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Abstract

This paper reviews literature on the expeditionary mindset and core values taking int
account the Z1century security and technology environments. The first part of the paper
develops the historical context and provides definitions. Next, the paper explores théi@onnec
between the expeditionary mindset and military transformation. Key tenets of'tbeniry
expeditionary mindset are identified and examined. Soldiers with an expeditionargiminds
should first, be mentally prepared to deploy on short notice anywhere in the world; segend, ha
the critical-thinking skills necessary to adapt quickly to a changing operationalreneint;
third, work cooperatively with members of a Joint team; fourth, posses knowledgecuofttine
in the area of the local populace, and; fifth, the expeditionary force will be using@iry
network centric technology. The paper concludes with a discussion of military coes vathin

the context of an expeditionary mindset.



21" Century Expeditionary Mindset and Core Values:
A Review of the Literature

Soldiers with a joint and expeditionary mindset will be confident that they are neghni
trained, and equipped to go anywhere in the world, at any time, in any environment,
against any adversary, to accomplish the assigned mission
Brownlee & Shoemaker (2004, 10)

I ntroduction

This paper reviews key literature on the expeditionary mindset and core va&ingsanto
account the Z1century security and technology environments. The first part of the paper
develops the historical context and provides definitions. Next, the paper explores theéi@onnec
between the expeditionary mindset and military transformation. Finally, core aakies

considered within the context of the expeditionary mindset.

Historical Context: US Marinesand Small Wars

As with most ideas, the expeditionary mindset is not new. For example, the British
expeditionary forces during 1@nd 20 century excelled at small-unit, anti-guerrilla warfare
(Cassidy 2005; Mockaitis, 1990). Their organization and culture reflected an expeditionary
mindset. Nevertheless, the US Marines 184tall Wars Manuak a key document generally
considered a starting place to examine contemporary notions of the expeditionary force and
expeditionary mindsét

Unlike large scale state-versus-state war, “small wars aretimperandertaken under
executive authority, wherein military force is combined with diplomatic pressube internal
or external affairs of another state whose government is unstable, inadequate jsfactmsgt
for the preservation of life and of such interests as are determined by tige fooécy of our

nation” (U. S. Marines 1940, 1). During early"2@ntury engagements in Haiti, Nicaragua and

1 At the time, Brownlee was Acting Secretary of the US Army and Schoomaker the Chief of Staff of the US Army.
2 See for example Booth (2003); Cassidy (2004, 2006); and Melillo (2006).



the Dominican Republic the Marines learned that small wars presented “neddefilinear

battle area and theater of operations” (Cassidy 2004, 79). Further, unlike majovheae
single-minded hatred of the enemy serves to instill courage, “in small warsnoé, sympathy,
and kindness should be the keynote” of troop relationships with the mass of the population (U
Marines 1940, 32).

During the Cold War the United States security policy shifted almost totallydowa
conventional large-scale conflict. The insights of Simeall Wars Manualvere almost forgotten.
World events changed and military leaders now see the value of the snsadippavach for
counterinsurgency, stability and support operations, peacekeeping and humanitar@rs miss
These operations are characterized by asymmetric conflict and, outcendesenbed as
“success” rather than “victory” (Melillo 2006, 26). How did a way of thinking about wachwhi
was diminished during most of the"2@entury, become so important in the early @&intury?

The changing security environment is critical to its rise in prominence (Har20@s).

20" Century Security Context
During the first part of the 2@entury Western societies used mass armies to defend
against enemy invasion and safeguard the homeland. The Cold War dominated the second half of
the 2d century. Here nuclear war loomed as the major threat. Large militaatesused to
support the alliance (Moskos 2000, 15). For the United States “preparation to fight and win
world wars was the primary mission of the military” (Burk, 2005,*3@tory in this
environment required a ‘big war’ or ‘garrison’ mindset — a hierarchal, rigid, dogmay of
thinking that valued technical know-how and expected obedience to orders from ttheserat

of the chain of command (Paparone and Reed 2008). According to Schmidtchen (2006) these

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



platform centric militaries used the platoon as the critical operatingnuohibasis of infantry
tactics. Information was provided on a need-to-know basis (Schmidtchen, 2006). Juceor off
discretion, much less that of the enlisted soldier, was minimized. “For most of"tber0ry,

the US military culture (notwithstanding the Marines’ work in small wars) géigeambraced

the big conventional war paradigm and fundamentally eschewed small wars and insstgenci
(Cassidy 2004, 75).

After the Vietnam War the US military eliminated the draft and moved to a voiuwntee
professional force. Europe, on the other hand, maintained conscript forces thatsiggredi®
defend the homeland (Moelker, 2009he end of the Cold War (late 1980s) ushered in a
recognition that militaries were taking on a new Post-Modern character (Mdsdp2@00).

New missions such as peacekeeping and humanitarian operations took on more prominence.
Slowly, European militaries responded by reducing reliance on the draft and developng a
professional force (Moelker, 2005). The Marin8imall Wars Manuahowever was still a

dusty document seemingly without relevance.

21° Century Security Context

The events of September 11, 2001 and the subsequent wars in Iraq and Afghanistan
changed all that. US military and political leaders recognized that a reno¥iwar and way of
thinking was needetlncreasingly the conflicts (Irag, Afghanistan) and new functions/missions
(peacekeeping, humanitarian, stability operations) meant militaries travaiechote locations
and found themselves in asymmetric threat environments. States confrontedtaon-st

adversaries who did not employ regular forces. Some states fought elusivetsearatis

4 See Melillo (2006); Schmitdchen (2006); Moskos et al (2000).



complicated counterinsurgencies. Other military’s were managing the peaedagily
militias, warlord armies, terrorist organizations, and criminal groups. AHisfwas done in an

environment where security organizations of all types worked together toward aoauoai.

Robert Taber’s (1965)he War of the Flea: Guerrilla Warfare in Theory and Practice
provides a flea/dog metaphor to capture the relationship between insurgency apdweeat
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 “elusili@aguerr
show that with the right mindset and with some knowledge of the aforementioned methods, the
war of the flea is in fact winnable.” Hence, the US should develop a mindsepldbas more
emphasis on stability operations and counterinsurgency.” The US is working on ways to
restructure into smaller more dynamic units to enhance strategic resporsigmaa and

Crisco, 2004).

Meanwhile in Europe, the armed forces went through a wave of modularization,
flexibilization and a simultaneous, comprehensive professionalizaieaction times were
“shortened by a higher degree of readiness, while the capability for spatialylesdtoperations
of parts of the armed forces” increased. (Haltiner and Klein 2005, 9). ‘iRegmeg and peace
enforcing became the key tasks in practice” (Moelker 2005, 48). There was alsoti@colgat
a rigid warrior identity among peacekeepers created problefhese experiences led Europe
forces to more closely resemble many elements of an expeditionary force. Aonelaxible

mindset was needed to accompany the changing security/operational environment.

Defining the Expeditionary Mindset

5 Traditional soldiers skills are still important - but if the warrior persona rigidly dominates misconduct 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 relationships between soldiers, it highlighted the
problems of ridged or “mechanical” thinking.



This expeditionary mindset is epitomized by thaghr'bags packed” — that is ready
and willing to deploy on a moment’s notice, anyetito 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. Michael MelilB®Q6, 27) describes it as a change
from “big war” thinking (conventional mindset) to “small war” thinking (expeditionary mit)dse
Cassidy (2004, 74-75) defines a military mindset as the “embedded beliefs and attithihea
military organization that shape that organization’s preferences on when and howtémg mi
instrument should be used.” From this perspective (organizational level), minalsiet ie
culture. Cassidy (2004, 74-75) uses the two terms (culture/mindset) interchgnge aind
individual or small group level, the expeditionary mindset refers to how people think et tife s
thinking skills and mental orientations (mindset) soldiers and their leadersoraettéed in the
expeditionary environmefitAuthors 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 meef 2&ntury security challenges and missions.

Robert Cassidy (2005, 56) maintains British small wars experience providek usef
insights into how contemporary military organizations should be transformed. “Thé Britis
approached insurgency with the critical assumption that insurgency was not princip#iligrg m
problem. If required, Britain would bring soldiers to back up the police,” soldiers shoulgsalwa
aid civil power and should use only the level of force “essential to restoreamdéo never
exceed that level of force.” Thus, it was essential to cooperate with and win thet sdipiper

population. This generally meant that small units should be deployed on an area basis with

6 Michael Arnold (2007) considers the expeditionary mindset almost exclusively from the technological perspective. He is
concerned that an organizational focus (mindset) on “mobility enhancing technologies” could divert attention from
crucial training in language, counterinsurgency, and cultural awareness.



“decentralized command and control.” Hence, junior officer initiative and theyatoilbuild

linkages to the population were critical to success.

Because most expeditionary missions require that branches of the militkryogether
with other branches many US scholars and practitioners in the United Statesimiveed the
concepts of expeditionary with jointness. According to Richard Swain (2005, 177) theitérm
and expeditionarynindset means simply a “fixed philosophical resolve that the individual and
armed services’ contributions to national defense will occur in an intersemntext based on
overseas deployment of forces with relatively circumscribed missions.” Two gayerni
assumptions are reflected in this definition: 1) “all military operationksardepartments
committed together in a common enterprise under command of a uniformed national commande
whose branch of service is essentially immaterial,” and 2) most “militarfficts will involve
strategic or operational deployment on short notice from the continental Unitesl @tétases
overseas at strategic distance from the theater of operations, with theagapedhat 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 suppsinotilem
be ready to deploy “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.”

Transformed Expeditionary Force

A Joint and Expeditionary Mindset...is the lens tiglowhich we view our service. We must
be mobile, strategically deployable and prepareddfecisive operations whenever and
wherever required. We must be lethal and fullyriopperable with other components and our

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



allies, as well as flexible, informed, proactivesponsive and totally integrated into the
joint, interagency and multinational context (UStAr2004).

While the above definitions vary in their emphasis, therecaamonmplication for the
21" century security environment. Military institutions should transform from bigtevamall
war thinking at the organizational and individual/unit levels. Menaker et al (200@geindifly
four characteristics that capture the essence of this mindset (orgarakamd human)
transformation. Soldiers with an expeditionary mindset should first, be “riyemtapared to
deploy anywhere in the world on short notice,” second, have “the critical-thinking slaliapt
quickly to a rapidly changing operational environment”, third, appreciate and work
“cooperatively with other members of a Joint team,” and fourth, posses “sufficientddyandf
the culture in the area of operation to be able to interact with the local popuiteaddition, this
expeditionary force will be using 2tentury network centric technology that also requires a
mindset adjustment. Mindset transformations needed to achieve a way of thinking olempati
with network centric technology are similar to those needed for an expeditionargetninds
Hence, facility with and implications of Network Centric Warfaréntextogy are identified as a

fifth key aspect of the mindset of successful expeditionary forces (Schmidtchen, 2006).

Mentally Prepared to Deploy at Short Notice

Expeditionary operations require physical agility or “the ability to rapidly shift foacel
efforts across the globe in order to apply force at the time and place” (Briggs 200fg2). T
ability to do this rests upon mental as well as physical/organizational adfiiyce, soldiers
should be mentally prepared to deploy at short notice. This ready-to-go mental agility is know
ascognitive readines$ Cognitive readiness refers to the mental preparedness to perform a

mission and to exploit opportunities as they arise.” It involves "anticipation, plannimngtiveit



the integration of reason and emotion, and self-synchronization” (Menaker et al 2006, 4).
Cognitive readiness ensures that the soldier is mentally prepared to accongpitishdion,
performs at an optimal level, and “uses the most effective and affordaldexta techniques”

(Etter et al, 2000, 5).

Menaker et al (2006) identifyelf-efficacy, operational cultural awareness, and
resilienceas key components of cognitive readineSslf-efficacyis a person’s belief in his
“capability to exercise some measure of control” over his own “functioning amd ove
environmental events.” Unless soldiers “believe they can produce desstédt$ iand forestall
detrimental ones by their actions” they have little reason to act or persevhe face of
hardships. (Bandura 2001, 18glf-efficacy can be diminished by the stress of deployment,
hence a mentally prepared soldier uses “reflection to recognize and cotegentize negative

effect of anxiety or stress on self-efficacy” (Menaker et al. 2006. p. 7).

Resilienceor the “ability to recover from or adjust easily to misfortune or change” is
another pillar of cognitive agilitfMerriam Webster 20Q9A resilient soldier is hardy and, has
developed the “coping strategies to maintain optimal performance” by reducing ibtetuti
traumatic situations (e.g., witnessing the death of a friend, sustaining a wound) aopgakrat
stressors (e.g., environmental extremes, dehydration, sleep deprivation) (MerARO0E: 8).
The dynamic process adsilienceincludes positive adaptation to significant adversity.
Resilience allows soldiers to maintain a team focus, operationaliedfeess and battlefield

awareness, while under “stress and in response to harrowing events” (MersZ€0#, 8).

8 They also identify Critical Value determination or the ability to perform thought experiments or imagine future
consequences of a given action (Menaker et al 2006, 8)
9 For more on the concept of self-efficacy see Bandura (1997).
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Operational cultural awarenesanother pillar of cognitive agility, is the “knowledge of
and sensitivity to the cultural norms of the population in the operational environment.” When
soldier has this skill she can “distinguish between warfighting and nation building s@éthe

warfighters role”(Menaker et al 2006, 7).

Critical Thinking Skillsto Adapt Changing Environment

Soldiers should not only be able to recognize when warfighting or peacekeeping activities
are needed. They should also be able to mentally adapt to the continuum of environments they
may confront. Hence, and expeditionary mindset is flexible and, it has the ability toighift
seemingly contradictory roles such as warrior and peacekeeper. Wong and Snideg12)005,
describe this mental adaptability as mental agility, or the “ability to rezeghange in the
environment; to determine what is new, what must be learned to be effective addsrible

learning process that follows that determination.”

John 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 aef tak
the ingredients available and makes a meal. The chef is a creative problemcahfortable
with uncertainty. An expeditionary team needs the mindset of the chef — a chefkbatmeals
in dangerous, sparse, uncomfortable, messy environments. Drawing on the cooking theme,
Whiffen (2007, 109) claims, “the recipe for success in stability operationsdepea embracing

the possibilities created by the changing environment.”

According to Menaker et al (2006) the ability to adapt to a rapidly changing environment
involves three subordinate constru@sategic intuition, metacognitive capability and human

agency “Strategic intuition is the use of creative insight to make decisions in tmsrained

11



conditions when circumstances require immediate decisin$liese creative insights make
possible quick and effective decisions based on recognizing key patterns in fluidrsgtuati
(Menaker et al 2006, p.8-QYletacognitive capabilitgnables reflection on one’s sense of

personal efficacy, and the adequacy of one’s thought and actions’ (Bandua 2001). Ideally,
thoughtful reflection on actual experiences facilitates understanding of wirted, why it
happened, assessment of the consequences, and determination of what “could have been done
better.” Soldiers use their metacognitive capability to learn from experiemch gives them

the capacity to adapt (Menaker et al 2006, 9). (Key reflective thought!)

Metacognitive capability is linked to the third construct of adaptabilluman agency
Human agency is the ability of individuals and groups to draw upon past experience and
knowledge to understand “their immediate environment and to react constructively to ne
situations by setting goals, anticipating the probable consequences of prospecingevatitin
the environment and planning courses of action” that should lead to desired outcomes and avoid
problematic ones (Menaker et al 2006, 9). It incorporates intentionality, forethoufyht, se
reflection and self-reaction and enables soldiers to evaluate a situaticespaodd appropriately

(Bendura 2001}’

Expeditionary forces must have ready-tolgmders and these leaders must be able to
adapt and demonstrate mental agility. “Mental agility builds on the ability to scamljaist a
learning based on the environment... Officers with mental agility search ferinformation

and spend more time interpreting it. They also analyze large amounts of sonetifitiesng

10 “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 “The 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 a& Walker as cited in Duggan 2005, 1).

11 Fora comprehensive overview of human agency theory see Bandura (2001).
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information, trying to understand why things happen and identify possible courses of action to

change events” (Wong and Snider 2005, 613).

John Burpo (2006, 66-67) has summarized the traits of the adaptive leader. They include
the ability to: 1) be decisive; 2) balance people and technology; 3) be comfortéible wi
uncertainty; 4) learn quickly; 5) facilitate initiative and intent in follow@&jscommunicate
effectively; 7) understand how to use force across the spectrum of confhetc8&ative; 9) be
curious and open minded; 10) maintain a problems solving orientation; 11) foster tearan that c
innovate and 12) be a life long learner. Mellio (2006, 32) notes that in small wars “the
complexity and irregular nature of the conflict places a premium on small-wshetrseaho
possess the resourcefulness, initiative, and determination to succeed on thield&itleght

with uncertainty and where the only certainty is ambiguity.”

According to Paprone and Reed (2008) the adaptive leader avoids dogma and dogmatic
simplification when encountering a problematic situation. They emphasize gheamce of
reflection. “The professional that reflects-in-action pays attention to,@sdma, the
environment through paradoxical use of divergent accommodative, and convergent forms of
knowledge, especially when assimilative knowledge does not seem to be working” (Paparone

and Reed 2008, 70). These leaders are akin to “researchers-in-action.”

Complex 21 century missions require military organizations to plan in a way that allows
for flexibility and adaptability. Hubba Wass de Czege (2009, 2-3) identifies the taybs of

planning as a key function of the process. He distinguishes between design and planning.

12 For more on adaptive leadership see Whiffen (2007).

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

13



“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 battalibn leve
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 (\yidgs de

Czege, 2009, 2-3). 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 expeditionary 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 littlénsimnse

context. There is a currently provisional desired state, one now believed desirallertagat

is known... What is actually attainable inevitably changes as more is known. ...success depends

on learning and adapting more rapidly than rivals in the ecosystem” (Wass de Czeg4).2009,

A person with an expeditionary mindset is a cooperative problem solver able to recognize
changes in the environment and respond accordiht®nly soldiers with a mind that is
socialized and educated to shift quickly from a ‘warrior’ kind of personality to an ‘hitemian’
kind of personality are able to function in both peace support operations and combat” (Moelker

2005, p.53).
Works Cooperatively with Joint Team

The expeditionary environment is a joint environment. The notion of jointness
encompasses multiple branches of services, other governmental organizationsafe.g., St
Department), non-governmental organizations (UN), private contractors, acasersiultants

and the militaries of many nations. Thus the military professional operaiésniulti-

14 Many of the ideas discussed in this section are more fully developed in Dewey (1910, 1938).
15 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.
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professional workplace” (Burk 2005, 51; Krawchuk 2008). The management of defense and
peace requires cooperation as a mainstay of professional expertise. Henegtmopmerges

as an important component of an expeditionary mindset. Officers in this environmente‘’can se
perspectives outside his or her own boundaries.” They are able to understand, antidpate, a
empathized “with the values, assumptions, and norms of other groups, organizations, and

nations” (Wong and Snider, 2005, 615).

The meaning of cooperation is often refined through the notiotexbperabilityor “the
ability of systems, units, or forces to provide and accept services from otherssystés) or
forces and to use the services so exchanged to enable them to operate gffegatiedr”
(Menaker et al 2006, 4). Interoperability has three subordinate consstated cognition,
joint/coalition cultural awarenesandability to maintain a team focu$Shared cognition is an
intellectual process engaged in by members of a team in order to gain ‘...overlappilag, sim
identical, complementary [sic], or distributed’ knowledge, as well as theingskitowledge
gained through this process” (Hopp, Smith, & Hayne, as cited in Meaker et al 2006). Ideally,
“shared cognition results in shared mental models”, which enable teams to deydo@iEons
and expectations suited to the task, and “in turn, to coordinate their actions and adapt their
behavior to demands of the task and other team members” (Cannon-Bowers, Salas, & Conver

1993, 228F.

Joint/Coalition cultural awarenessvolves knowledge and sensitivity to the cultural
norms of Coalition and Joint partners. Each organizational culture is unique arsdacaneding
to leadership style, roles, missions, procurement philosophy, and member’s a#titddes

behaviors (Menaker et al 2006, 6). Interoperability is enhanced when cultural &égeaied

16 For additional references to shared cognition see Ensley and Pearce (2001) and Klimoski and Mohammed (1994).
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understanding of the “Joint and Coalition partners minimizes culture-relatdaticand

enhances cooperation” (Menaker et al 2006, 6).

Theability to maintain a team focuscorporates three components, 1) realization of the
teams potential; 2) “knowledge and appreciation of individual members roles aradizpec
knowledge and skills; 3) the commitment to share information and operate colladdgtdt
accomplish the mission. The joint or coalition team includes individuals from different
services/countries that have different traditions, expectations anteabRecreating a cohesive
team that incorporates people from different countries or services éaldatinteroperability.

(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 thefertdeeand that takes
into account the big picture, rather than focusing on a narrow set of orderslahogi term
objectives. It requires, “abandoning the view that one’s service is separatg atotahomous

profession, and viewing it instead as an integral part of a wider whole.”

Paprone and 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 thats/edaming more than

knowing.’

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

16



According to Haltiner and 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 easithamgeable within
a system. This module-principle allows for the creation of internationally intetopeask
forces at relatively short notice. These units, mostly on brigade level, fulfgjrdveing demand

for multi-functionality and are able to operate quickly and relatively autonomously.”

The expeditionary mindset requires soldiers to bridge organizational and cultural
differences within the force they are forging. The expeditionary force sravéhr-flung
locations. Success in this environment requires knowledge of the local population aftdriés ¢

Hence, the need to cooperate and be flexible extends to the external environment too.
K nowledge of Culture of Local Population®

Without knowledge of the local population and culture it is almost impossible to function
much less to lead across cultures (Whiffen, 2007). Wong and Snider (2005, 615) refer to this
knowledge as “cross cultural savvy” or the ability to understand cultures acgasszational,
religious, economic, societal, political and geographic boundaries. Language comsetence i
kind of prerequisite for cross-cultural savvy (Burpo 2006, 69). Aside from language, local
cultural awareness includes 1) knowledge of cultural heritage and history ofsgiemarea; 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-

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

19 Donna Bridges and Debbie 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 Expeditionary mindset is not

a “male” mindset.
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dimensional, black or white, or unchangeable.” As much as possible they “seek to prevent

soldiers from forming simplistic stereotypes about the host nation” (Gooren, 2006, 59).

Menaker et al (2006,10) describe knowledge of the local population as a type of human
intelligence capability. They identify two subordinate constructs associatetiuvnan
intelligence capabilitysocial intelligenceandsituational awarenessSocial intelligences the
“ability to get along with people, to be at ease in society, knowledgeable of social rhatters
Social intelligence in a foreign culture is difficult to attain but essentakxpeditionary team
member with social intelligence can use observations and interactionfi@vltcal community

to resolve problems.

If the expeditionary mindset incorporates creativity in problem solving (above), one must
be able to make sense of the “problematic situation.” The problematic situatiot ba
separated from local culture. Scholars have borrowed a concept most commdniyaisation
situational awarenest® make sense of incorporating cultural knowledge and awareness as team
members confront problems (Clark, 2007, 72). Situational awaféttessther tenet of human
intelligence incorporates how accurately perceptions of a current environnmeotneslity. It
includes examining the situation, adjusting perceptions as incoming information changes and
recognizing biases that might distort an assessment of the situation. Hzaitoes1 reduce
situational awareness include insufficient communication (language shki)lsskeess, fatigue,

task overload and task underload. (Menaker et al 2006, 10).

Thomas Clark (2007, 72) examines the role of situational awareness and a oxlaggd c

situational understanding in problem solving. Situational awareness in problem saweg fr

20 Endsley (1998, 97) defines situational awareness as “the perception of the elements in the environment within a
volume of time and space, the comprehension of their meaning and the projection of their status in the near future.”
21 Marr et al (2008) recommend Human Terrain Mapping as a useful way to gather knowledge of the local populations.
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the important factors “to set parameters for in-depth analysis.” The ensittysild lead to
situational understanding, or a frame that describes the “relationships betweemoagd a
important factors in order to determine the implications of what is happening” ahdt fu¢ure
events. From the expeditionary mindset perspective, the local culture must be inedrpuaocat
situational awareness if an accurate sense of situational understanding agch pesblution are

to occur?

Aside from cultural considerations, expeditionary soldiers uSe&ttury information
age technology. The next section briefly explores the similarities between masiss

generated by technological change and by the new expeditionary missions.

Network Centric Warfare

Technological change is reinforcing the need for many of the transformations ireminds
that the new security environment suggests. These technological innovations are often
summarized by the term Network Centric Warfare (NCW). The focus is on thgecham a
stable platform technology (mainframe) to networked dispersed force. Accorditigetd &t al

(1999, 88) “Network Centric Warfare focuses on the combat power that can be gemerated f

22 After reviewing the literature on the expeditionary mindset one cannot but think of Eva Johansson’s (1996) picture of
the somewhat overwhelmed ideal peacekeeper. Moelker (2005) describes the contemporary soldier as potentially
schizophrenic. How is it possible to do all of the above things?

It seems to me there is just too much to hold in one’s head about how to make this ideal happen. Is there a way to wrap
the expeditionary 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. Philosopher, psychiatrist David Brendel (2006) has summarized these ideas in an easy
to remember framework (practical, pluralistic, participatory and provisional - the 4 P’s). He applied this framework to an
intellectual riff in psychiatry. Applied here, the expeditionary mindset takes into account practical 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 incorporate the diverse views of the joint partners and community members or their perspective
is pluralistic. They incorporate these views by listening and engaging in cooperative/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. The must be flexible and able to adapt. Hence, the approach is provisional. By using these
four constructs, [ was able to summarize the expeditionary mindset in a paragraph and attach it to a sophisticated
philosophy (classical pragmatism). Brendel’s framework may be a useful tool to distil the essence of the expeditionary
mindset. See Shields (2008) for more applications of Brendel’s four “Ps”.
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linking or networking of the warfighting enterprise. It is characterized by the ability of
geographically dispersed forces to create a high level of shared battlespaeres® that can be
exploited via self-synchronization.” Albert et al (1999, 85) also claim it prowdasw

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.” (Schmidchen 2006, 3). Schmidchen ( 2006 ) caliséw
image of the soldier in these circumstances and uses thettategic privateo capture the way
NCW flattens an organization’s ability to deliver information. The definingatteristics of
NCW (precision, speed, knowledge, and innovation) reflect the connectivity of gédlualiz
(Schmidtchen 2006, 15). The increased connectivity changes the way people acceationform
The knowledge needed by the networked force requires increased “individual |eatrensity.”
One implication of the networked terrorist enemy is thdtc2htury Western military
organizations should move from employing “principles of a ‘library culture’ to those of an
‘information retrieval’ culture.” A library culture prevails in poorly connecézvironment.
“Experts carefully select and verify that authenticity of stored informaasniell as set up
protocols to classify information. Within this information hierarchy, “authéptipermanence,

and meaning” are emphasized. (Schmidtchen 2006, 144-146).

Vertically integrated management hierarchies common to most modetariesliemploy
organizational schemes that reinforce the ‘library culture’ view of krihydenanagement.”
Behavioral routines and tasks are simplified. Access to information is controltad meed to

know’ principle and in this way — they reduce the uncertainty and complexity of informat
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overload. Formal communication in these organizations occurs through the ‘chain of command,’

which controls information held by an organization (Schmidtchen 2006, 147).

The ‘information-retrieval culture’ organizing principle, in contrast, cotsmdormerly
separate domains of information and knowledge by lowering the conventional barriers.” The
focus shifts from authenticity, permanence, and meaning to “availability anssacden
information retrieval culture ...promotes knowledge... through connection to the widesy varie

of sources of information possible” (Schmidtchen 2007, 148).

Contemporary Network-enabling technologies support the values of an information-
retrieval culture. Like the expeditionary mindset the retrieval cultuteases uncertainty, and
comprehensive information sharing. It facilitates communication in a joint enwéranimhe
retrieval culture views a workforce as fluid, flexible and decentwlirethis culture, like the
expeditionary environment, “information retrieval and knowledge creation are ongoing
activities.” The information retrieval culture, has no single mental modekta uncertainty;
“the basis for success is the individual’s ability to quickly build new models thatdiffierent
perspectives and ways of acting” (Smidtchen 2006, 149). The similarities betvweeenets of
the expeditionary mindset and Network Centric Warfare are obvious and tend to reiafdrce e
other. The expeditionary mindset appears to call into question many components of
conventional military thinking. If so will timeless core values continue as goides| core

values also need to be changed?

Core Values®
Moral elements are among the most important in war. They constitutpitiiéhat
permeates war as a whole, and at an early stage they establish a close ifinttye
will that moves and leads the whole mass. (Clausewitz 1976, 184)

According to Paprone and Reed (2008, 72) values are “the least visible of social

23 There was no literature that looked directly at the topic of the expeditionary mindset and core values.
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manifestations, values are generalized ideological justifications foranteaorms.” Values
express aspirations that inform requisite action. Values are culturally rooteckasftea 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 stalds events
and circumstances transform military organizations. Ideally, in a worldevitearsformation is
ongoing core values clarify identity, purpose and process, guide decision-making, govern
personal relationships and require no external justificatiGore values of the warrior are in
many ways universally understood. They are found in ancient poetry suchlasithed in
modern best selling novels (Samet, 2002). Military core values transcend time and nationa
boundaries.

Ideally, an organizational transformation from a conventional to expeditionary mindse
would leave core values untouched. There is reason to expect the transformation to a
expeditionary mindset could change understanding of core values as new issuds anis
expeditionary force core values inform a flexible, ‘small wars’ mindseéwis the more
fixated, dogmatic, conventional ‘big war’ mindset. Unfortunately the notions of mindsebend ¢
values are not particularly distinct. They can reinforce each other and should be olvserved i
behavior. This is particularly true because the term “dogmatic” (somethingl liakbe
conventional mindset) originated from the term dogma, which are the core @snaipl
organizations like churches. Traditional more fixed core principles and coesvaight be
intertwined. It seems unlikely that intertwined core values/core princigagiwompletely
transfer from the big war to small war mindset. There may be elememigppgs associate with

the ‘big’ war mindset incompatible with an expeditionary mindset and vice versa.

24 [ 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 web site on core values http://www.nps.gov/training/uc/whcv.htm .

22



Before examining the nature of military core values it is useful to exploreatiigdnal
warrior understanding of human nature, which emphasizes the dark side. In hes Thassi
Soldier and the Stat&amuel Huntington (1964) addresses this issue. The professional soldier’s
business is war and “the military ethic views conflict as a universarpatiroughout nature.”
Violence is rooted in the permanent psychological and biological nature of man. lifagy mi
ethic emphasizes the evil. Selfish and weak man is motivated by wealth, power, aityl secur
The “military view of man is decidedly pessimistic.... Man’s selfishnesisléastruggle but
man’s weakness makes successful conflict dependent upon organization, discipline, and
leadership” (Huntington 1964, 63). The warrior believes this selfish nature leads tot @l
eventually to violent conflict. The warrior prepares for violent conflict by subordinating
individual preferences to those of the organization. Warriors confront evil angipeaeted to
deal with many of the consequences of this evil such as war, and violence. Newertheles
ideal warrior strives to maintain a virtuous way of life. Military virtues“amne 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 thay)8ldvy
and the British Army include lists of virtues. All three organizations include igyailty,
integrity and courage. The US Army and Navy also overlap on two additional core values -
respect and “selfless service” (Army) and “selfless commitmédVy). The US Army further
includes honor and the Navy discipline as core values (Robinson 2007 ABisjotle’s virtue
ethics is the philosophical origin of these formal service specific canesddeally, training in
virtue ethics instills virtues such as loyalty, honesty, and courage to ensure movairoez

create good character. The person with character should behave appropriatatvartiage,

25 For an explanation of US Army core values see http://www.goarmy.com/life/living the army values.jsp#loyalty . For a
discussion of United States Navy core values see http://usmilitary.about.com/od/navy/l/blcorevalues.htm .
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from a military point of view, “is that in combat, there are intense pressurestkntihe for
deep intellectual philosophizing. In such situations having an individual who will behave
properly due to conditioned responses is highly desirable” (Robinson 2007, 30).
Criticism of the emphasis on character in the virtue ethics approach fotiis o
possibility that military leaders will believe “all unethical behaviathis product of failures of
character (few bad apples theory).” Many times this perspective does not te&kecotint
morally corrupting structures, rules, and systems that are part of instityiractte. In
addition, “teaching soldiers that they must be brave, loyal and so forth, does not tell them what t
do when there are conflicts between the requirements of various virtues” (Robinson 2007, 31).
Asa Kasher, author of tii@ode of Ethics of the Israel Defense Fori&d-) has an
additional criticism of the virtue ethics approdtHe argues that since humanitarian
intervention and peacekeeping operations are the focus of most Western armed foaless
little sense to teach soldiers only military ethics. He advocates a cornhinapolice and
military ethics. Police ethics require a different set of vifu@dso soldiers in “modern
democracies tend to be moral relativists. They regard talk of morality as amaéxtgyosition.”
They relate better to professional development and identity. So, instead of listingf &igues
as core values, one should consider what is means to be a soldier in a democr&akitstate
means that the starting point of defining core values should be the principles of libera
democracy, its values and norms (Robinson 2007, 32). Robinson (2007) notes that in practice
virtues derived from a liberal democracy are similar to the virtues listetié¢ warrior.
It would appear, however, that humanitarian peace operations, stabilization operations
and other tasks associated with contemporary expeditionary missions may Iyrpdict odds

with Huntington’s pessimistic assumptions about the dark or evil side of human nathepsPe

26 See http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/Societ§ Culture/IDF_ethics.html
27 See for examples of police ethics http://www.culcom.net/~lake/policecodeofethics.html
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a concept (critical optimism) borrow from John Dewey (1948) would be a useful substitute
“Critical optimism is the faith or sense that if we put our heads togethexcanging a scientific
attitude to approach a problematic situation, the identified problempdtestialto be resolved.
This is faith in the human capacity for progress (Peacekeeping missions can 3uéddsolt
some faith in the possibility of progress, soldiers would be tethered to Huntingtdnigsian.
Critical optimism avoids the pitfalls of both optimism and pessimism. "Ggtinuntempered
by criticism, declares that good is already realized and as a result glosste@xals that
concretely exist" (Dewey 1948, 178). The optimist easily becomes "callous andoltiived t
suffering of the less fortunate,” or adopts a rose-colored glasses attitudeuandlling to listen
to the concerns of others. @re other hand, "pessimism is a paralyzing doctrine. In declaring
that the world is evil wholesale, it makes futile all efforts to discover thed&l causes of
specific evils and thereby destroys at the root every attempt to makertdeoetber and
happier" (Dewey 1948, 178). Both unfettered optimism and pessimism are congitent
dogmatism and perhaps determinism. Critical optimism, on the other hand, embractsnipc
and change but with a skeptical attitude. Critical optimism (met)riss the belief that the
specific conditions which exist at one moment, be they comparatively bad or etingdar
good, in any event may be bettered. It encourages intelligence to work to improueneratid
it arouses reasonableness and confidence as optimism does not" (Dewey 1948, 179)
Paparone and Reed (2008, 72) distinguish between espoused values (“stated deliberately
and formally by the institution”) and in-use values (“a cultural phenomena, passedrie
generation to another as deeply hidden or tacit forms of assimilated knowledgeatyMili
organizations experience serious problems when the gap between espoused anduesuse va
too wide. There is no reason to believe an expeditionary soldier will not behave withyirgegr

honor, in-use manifestation will be different in an expeditionary environment. Careful
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consideration of the role and nature of core-values in practice (expeditiowagnenent)

should be occupying the attention of military leadership across the world.
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