’ war
mindset that are incompatible with an expeditionary mindset and vice versa.

Before examining the nature of military core values it is useful to explore the tradi-
tional warrior understanding of human nature, which emphasizes the dark side. Hunt-
ington (1964) addresses this issue. The professional soldier’s business is war and “the
military ethic views conflict as a universal pattern throughout nature.” Violence is
rooted in the permanent psychological and biological nature of man. The military ethic
emphasizes the evil, selfish and weak man, motivated by wealth, power, and security.
The “military view of man is decidedly pessimistic (...). Man’s selfishness leads to
struggle but man’s weakness makes successful conflict dependent upon organization,
discipline, and leadership” (Huntington 1964: 63). The warrior believes this selfish na-
ture leads to conflict and eventually to violent conflict. The warrior prepares for violent
conflict by. subordinating individual preferences to those of the organization. Warriors
confront evil and are expected to deal with many of the consequences of this evil such
as war and violence. Nevertheless, the ideal warrior strives to maintain a virtuous way
of life. Military virtues are “none the less virtues for being jewels set in blood and iron”
- (Toynbee 1939: 644).

In order to survive and thrive in the world of Huntington’s warrior, the soldier and
his organization must adopt and promote virtues. Thus, core value statements of the US
Army, Navy and the British Army include lists of virtues. All three organizations in-
clude loyalty, duty, integrity and courage. The US Army and Navy also overlap on two
additional core values — respect and “selfless service” (Army) and “selfless commit-
ment” (Navy). The-US Army further includes honor and the Navy discipline as core
values (Robinson 2007: 31)."® Aristotle’s virtue ethics is the philosophical origin of
these formal service-specific core values. Ideally, training in virtue ethics instills virtues
such as loyalty, honesty, and courage to ensure moral behavior and create good charac-
ter. The person with character should behave appropriately. The advantage, from a mili-
tary point of view, “is that in combat, there are intense pressures and little time for deep
intellectual philosophizing. In such situations having an individual who will behave
properly due to conditioned responses is highly desirable” (Robinson 2007: 30). Criti-
cism of the emphasis on character in the virtue ethics approach focuses on the possibil-
ity that military leaders will believe “all unethical behavior is the product of failures of

18 For an explanation of US Army core values see http://'www.goarmy.com/life/living_the army val
ues.jsp#loyalty. For a discussion of United States Navy core values see http://usmilitary.about.com/
od/navy/l/blcorevalues.htm.




character (few bad apples theory).” Many times this perspective does not take into ac-
count morally corrupting structures, rules, and systems that are part of institutional prac-
tice. In addition, “teaching soldiers that they must be brave, loyal and so forth, does not
tell them what to do when there are conflicts between the requirements of various vir-
tues” (Robinson 2007: 31). Kasher, author of the Code of Ethics of the Israel Defense
Forces (IDF) (see http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/Society & Culture/IDF
ethics.html), has an additional criticism of the virtue ethics approach. He argues that
since humanitarian intervention and peacekeeping operations are the focus of most
Western armed forces, it makes little sense to teach soldiers only military ethics. He
advocates a combination of police and military ethics. Police ethics require a different
set of virtues (see, e.g., http://www.culcom.net/~lake/policecodeofethics. html). Also
soldiers in “modern democracies tend to be moral relativists. They regard talk of moral-
ity as an external imposition.” They relate better to professional development and iden-
tity. So, instead of listing a set of virtues:as core values, one should consider what it
means to be a soldier in a democratic state. This means that the starting point of defin-
ing core values should be the principles of liberal democracy, its values and norms
(Robinson 2007: 32). Robinson (2007) notes that in praotice virtues derived from a lib-
eral democracy are similar to the virtues listed for the warrior.

It would appear, however, that humanitarian peace operations, stabilization opera-
tions and other tasks associated with contemporary expeditionary missions may implic-
itly be at odds with Huntington’s pessimistic assumptions about the dark or evil side of
human nature. Perhaps a concept (critical optimism) borrowed from John Dewey (1948)
would be a useful substitute. “Critical optimism is the faith or sense that if we put our
heads together and act using a scientific attitude to approach a problematic situation, the
identified problem has pofential to be resolved. This is faith in the human capacity for
progress” (Shields 2003: 514). Peacekeeping missions can succeed! Without some faith
in the possibility of progress, soldiers would be tethered to Huntington’s dark vision.
Critical optimism avoids the pitfalls of both optimism and pessimism. “Optimism,
untempered by criticism, declares that good is already realized and as a result glosses
over the evils that concretely exist” (Dewey 1948: 178). The optimist easily becomes
“callous and blind to the suffering of the less fortunate,” or adopts a rose-colored
glasses attitude and is unwilling to listen to the concerns of others. On the other hand,
“pessimism is a paralyzing doctrine. In declaring that the world is evil wholesale, it
makes futile all efforts to discover the remedial causes of specific evils and thereby de-
stroys at the root every attempt to make the world better and happier” (Dewey 1948:
178). Both unfettered optimism and pessimism are consistent with dogmatism and per-
haps determinism. Critical optimism, on the other hand, embraces uncertainty and
change but with a skeptlcal attitude. Critical optimism (meliorism) “is the belief that the
specific conditions which exist at one moment, be they comparatively bad or compara-
tively good, in any event may be bettered. It encourages intelligence to work to improve
conditions and it arouses reasonableness and confidence as optimism does not” (Dewey
1948: 179).

Paparone/Reed (2008: 72) distinguish between espoused values (“stated deliberately -
and formally by the institution”) and in-use values (“a cultural phenomena, passed from
one generation to another as deeply hidden or tacit forms of assimilated knowledge”).
Military organizations experience serious problems when the gap between espoused and
in-use values is too wide. There is no reason to believe an éxpeditionary soldier will not
behave with integrity or honor, in-use manifestation will be different in an expedition-




ary environment. Careful consideration of the role and nature of core-values in practice
(expeditionary environment) should be occupying the attention of rmhtary leadershlp
across the world. . ‘

6. Conclusion

Having reviewed all this literature on the expedltlonary mindset and core- values one
cannot but think of Eva Johansson’s (1996) picture of the somewhat overwhelmed ideal
peacekeeper. Moelker (2005) describes the contemporary soldier as potentially schizo-
phrenic. How is it possible to mentally prepare to deploy anywhere in the world on short
notice, have the necessary critical-thinking skills to adapt quickly to a changing opera-
tional environment, work cooperatively as part of a joint team, posses sufficient cultural
knowledge of the local populace, and be skilled in using 21St century network-centric
technology? And, how is it possible to master all of these things while adhering to the
proper core values?

It seems to me that the literature on the expeditionary mindset needs a framework
that contains the complexity of the expeditionary environment, yet makes it easier to
incorporate the complexity in a coherent manner. Is there a way to wrap the expedition-
ary mindset concepts into something easier to understand and remember and perhaps
linked to a larger philosophy? I believe there is. Most of the tenets of the expeditionary
mindset closely mirror the pragmatism of John Dewey, Charles Sanders Peirce, William
James and Jane Addams. We have already seen how Dewey’s concept of critical opti-
mism better undergirds expeditionary missions. Recently, philosopher-psychiatrist
David Brendel (2006) has summarized the key ideas of classical pragmatism in an easy
to remember framework (practical, pluralistic, participatory and provisional — the 4 P’s).
In Healing Psychiatry he applied this framework to an intellectual riff in psychiatry.
Brendel’s framework is applied here, the expeditionary mindset takes into account prac-
tical problems. Soldiers are expected to use critical thinking skills and act to address
problematic situations. In the process of dealing with the practical problems they incor-
porate the diverse views of the joint partners and community members, or their perspec-
tive is pluralistic. They incorporate these views by listening and engaging in coopera-
tive/collaborative efforts. The process is participatory. Finally, because uncertainty
permeates the problematic situation/actions, there is no guarantee actions will work to
address the problem. They must be' flexible and able to adapt. Hence, the approach is
provisional. By using these four constructs, I was able to summarize the expeditionary
mindset in a paragraph and attach it to a sophisticated philosophy (classical pragma-
tism). Brendel’s framework may be a useful tool to distil the essence of the expedition-
ary mindset and avoid the problem of the overwhelmed or schizophrenic peacekeeper
(see Shields 2008 for more applications of Brendel’s 4 P’s). |
'~ Where do core values fit in all of this? Core values are fixed or at least very stable
by definition. One knows a core value because it does not change. If a value changes
can it be a core value? Yet, the transition from a top-down, fairly rigid conventional
mindset may be just the situation that would call for changes in core values. We are a
long way from figuring out whether or how core values should and will change as
armed forces internalize an expeditionary mindset. This book represents an attempt to
meet the challenge.




7. References

Alberts, David, S./Garstka, John/Stein, Frederick (1999): Network Centric Warfare:
Developing and Leveraging Information Superiority. 2™ edition. Washington, D.C.:
CCRP. Publications. Online: http://www.dodccrp.org/files/Alberts NCW.pdf, re-
trieved 12 May 2010. ‘

Arnold, Michael (2007): The Seductive Effects of an Expedmonary Mindset (Occasion
Paper). Montgomery, AL: Center for Strategy and Technology, Air University,
Maxwell Air Force Base.

Bandura, Albert (1997). Self-Efficacy: The Exerc1se of Control. New York, NY: Free-
man.

Bandura, Albert (2001): Social Cognitive Theory: An Agentic Perspective. In: Annual
Review of Psychology, 52: February, 1-26.

Bonin, John A./Crisco, Telford E. (2004): "The Modular Army. In: Military Review, 84
March-April, 21-27.,

Booth, Max (2003). Savage Wars of Peace: Small Wars and the Rise of American
Power. New York, NY: Basic Books.

Brendel, David C. (2006): Healing Psychiatry: Bridging the Science/Humanism Divide.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Bridges, Donna/Horsfall, Debbie (2009): Increasing Operational Effectiveness in UN
Peacekeeping: Toward a Gender Balanced Force. In: Armed Forces & Society, 36: 1,
120-130.

Briggs, David (2007): Strategic Deployment Requirements for an Expeditionary Army.
Carlisle Barracks, PA: United States Army War College, Strategy Research Project.

Brownlee, Les/Schoomaker, Peter J. (2004): Serving a Nation at War: A Campaign
Quality Army with Joint and Expeditionary Capabilities. In: Parameters, 34: Sum-
mer, 5-23.

Burk, James (2005): Expertise, Jurisdiction and Legitimacy of the Mlhtary Profession.
In: Snider, Don M./Matthews, Lloyd (Eds.): The Future of the Army Profession. 2™
edition. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill, 39-60.

Burpo, F. John (2006): The Great Captains of Chaos: Developing Adaptive Leaders. In:

, Military Review, 86: 1, 64-70.

Cannon-Bowers, Janis/Salas, Eduardo/Converse, Sharolyn (1993): Shared Mental Mod-
els in Expert Team Decision Making. In: Castellan, N. John, Jr. (Ed.): Individual and
Group Decision Making: Current Issues. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associ-
ates, 221-246. .

Cassidy, Robert M. (2004): Back to the Street without Joy: Counterinsurgency Lessons
from Vietnam and other Small Wars. In: Parameters, 34: Summer, 73-83.

Cassidy, Robert M. (2005): The British army and counterinsurgency: The salience of
military culture. In: Military Review, 85, 53-59.

Cassidy, Robert M. (2006): The Long Small War: Indigenous Forces for Coun-
terinsurgency. In: Parameters, 36: Summer, 47-61.

Ceulemans, Carl (2007): The Moral Equality of Combatants. In. Paramerers 37: Win-
ter, 99-109.

Clark, Thomas G. (2007): Army Planning Doctrine: Identifying the Problem is the Heart
of the Problem. In: Military Review, 87: November-December, 70-76.

Clausewitz, Carl von (1832/1976): On War. Translated and edited by Michael Howard
and Peter Paret. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.




Dewey, John (1910): How We Think. New York, NY: DC Heath & Co. -+ - -
Dewey; John (1920/1948): Reconstruction in Philosophy. Enlarged edition. Boston:
" Beacon Press. o

Dewey, John (1938): Logic: The Theory of Inquiry. New York, NY: Holt, Rinehart &
Winston. S

Donahoe, Patrick J. (2004): Preparing Leaders for Nationbuilding. In: Military Review,
84: May-June, 24-26. ‘ S

Duggan, William (2005): Coup d’oeil: Strategic Intuition in Army Planning. Carlisle,
PA: US Army Strategic Studies Institute. Online: http://www strategicstudiesinsti

- tute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB631.pdf; retrieved 26 September 2009, - -

Duggan, William (2007): Strategic Intuition: The Creative Spark in Human Achieve-
ment. New York, NY: Columbia University Press: :

Endsley, Mica (1988): Design and Evaluation for Situation Awareness Enhancement.
In: Soegaard, Mads/Dam, Rikke Friis/Williams, Amanda/Norager, Rune (Eds.):
Proceedings of the Human Factors Society 32™ Annual Meeting. Santa Monica, CA:
Human Factors Society, 97-101. o ,

Ensley, Michael/Pearce, Craig (2001): Shared Cognition in Top Management Teams:
Implications for New Venture Performance. In: Journal of Organizational Behavior,
22:2, 145-160.

Etter, Delores/Foster, Robert/Steele, Timothy (2000): Cognitive Readiness and Ad-
vanced Distributed Learning. In: Cross Talk: The Journal of Defense Software En-
gineering, 13: 3, 5-6.

Gerras, Stephen/Wong, Leonard/Allen, Charles D. (2008): Organizational Culture: Ap-
plying a Hybrid Model to the U.S. Army. Carlisle Barracks, PA: U.S. Army War
College.

Gooren, Robert H.E. (2006): Soldiering in Unfamiliar Places: The Dutch Approach. In:
Military Review, 86: March-April, 54-60.

Hajjar, Remi/Ender, Morten (2005): McDonalidization in the US Army: A Threat to the
Profession. In: Snider, Don M./Matthews, Lloyd (Eds.): The Future of the Army
Profession. 2™ edition. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill, 515-530.

Haltiner, Karl/Klein, Paul (2005): The European Post-Cold War Military: Reforms and
their Impact on Civil-Military Relations. In: Kernic, Franz/Haltiner, Karl/Klein, Paul
(Eds.): European Armed Forces in Transition. Berlin: Peter Lang Publishers, 9-45.

Hammes, Thomas (2004). 4% Generation Warfare: Our Enemies Play to Their
Strengths. In: Armed Forces Journal, November, 40-44,

Hammes, Thomas (2005): Why Study Small Wars? In: Small Wars Journal, 1: April, 1-
3.

" Huntington, Samuel P. (1957/1964): The Soldier and the State. New York, NY: Vintage
Books. ‘

Johansson, Eva (1996): In a Blue Beret. Four Swedish UN Battalions in Bosnia. Paper
Presented at the ERGOMAS Conference, Zurich, 4 October.

Johnson, J. Lee (2006): The Expeditionary Sailor in the War on Terror. In: Military Re-
view, 86: 5, 96-99,

Khilstrom, John/Cantor, Nancy (2000): Social Intelligence. In: Sternberg, R.J. (Ed.):
Handbook of Intelligence. 2™ edition. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University
Press, 359-379.

Klimoski, Richard/Mohammed, Susan (1994): Team Mental Model; Construct or Meta-
phor. In: Journal of Management, 20: 2, 403—437.




Dewey, John (1910): How We Think. New York, NY: DC Heath & Co. - : -

Dewey, John (1920/1948): Reconstruction in Philosophy. Enlarged edition. Boston
Beacon Press.

Dewey, John (1938): Logic: The Theory of Inquiry. New York NY Holt Rlnehart &
Winston.

Donahoe, Patrick J. (2004): Preparing Leaders for Nationbuilding. In: .leztarjy Revzew,
84: May-June, 24-26.

Duggan, William (2005): Coup d’oeil: Strategic Intuition in Army Planning. Carhsle
PA: US Ammy Strategic Studies Institute. Online: http://www. strategzcstudlesmstl
tute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB63 1.pdf; retrieved 26 September 2009.

Duggan, William (2007): Strategic Intuition: The Creative Spark in Human Achieve-
ment. New York, NY: Columbia University Press:

Endsley, Mica (1988): Design and Evaluation for Situation Awareness ‘Enhancement.
In: Soegaard, Mads/Dam, Rikke Friis/Williams, Amanda/Norager, Rune (Eds.):
Proceedings of the Human Factors Society 32"‘jl Annual Meeting. Santa Momca CA:
Human Factors Society, 97-101.

Ensley, Michael/Pearce, Craig (2001) Shared Cogn1t1on in Top Management Teams:
Implications for New Venture Performance. In: Journal of Organzzatzonal Behavior,
22:2,145-160.

Etter, Delores/Foster, Robert/Steele, Timothy (2000): Cognitive- Readiness and Ad-
vanced Distributed Learning. In: Cross Talk: The Journal of Defense Software En--
gineering, 13: 3, 5-6.

Gerras, Stephen/Wong, Leonard/Allen, Charles D. (2008): Organizational Culture: Ap-
plying a Hybrid Model to the U.S. Army. Carlisle Barracks, PA: U.S. Army War
College.

Gooren, Robert H.E. (2006): Soldlenng in Unfamiliar Places: The Dutch Approach. In:
Military Review, 86: March-April, 54-60.

Hajjar, Remi/Ender, Morten (2005): McDonalidization in the US Army: A Threat to the
Profession. In: Snider, Don M./Matthews, Lloyd (Eds.): The Future of the Army
Profession. 2" edition. New York, N'Y: McGraw-Hill, 515-530. ’

Haltiner, Karl/Klein, Paul (2005): The European Post-Cold War Military: Reforms and
their Impact on Civil-Military Relations. In: Kernic, Franz/Haltiner, Karl/Klein, Paul
(Eds.): European Armed Forces in Transition. Berlin: Peter Lang Publishers, 9-45.

Hammes, Thomas (2004). 4® Generation Warfare: Our Enemies Play to Their
Strengths. In: Armed Forces Journal, November, 40—44.

Hammes, Thomas (2005): Why Study Small Wars? In: Small Wars Journal, 1: April, 1—
3.

" Huntington, Samuel P. (1957/1964): The Soldier and the State. New York, NY Vintage
Books.

Johansson, Eva (1996): In a Blue Beret. Four Swedish UN Battalions in Bosnia. Paper
Presented at the ERGOMAS Conference, Zurich, 4 October.

Johnson, J. Lee (2006): The Expeditionary Sailor in the War on Terror. In: Military Re-
view, 86: 5, 96-99.

Khilstrom, Iohn/Cantor Nancy (2000) Social Intelligence. In: Sternberg, R.J. (Ed.):
Handbook of Intelligence. 2™ edition. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University
Press, 359-379.

Klimoski, Richard/Mohammed, Susan (1994): Team Mental Model: Construct or Meta-
phor. In: Journal of Management, 20: 2, 403—437.




Krawchuk, Fred T. (2008): Collaborative Strategic Planning and Action: A New Ap-
proach. In: Parameters, 38: Summer, 67-78.

Luthar, Suniya/Cicchetti, Dante/Becker, Bronwyn (2000): The Construct of Resilience:
A Critical Evaluation and Guidelines for Future Work. In: Child Development, 71: 3,
543-562.

Marr, Jack/Cushing, John/Garner, Brandon/Thompson, Richard (2008): Human Terrain
Mapping: A Critical First Step to Winning the COIN Fight. In: Military Review, 88:
March-April, 18-24.

Mastroianni, George (2005): Occupations, Cultures, and Leadership in the Army and
Air Force. In: Parameters, 35: Winter, 76-90.

Melillo, Michael R. (2006): Outfitting a Big-War Military with Small-War Capabilities.
In: Parameters, 36: Autumn, 22-35.

Menaker, Ellen/MacDonald, Jo/Hendrick, Amold/ O’Connor, Debra (2006): Training a
Joint and Expeditionary Mindset. Washington, D.C.: United States Army Research
Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences. Online: http://handle.dtic.mil/
100.2/ADA460138; retrieved 17 September 2010.

Merriam Webster Dictionary (2009): Resilience. Online: http://www.merriam-webster.
com/dictionary/resilience; retrieved 13 May 2010,

Mockaitis, Thomas R. (1990): British Counterinsurgency: 1910-60. New York, NY: St,
Martin’s Press.

Moelker, René (2005): Restructuring and Resilience: Cadet’s Oplmons on Their Future
Profession in a Perpetually Changing Organization: The Dutch Case. In: Kernic,
. Franz/Haltiner, Karl/Klein, Paul (Eds.): European Armed Forces in Transition. New
York, NY: Peter Lang Publishing, 45-63.

Moskos, Charles C. (2000): Toward a Postmodern Military: The United States as Para-
digm. In: Moskos, Charles C./Williams, John Allen/Segal, David R. (Eds.): The
Postmodern Military: The Armed Forces after the Cold War. Oxford: Oxford Uni-
' versity Press, 14-31.

Moskos, Charles C. et al. (Eds.) (2000): The Postmodern Military: The Armed Forces
after the Cold War. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Paparone, Christopher R./Reed, George (2008): The Reflective Military Practitioner:
How Military Professionals Think in Action. In: Military Review,.88: March-April,
66-76.

Reed, George/Bullis, R. Craig (2009): The Impact of Destructive Leadership on Senior
Military Officers and Civilian Employees. In: Arried Forces & Society, 36: 1, 5-15."

Robinson, Paul (2007):Ethics Training and Development in the Military. In: Parame-
ters, 37: Spring, 23-36.

Ryan, John D. (1979): Integrity. In: Wakin, Malham M. (Ed.): War, Morality, and the
Military Profession. Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 180—190.

Samet, Elizabeth (2002): Teaching Poetry to Soldiers in a Post-Heroic Age. In: Armed
Forces & Society, 29: 1, 109-127.

Sarkesian, Sam C./Gannon, Thomas(1979): Professionalism: Problems and Challenges.
In: Wakin, Malham M. (Ed.): War, Morality, and the Military Profession. Boulder,
CO: Westview Press, 127-142.

Schmidtchen, David (2006): The Rise of the Strategic Private: Technology, Control and
Change in a Network Enabled Military. Canberra: Land Warfare Studies Center.

Shields, Patricia M. (2003): The Community of Inquiry: Classical Pragmatism and Pub-
lic Administration. In: Administration & Society, 35: 5, 351-361.




Krawchuk, Fred T. (2008): Collaborative Strategic Planning and Action: A New Ap-
proach. In: Parameters, 38: Summer, 67-78.

Luthar, Suniya/Cicchetti, Dante/Becker, Bronwyn (2000): The Construct of Resilience:
A Critical Evaluation and Guidelines for Future Work. In: Child Development, 71: 3,
543-562.

Marr, Jack/Cushing, John/Garner, Brandon/Thompson, Richard (2008): Human Terrain
Mapping: A Critical First Step to Winning the COIN Fight. In: Military Review, 88:
March-April, 1824,

Mastroianni, George (2005): Occupations, Cultures, and Leadership in the Army and
Air Force. In: Parameters, 35: Winter, 76-90.

Melillo, Michael R. (2006): Outfitting a Big-War Military with Small-War Capabilities.
In: Parameters, 36: Autumn, 22-35.

Menaker, Ellen/MacDonald, Jo/Hendrick, Arnold/ O’Connor, Debra (2006): Training a
Joint and Expeditionary Mindset. Washington, D.C.: United States Army Research
Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences. Online: http://handle.dtic.mil/
100.2/ADA460138; retrieved 17 September 2010.

Merriam Webster Dictionary (2009): Resilience. Online: http://www.merriam-webster.
com/dictionary/resilience; retrieved 13 May 2010.

Mockaitis, Thomas R. (1990): British Counterinsurgency: 1910-60. New York, NY: St.
Martin’s Press.

Moelker, René (2005): Restructuring and Resilience: Cadet’s Opmlons on Their Future
Profession in a Perpetually Changing Organization: The Dutch Case. In: Kernic,
Franz/Haltiner, Karl/Klein, Paul (Eds.): European Armed Forces in Transition. New
York, NY: Peter Lang Publishing, 45-63.

Moskos, Charles C. (2000): Toward a Postmodern Military: The United States as Para-
digm. In: Moskos, Charles C./Williams, John Allen/Segal, David R. (Eds.): The
Postmodern Mlhtary The Armed Forces after the Cold War, Oxford: Oxford Uni-
 versity Press, 14-31.

Moskos, Charles C. et al. (Eds.) (2000): The Postmodern Military: The Armed Forces
after the Cold War. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Paparone, Christopher R./Reed, George (2008): The Reflective Military Practitioner:
How Military Professionals Think in Action. In: Military Review, 88: March-April,
66-76.

Reed, George/Bullis, R. Craig (2009): The Impact of Destructive Leadership on Senior
Military Officers and Civilian Employees. In: Ariied Forces & Society, 36: 1, 5-15."

Robinson, Paul (2007):Ethics Training and Development in the Military. In: quame-
ters, 37: Spring, 23-36.

Ryan, John D. (1979): Integrity. In: Wakin, Malham M. (Ed.): War, Morality, and the
Military Profession. Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 180-190.

Samet, Elizabeth (2002): Teaching Poetry to Soldiers in a Post-Heroic Age. In: Armed
Forces & Society, 29: 1, 109-127.

Sarkesian, Sam C. /Gannon Thomas(1979): Professionalism: Problems and Challenges.
In: Wakin, Malham M. (Ed.): War, Morality, and the Military Profession. Boulder,
CO: Westview Press, 127-142,

Schmidtchen, David (2006): The Rise of the Strategic Private: Technology, Control and
Change in a Network Enabled Military. Canberra: Land Warfare Studies Center.
Shields, Patricia M. (2003): The Community of Inquiry: Classical Pragmatism and Pub-

lic Administration. In: Administration & Society, 35: 5,351-361.




Shields, Patricia M. (2008): Rediscovering the Taproot: Is Classical ‘Pragmatism the
Route to Renew Public Administration? In: Public Aa’mzmstratzon Review, 68, 2,
205-221.

Sorley III, Lewis (1979): Duty, Honor, Country: Practice and Precept In Wakm Mal-
ham M. (Ed.): War, Morality, and the Military Profession. Boulder, CO: ‘Westview

- Press, 143-162.

Swain, Richard (2005): Army Officership for the Jomt Exped1t10nary Mindset. In
Snider, Don M./Matthews, Lloyd (Eds.): The Future of the Army Profession. 2™

_ edition. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill, 175-188.

- Swain, Richard (2007): Reflection on an Ethic of Ofﬁcershlp In: Parameters, 37:
Spring, 4-22.

Taber, Robert (1965): The War of the Flea: Guerrilla Warfare in Theory and Practice.
New York, NY: Lyle Stuart.

Taylor, William C. (2008): Transition Teams Adapt and Win. In: Military Review, 88:
May-June, 81-86.

Toynbee, Amold (1939): A Study of History: The Breakdown of Civilizations, Vol. IV.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

US Army (2004): Posture Statemént. Online: http://www.army.mil/aps/04/; retrieved 13
May 2010.

US Army (2009): The US Army Stability Operations Field Manual (No. 3-07). Ann
Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press.

US Marines (1940): Small Wars Manual. Washington, D.C.: US Government Printing
Office. Reprinted 1998 by Sunflower University Press (Manhattan, KS) with an in-
troduction by Ronald Schaffer.

US Marines (1998): Expeditionary Operations. Washlngton, D.C.: US Government
Printing Office.

Varhola, Christopher H./Varhola, Laura R. (2006): Avoiding the Cookie-Cutter Ap-
proach to Culture: Lessons Learned from Operations in East Africa. In: Military Re-
view, 86: November-December, 73—78.

Vennesson, Pascal/Breuer, Fabian/Franco, Chiara de/Schroeder, Ursula C. (2009): Is
There a European Way of War? Role Conceptions, Organizational Frames, and the
Utility of Force. In: Armed Forces & Society, 35: 4, 628—645..

Wass de Czege, Huba (2009): Systemic Operational Design: Learning and Adapting in
Complex Missions. In: Military Review, 89: November-December, 2—12.

Watkin, Malham M. (1984): The Ethics of Leadership. In: Taylor, Robert/Rosenback,
William (Eds.): Military Leadership: In Pursuit of Excellence. Boulder, CO: West-
view Press, 49-65.

Whiffen, Harold H. (2007): Becoming an Adaptive Leader. In: Military Review, 87:
November-December, 108—114.

Winslow, Donna (1998): Misplaced Loyalties: The Role of Military Culture in the
Breakdown of Discipline in Peace Operations. In: Canadian Review of Sociology
and Anthropology, 35: 3, 345-367.

Wong, Leonard (2004): Developing Adaptive Leaders: The Crucible Experience of Op-
eration Iraqi Freedom. Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Instltute US Army War Col-
lege.

Wong, Leonard/Snider, Don M. (2005): Strategic Leadership of the Army Profession.
In: Snider, Don M./Matthews, Lloyd (Eds.): The Future of the Army Profession. 2™
edition. New York. NY: McGraw-Hill. 601-624.




Shields, Patricia M. (2008): Rediscovering the Taproot: Is Classical Pragmatism the
Route to Renew Public Administration? In: Public Admznzstratzon Review, 68, 2,
205-221.

Sorley III, Lewis (1979): Duty, Honor, Country: Practice and Precept In Wakm Mal-
ham M. (Ed.): War, Morality, and the Military Profession. Boulder, CO: Westview

. Press, 143-162.

Swain, Richard (2005): Army Officership for the Jomt Expedmonary Mindset. In:
Snider, Don M./Matthews, Lloyd (Eds.): The Future of the Army Profession. 2™

‘ edition. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill, 175-188. '

- Swain, Richard (2007): Reflection on an Ethic of Officership. In: Parameters, 37
Spring, 4-22.

Taber, Robert (1965): The War of the Flea: Guerrilla Warfare in Theory and Practice.
New York, NY: Lyle Stuart. :

Taylor, William C. (2008): Transition Teams Adapt and Win. In: Military Review, 88:
May-June, 81-86.

Toynbee, Arhold (1939): A Study of History: The Breakdown of Civilizations, Vol. IV.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

US Army (2004): Posture Statemént. Online: http://www.army.mil/aps/04/; retrieved 13
May 2010.

US Army (2009): The US Army Stability Operations Field Manual (No. 3-07). Ann
Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press.

US Marines (1940): Small Wars Manual. Washington, D.C.: US Government Prlntmg
Office. Reprinted 1998 by Sunflower Umver31ty Press (Manhattan, KS) with an in-
troduction by Ronald Schaffer.

US Marines (1998): Expeditionary Operations. Washmgton, D.C.: US Government
Printing Office.

Varhola, Christopher H./Varhola, Laura R. (2006): Avoiding the Cookie-Cutter Ap-
proach to Culture: Lessons Leamed from Operations in East Africa. In: Military Re-
view, 86: November-December, 73-78.

Vennesson, Pascal/Breuer, Fabian/Franco, Chiara de/Schroeder, Ursula C. (2009): Is
There a European Way of War? Role Conceptions, Organizational Frames, and the
Utility of Force. In: Armed Forces & Society, 35: 4, 628—645.

Wass de Czege, Huba (2009): Systemic Operational Design: Learning and Adapting in
Complex Missions. In: Military Review, 89: November-December, 2—12.

Watkin, Malham M. (1984): The Ethics of Leadership. In: Taylor, Robert/Rosenback,
William (Eds.): Military Leadership: In Pursuit of Excellence. Boulder, CO: West-
view Press, 49-65.

Whiffen, Harold H. (2007): Becoming an Adaptive Leader. In: Military Review, 87:

. November-December, 108—114.

Winslow, Donna (1998): Misplaced Loyalties: The Role of Military Culture in the
Breakdown of Discipline in Peace Operations. In: Canadian Review of Sociology
and Anthropology, 35: 3, 345-367.

Wong, Leonard (2004): Developing Adaptive Leaders: The Crucible Experience of Op-
eration Iraqi Freedom. Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Instltute US Army War Col-
lege.

Wong, Leonard/Snider, Don M. (2005): Strategic Leadership of the Army Profession.
In: Snider, Don M./Matthews, Lloyd (Eds.): The Future of the Army Profession. 2™
edition. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill, 601-624.




Henrik Fiirst | Gerhard Kiimmel [Eds.]

Core Values and the
Expeditionary Mindset:
Armed Forces in Metamorphosis

Contributors:

Eyal Ben-Ari Gerhard Kimmel
Caroll Connelley Juha Mékinen
Harry Ford - Patricia M. Shields
Henrik Flrst Henning Sgrensen
Torunn Laugen Haaland Paolo Tripodi

Asa Kasher Ong Weichong
Kai Michael Kenkel Donna Winslow
Paul Klein

Nomos




Henrik Fiirst | Gerhard Kiimmel [Eds.]

Core Values and the
Expeditionary Mindset:
Armed Forces in Metamorphosis

Contributors:

Eyal Ben-Ari Gerhard Kiimmel
Caroll Connelley Juha Makinen
Harry Ford - Patricia M. Shields
Henrik Flrst Henning Sgrensen
Torunn Laugen Haaland Paolo Tripodi

Asa Kasher Ong Weichong
Kai Michael Kenkel Donna Winslow
Paul Klein

Nomos




Die Deutsche Nationalbibliothek verzeichnet diese Publikation in
der Deutschen Nationalbibliografie; detaillierte bibliografische
Datensind im Internet liber http://dnb.d-nb.de abrufbar.

Die Deutsche Nationalbibliothek lists this publication in the
Deutsche Nationalbibliografie; detailed bibliographic data
is available in the Internet at http://dnb.d-nb.de.

ISBN 978-3-8329-6514-3

1. Auflage 201

© Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft, Baden-Baden 2011. Printed in Germany. Alle Rechte,
auch die des Nachdrucks von Ausziigen, der fotomechanischen Wiedergabe und der
Ubersetzung, vorbehalten. Gedruckt auf alterungsbestdndigem Papier.

This work is subject to copyright. All rights are reserved, whether the whole or part of

the material is concerned, specifically those of translation, reprinting, re-use of

illustrations, broadcasting, reproduction by photocopying machine or similar means,

and storage in data banks. Under § 54 of the German Copyright Law where copies are

made for other than private use a fee is payable to »Verwertungsgesellschaft Wort«,
Munich.




Die Deutsche Nationalbibliothek verzeichnet diese Publikation in
der Deutschen Nationalbibliografie; detaillierte bibliografische
Daten sind im Internet tiber http://dnb:d-nb.de abrufbar.

Die Deutsche Nationalbibliothek lists this publication in the
Deutsche Nationalbibliografie; detailed bibliographic data
is available in the Internet at http://dnb.d-nb.de.

ISBN 978-3-8329-6514-3

1. Auflage 201

© Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft, Baden-Baden 201. Printed in Germany. Alle Rechte,
auch die des Nachdrucks von Ausziigen, der fotomechanischen Wiedergabe und der
Ubersetzung, vorbehalten. Gedruckt auf alterungsbesténdigem Papier,

This work is subject to copyright. All rights are reserved, whether the whole or part of
the material is concerned, specifically those of translation, reprinting, re-use of
illustrations, broadcasting, reproduction by photocopying machine or similar means,
and storage in data banks. Under § 54 of the German Copyright Law where copies are
made for other than private use a fee is payable to »Verwertungsgesellschaft Wort,
Munich.




