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Foreword

At the end of the decades-long Cold War, the United States displayed its military
capability in a positive manner by responding to a severe humanitarian crisis in
Somalia. The goal of providing assistance amid starvation and chaos appealed to the
better natures of the American people and their leaders. Highly influenced by media
coverage of starvation and privation, most Americans happily embraced a series of
operations conducted by their government to alleviate the suffering that appeared
pervasive throughout that African nation. Regrettably, the best of intentions could
not prevent a continuing drift toward disorder, and the American relief effort
devolved into conflict and bloodshed. Although the operations were not entirely
without success, the violence and casualties incurred during these actions left a bitter
impression that influenced American foreign policy and military thinking for some
time thereafter. In Somalia . . . From the Sea, Professor Gary J. Ohls has written an
account of those experiences and their subsequent impact on the policies of the
United States. Despite the fact that American incursions into Somalia entailed the joint
effort of all U.S. services, naval expeditionary forces provided the preponderance of
force during much of the involvement. Professor Ohls illustrates this, while analyzing

the operational and strategic aspects of these events.

Professor Ohls undertook this research and writing project in naval operational history
while serving as a faculty member in the Maritime History Department of the Naval
War College between August 2007 and December 2008. The tradition of studying both
recent and long-past historical events was firmly established at the foundation of the
Naval War College in 1884 with the contributions of the College’s founder, Stephen B.
Luce, and his immediate successor, Captain Alfred Thayer Mahan. Historical research
and analysis has continued as a recognized element of the academic life of the institu-
tion for the past 125 years. Nowhere is there a more logical requirement for a corpus of
relevant source material and for an academic research department devoted to new
research on naval history. Building on a tradition of publishing timely analyses, the
Naval War College initiated the book-length series of works known as the Newport
Papers. In his study of American involvement in Somalia during the immediate post—
Cold War period, Professor Ohls has participated in the Newport Papers tradition by
making an original contribution to naval operational history that provides insight
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and understanding that can inform future decisions and actions in the uncertain
world that lies ahead.

JOHN B. HATTENDORF, D.PHIL.
Ernest . King Professor of Maritime History
Chairman, Maritime History Department



Introduction

From January 1991 through March 1995, the United States conducted numerous incur-
sions into Somalia, undertaking a variety of missions and objectives. All of the actions
had humanitarian elements, yet the operations that made up this mosaic of American
involvement ranged from benign to aggressive—f{rom purely humanitarian to clearly
combative. Somalia . . . From the Sea is an account that attempts to explain and analyze
these actions and place them within the overarching strategic and operational concepts
developing in the first years following the end of the Cold War. During this period, the
sea services sought to redefine their roles in a rapidly changing defense environment, as
well as the new world order of President George H. W. Bush and the assertive multi-
lateralism of President William J. Clinton. In the minds of many leaders, these were
times of both relief and uncertainty. The world had gotten through the Cold War with-
out a nuclear exchange or a major conventional confrontation between the world’s
great superpowers, and that was a good thing. But the lack of clarity about this new

world order created angst in the minds of many military leaders.

Political leaders and many American citizens saw this as a time of great opportunity. It
would be possible to reduce defense costs and reallocate those expenditures to every-
thing from social programs to tax reductions. Even the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait and the
subsequent war to reestablish Kuwaiti independence did not dampen the enthusiasm of
the times, since most leaders viewed Saddam Hussein and his aggression as an anomaly
in the new world order. Yet for many military and naval officers and a few political
leaders there remained uncertainty in the defense environment, uncertainty that they
could ignore only at great risk. Within that context numerous operational and strategic
concept papers were developed and published. But despite the thought and profession-
alism invested in this material, the impact of these concepts on the armed forces of the

United States proved inconsistent and tentative.

The first chapter of this study (“Operational and Strategic Context”) identifies the

most significant of these new ideas and attempts to analyze their impact on the
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thinking and operations of the sea services during this period. In contrasting the new
concepts with the major warfighting theories of the Cold War era—such as the Mari-
time Strategy of the 1980s—it becomes clear how the situation had changed and how
that shift influenced the operational nature of the Navy and Marine Corps. Although
this chapter addresses a number of papers from the period, such as “The Way Ahead”
and The Navy Policy Book, the focus is on three closely related concept documents that
typify this period: . . . From the Sea, Forward . . . From the Sea, and Operational Maneu-
ver from the Sea. Not only did these have a great impact during the 1990s, but they

remain important influences in the operational and strategic environments today.

Among the more interesting aspects of these concepts is the concurrent nature of their
development and implementation. Thinkers in Washington and other centers of study
developed these ideas and innovative thoughts at the same time that operators in the
field conducted the actions that gave them definition. We will find this interaction
between concept development and operational implementation throughout as we
attempt to understand American involvement in Somalia within the operational and

strategic concepts of that period.

The initial military action in Somalia—Operation EASTERN EXIT—occurred from 5 to
7 January 1991 and involved naval forces committed to DESERT SHIELD. EASTERN EXIT
amounted to a noncombatant evacuation operation sent to rescue Americans and citi-
zens of other nations from the war-torn and crime-infested city of Mogadishu. It was a
humanitarian operation in that it rescued people and saved lives. More accurately, how-
ever, it was an armed incursion, conducted without the permission of the local govern-
ment and authorized to accomplish its mission by force of arms if necessary. The
chapter on EASTERN EXIT and its effects makes it clear how aptly the operation fits into
the concepts of . . . From the Sea. It also demonstrates how the larger operations of
DESERT SHIELD and DESERT STORM—involving some of the same forces that executed
EASTERN EXIT—contributed to both evacuation at Mogadishu and development of the

operational and strategic concepts of the period.

The chapter that addresses Operation PROVIDE RELIEF deals with the overarching con-
cepts of this study somewhat less perfectly than is the case elsewhere in this work.
PROVIDE RELIEF amounted to a relatively small air-delivery operation commanded by a
Marine officer and operating through a joint staff. Its primary mission involved flying
emergency food aid from Mombasa, Kenya, into remote sites of Somalia ravished by
severe famine. Yet this episode is very important to our study, because it constituted
America’s entry into Somalia as a humanitarian force. Unlike EASTERN EXIT, PROVIDE
RELIEF implied an American commitment to Somalia and served as a precursor for the

much larger and more complex involvements that followed. Familiarity with PROVIDE
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RELIEF is fundamental to comprehending the American commitments to Somalia, all
of them closely intertwined with . . . From the Sea and other concepts from that period.
It is not possible to appreciate America’s involvement in Somalia without a clear under-
standing of PROVIDE RELIEE.

In addition to the air-delivery element of PROVIDE RELIEF, a small but important naval
expeditionary action also occurred. The insertion of a group of Pakistani United Nations
peacekeepers into Mogadishu promised to be a tricky proposition, because of the insta-
bility within that city and the negative view of the UN held by the leader of a major fac-
tion and subclan within the city. U.S. naval expeditionary forces in the form of an
amphibious ready group facilitated that operation, ensuring its safe accomplishment. The
PROVIDE RELIEF chapter also describes the events that created such chaotic conditions
within Somalia and led to the enormous humanitarian relief response from many nations
of the world. This background provides insight into the operational environment Ameri-
can forces faced while deployed to that part of the world. It also addresses Somali clan
relationships, the political factions at play within that environment, and the leaders
who contributed to the chaotic and confused society of Somalia in the 1990s. Without
this knowledge, it is difficult to appreciate the factors that affected American thinking

and actions before and during our larger involvements on the Horn of Africa.

Operation RESTORE HOPE exemplifies the application of . . . From the Sea and the use
of naval expeditionary forces in a complex and disordered environment. The first of
two chapters on RESTORE HOPE (“Operation RESTORE HOPE: Prelude and Lodgment”)
addresses the growth of the crisis, the U.S. decision-making process for responding to
the situation, the planning and organization of the operation, and the initial incursion
into Somalia for humanitarian relief. The second (“Operation RESTORE HOPE: Opera-
tions and Transition”) deals with the problems of overcoming the friction and resis-
tance (whether subtle or overt) that resulted from an effort to change the status quo
within the Somali nation. It addresses political and diplomatic efforts, organizational
activities, stabilization operations, and in some cases combat actions. Finally, this chap-
ter deals with the problems of transferring control of the Somalia mission from a U.S.
operation to one under UN leadership, during Operation CONTINUE HOPE.

CONTINUE HOPE is also addressed in two chapters, beginning with “Operation
CONTINUE HOPE: Operations and Conflict.” This chapter completes the transition pro-
cess from RESTORE HOPE and describes the political, social, and military environment
that existed within Somalia from May to October 1993. It explains how the humanitar-
ian relief operation morphed into a full-blown combat situation, with the CONTINUE
HOPE/United Nations Operations in Somalia [UNOSOM] 1II force becoming embroiled

in Somalia’s internecine fighting in the streets of Mogadishu. The chapter describes and
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analyzes the pattern of this change, the factors contributing to its development, and its
impact on the mission and subsequent operations. It includes the factors leading up to
the Battle of Mogadishu (also called the “Black Hawk Down” incident), the impact of
that encounter, and a brief description of the fighting.

The second chapter on this subject (“Operation CONTINUE HOPE: Reinforcement and
Withdrawal”) discusses the impact of the Battle of Mogadishu on American and coali-
tion commitment to Somalia and other humanitarian activities. The shock effect of
unexpected American casualties, coupled with the desecration of the body of a U.S. sol-
dier in the streets, caused a revulsion among Americans and had a great impact on this
undertaking as well as future deployments. We assess the subsequent decision to rein-
force American troops while limiting use of the units arriving in Somalia as part of
Joint Task Force (JTF) Somalia. The schizophrenic nature of this period, wherein the
U.S. president proclaimed that America would remain involved while announcing a
withdrawal date only six months in the future, will also be addressed. The role of Army
and naval forces during this period and the complex yet efficient withdrawal of U.S.

forces during March 1994 is discussed and analyzed.

One year after the amphibious withdrawal of U.S. forces from Somalia, the United
Nations conducted a similar evacuation, known as Operation UNITED SHIELD, under
the command of a U.S. naval expeditionary force. Although an efficient tactical and
operational action, this undertaking exposed the failure of policy and strategy for sav-
ing Somalia from chaos and anarchy. A study of this operation is followed by a chapter
entitled “Operational and Strategic Observations,” which concludes the narrative and
analytic elements of this work. Various appendices follow, including a chronology of
events, a list of abbreviations and acronyms, and other relevant information, as well as
a complete bibliography. The reader is encouraged to review all the appendices before
beginning the text, as this will greatly enhance understanding of the unique aspects of

this historic set of events.

Research for this study was conducted primarily in original sources. The most impor-
tant element comprised original interviews by the author of many high-level leaders
involved in the decision-making, planning, or execution phases of these actions. A
second important resource involved the Operational Archives at the Navy Yard in
Washington, D.C., and the Marine Corps archives in Quantico, Virginia. In addition
to numerous chronologies, histories, messages, and other such material, these
archives contain various interviews conducted at the time of the events under study.
Memoirs in the forms of books and journal articles also contributed to this research

and proved particularly valuable when used in conjunction with personal interviews.
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Of course, secondary sources by competent researchers, writers, analysts, and academ-

ics were also used.

Three aspects of this study make it unique among the literature of America’s incursions
into Somalia. The most basic of these is the effort to address all the military actions of
the period—from EASTERN EXIT through UNITED SHIELD. Many excellent accounts
have covered one or several aspects of the Somalia experience, but no major study has
addressed the entire series of American actions or attempted to describe and analyze
their interrelated nature. The events most extensively covered in the existing literature
are the December 1992 landing in Mogadishu to initiate RESTORE HOPE and the Battle
of Mogadishu during CONTINUE HOPE. These events are, of course, addressed in this

study, but as elements of the larger commitment rather than as isolated episodes.

A second unique element of this study is its inclusion of the U.S. Navy’s contribution to
America’s Somalia involvement. The naval contribution has generally been left out of
accounts, whereas other aspects—Army, Marine Corps, humanitarian, diplomatic,
political, and United Nations—have been thoroughly covered. This work is not a naval
history of U.S. involvement in Somalia; it is not possible to segment the roles of ser-
vices in any way that would permit a meaningful account. But it does include the naval
role as an integral part of the larger activity and characterizes the value of naval forces

in an expeditionary environment.

The third unique aspect of this study is its intention to connect the Somalia incursions
and the operational and strategic concepts of the time. This element of the subject is
particularly fascinating, since the two activities, operations and concept development,
occurred simultaneously and interactively. Through this analysis we not only under-
stand the activity of the early 1990s but gain a broad insight as to how concepts are
influenced by action. By including the conceptual aspect of naval thinking throughout
this study, we also understand how policy and strategy interact with operations and

tactics—at least within an expeditionary environment.

Note

The epigraph is a commonly quoted Somali proverb that served as a backdrop for American involve-
ment in Somalia during the 1990s. Reproduced in U.S. Army Dept., United States Forces, Somalia After
Action Report and Historical Overview: The United States Army in Somalia, 1992—1994 (Washington,
D.C.: Center of Military History, 2003), p. 55.
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Me and Somalia against the world,
Me and my clan against Somalia,

Me and my family against my clan,
Me and my brother against my family,

Me against my brother.

Somali proverb



Operational and Strategic Context

Throughout the decade of the 1990s, the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps spent consider-
able time and energy attempting to define their roles in the new security environment
created by the end of the Cold War. The decline of Soviet power, marked by large cut-
backs in military spending and a withdrawal from Central and Eastern Europe, left the
United States without a peer competitor—politically, diplomatically, or militarily—on
the world scene.' The aftermath of this climactic event created pressure in the U.S.
Congress for a “peace dividend,” in the form of deep reductions in the defense budget.
By 1990, President George H. W. Bush recognized the security environment had
changed but also felt that it remained somewhat uncertain. The Soviet Union, Amer-
ica’s Cold War adversary, was less hostile, but it had not yet imploded (as it soon
would) into numerous successor states, and it continued to possess residual military

strength, especially large quantities of nuclear weapons.

The president and his advisers wanted to avoid a haphazard disarmament—such as
occurred after most wars in American history—and therefore chose to limit defense
reductions to 25 percent over a five-year period.’ They also called for a revised security
strategy that reflected new realities in the post—Cold War world. This would permit
restructuring America’s armed forces to fit new requirements and avoid simple across-
the-board reductions that would leave the United States with a hollow version of its
Cold War military force.” This reassessment of national security resulted from thought-
ful and professional analysis, and offered substantial force reductions, but many leaders
believed it did not go far enough. In the political environment of 1990, opponents of
the administration viewed the decision to reduce no more than 25 percent as inade-

quate and essentially a victory for supporters of the Pentagon.'

During the defense buildup of the 1980s, naval leaders advocated constructing a six-
hundred-ship force. They never fully attained that goal, but to defense planners at the
time it seemed reasonable, because the Soviet Union possessed a strong and growing

navy with deployment patterns that threatened American interests.” Additionally,
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simple geography and numerous treaty obligations (more than forty treaties that
required naval involvement) underscored in the minds of most analysts the ongoing
importance of a large naval force.” But under the reduced-threat scenario of the 1990s,
strategic thinking focused on addressing regional contingencies rather than worldwide
warfare against the Soviet Union. In response to that focus, defense leaders developed a
“Base Force” concept designed to provide a minimal yet stable defense capability that
could adequately protect the nation’s interests in the post—Cold War era. The notion of
a 25 percent reduction in U.S. military forces, in a manner closely tied to the revised
security strategy, resulted from the Base Force planning process. For the Navy, match-
ing the Base Force structure to the new security strategy presaged a reduction from 526
to 450 ships, with associated cuts in manpower and budget.” The Marine Corps also
faced a decrease from its Cold War force level of 197,000 to 170,600; planners had ini-
tially considered a force as low as 150,000 Marines.’

Faced with new geopolitical realities and reduced combat capabilities, defense officials
and naval analysts of the early 1990s created a series of strategic concepts that rede-
fined the mission of the sea services. The catchword of the period became “expedition-
ary,” and for the Navy this implied a shift from a strategy of large-scale power
projection, antisubmarine warfare, and sea control based on the Soviet threat toward
concepts focused on the world’s littorals. This contrasted with the last important Cold
War strategy document—known as the “Maritime Strategy”—which had embodied the
Navy’s role and mission of that era. Published by the U.S. Naval Institute in January
1986 as a special supplement of its Proceedings magazine, the unclassified version of the
Maritime Strategy consisted of four white papers.” The 1986 Maritime Strategy resulted
from a substantial effort conducted by numerous strategic thinkers over a fairly long
period.” In fact, the Cold War—era Maritime Strategy constituted a comprehensive pol-
icy, one that addressed more than just the Soviet threat. Even so, it did not fit the secu-
rity environment of the 1990s. The development of a new strategy as the basis for
reductions and restructuring was fundamental to the Base Force model." Over the next
several years, as ideas and concepts churned through the Department of Defense, the
Navy and Marine Corps issued a series of strategic and operational papers that defined
the new security environment and with it the roles and missions of the sea services.
The Navy Department issued the most relevant of these documents during the first half
of the 1990s. Yet even as naval thinkers codified in their policy papers the concepts of
littoral-focused expeditionary warfare and sea-based forward presence, the Navy and
Marine Corps team were embodying those concepts in numerous incursions in

Somalia, on the Horn of Africa.

In April 1991, the Naval Institute Proceedings and the Marine Corps Gazette simulta-
neously published an article entitled “The Way Ahead.” Like the “Maritime Strategy”
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before it, “The Way Ahead” bore the names of the Secretary of the Navy, the Chief of
Naval Operations, and the Commandant of the Marine Corps.” But this time the three
leaders endorsed a single document rather than issuing separate papers, as they had for
the 1986 Maritime Strategy. “The Way Ahead” clearly signaled the move away from the
Maritime Strategy’s focus on global warfighting and deterrence and toward a new strat-
egy based on multiple regional contingencies where American interests were threat-
ened. Naval thinkers had recognized the need for a new vision as early as 1989, when
they first noticed a weakening in Soviet resolve and the prospect of an end to the Cold
War."” Realizing that a new strategic environment would require new strategic thinking,
the drafters of “The Way Ahead” emphasized the need for the Navy to focus on opera-
tions ashore rather than a hostile navy at sea."” This implied, in addition to forward
presence, involvement in humanitarian assistance, nation building, peacekeeping,

counternarcotics, counterterrorism, counterinsurgency, and crisis response. "’

“The Way Ahead” constituted the first major effort by leaders within the Navy Depart-
ment to convey this policy shift to members of the sea services. It also communicated
the uncertainty about the future threat environment, particularly the possibility of a
resurgent Soviet navy.”’ The ideas expressed in “The Way Ahead” proved prescient, but
its ultimate value lay in the awareness it generated among professionals within the
Department of the Navy. Most naval officers realized their operating environment had
changed, but few could grasp what that meant for themselves or their service. “The
Way Ahead” did not answer all their questions, but it did provide insight and augured
changes in deployment patterns, task force composition, and mission focus. Though
thoughtful and well articulated, “The Way Ahead” never served as a lodestar for plan-
ning or operations, because larger events distracted from its message. But it constituted
the first important effort to communicate a radically new direction in strategic think-

. . . . . . . . 17
ing; assimilating a message of that significance requires some time.

Perhaps the most important paper to address post—Cold War security concerns was the
September 1992 publication entitled . . . From the Sea: Preparing the Naval Service for
the 21st Century. This concept document clearly stated a new direction for the naval
services and defined a combined vision for the Navy and Marine Corps." Unlike “The
Way Ahead,” the . . . From the Sea document became widely influential within the naval
services and throughout the Department of Defense.” Just four months prior to the
publication of . . . From the Sea, the Navy had issued a document entitled The Navy Pol-
icy Book. Although it alluded to the Navy and Marine Corps team on various occasions,
The Navy Policy Book was essentially an internal document intended for parochial use
within that service.” But . .. From the Sea expressed the expeditionary nature of the
post—Cold War mission for both the Navy and Marine Corps while capturing the stra-
tegic temper of the time.” It also reiterated the uncertainty within the operational



14 THE NEWPORT PAPERS

environment, first addressed in “The Way Ahead.”” But if uncertainty existed at the
operational and strategic levels in the minds of some, . . . From the Sea clarified the
direction for the sea services at that time and for the near-term future. It unequivocally
directed the Navy and Marine Corps team to provide the nation with “Naval Expedi-
tionary Forces—Shaped for Joint Operations—Operating Forward from the Sea—Tai-
lored for National Needs.” Its strategic message emphasized the shift “away from open-

»23

ocean warfighting on the sea toward joint operations from the sea.”” The word “from”
was the key term in this new naval concept statement, elevating the role of the U.S.
Marine Corps within the larger naval mission of the time.” An important assumption
underlying . . . From the Sea held that no peer threat—such as a resurgent Russia or
China—would threaten U.S. dominance for the next twenty years. Opinion differed on
the long-range threat, but an important concept (expressed in the “Manthorpe Curve,”
named for Captain William Manthorpe of the naval intelligence community)—sug-
gested that the aggregate threat during that twenty-year window (roughly 1990-2010)

would be comparatively low.”

... From the Sea and the subsequent documents that built on its concepts (Forward . . .
From the Sea and Operational Maneuver from the Sea) provided insight and direction to
the sea services, with an impact not realized since the publication of the 1986 Maritime
Strategy.”” Among other things, . . . From the Sea emphasized the importance of unob-
trusive forward presence—as opposed to the forward-defense concept of the Cold
War—and the flexibility of sea-based forces. That meant that naval expeditionary
forces not only come from and return to the sea, they are also sustained from the sea.
Sea-based expeditionary forces can project either power or assistance ashore yet do not
encroach upon the sovereignty of nations while at sea.” Once ashore, naval expedition-
ary forces present a relatively small “footprint,” because they are supported by sea,
thereby reducing exposure, vulnerability, and host-nation resentment.” By concentrat-
ing on the littoral regions of the world and recognizing the importance of power pro-
jection and maneuver from the sea, . . . From the Sea reinforced the importance of the

Navy and Marine Corps team as, collectively, an integrated element of sea power.”

If . .. From the Sea constituted a new direction in strategy and structure in contrast to the
Cold War focus, in many ways it validated the historical and traditional role of the sea
services. As early as 1776, with the capture of New Providence in the Bahamas, and in the
1805 conquest of Derna, Tripoli, the Navy and Marine Corps team conducted joint expe-
ditionary missions of crucial importance to the nation. Throughout the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries there occurred numerous expeditionary operations in the Caribbean,
Central America, and the Pacific Basin by U.S. naval forces.” The subjugation of Califor-
nia during 1846—47 resulted primarily from a series of amphibious landings along the

Pacific coastline spearheaded by the Navy and Marine Corps team. Such prominent Army
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officers as Stephen W. Kearny and John C. Frémont served primarily under Navy com-
manders (Commodores John D. Sloat and Robert E. Stockton) as adjuncts to the naval
campaign that ultimately defeated the local Californios.” Even during the Cold War,
when both services had larger roles, oriented to the Soviet threat, they retained contingency
missions, as exemplified by the 1958 landing in Lebanon and the 1965 incursion into the
Dominican Republic.” Throughout American history, the Navy and Marine Corps worked as

a team, establishing a model for joint operations in an expeditionary environment.”

By the time . . . From the Sea and subsequent documents relating to it appeared, the
Goldwater-Nichols Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 had made the concept of
“jointness” an object of high devotion among many leaders within the Defense Depart-
ment.” Technically, the Navy and Marine Corps team constitutes a joint force, and its
expeditionary incursions qualify as joint operations. But in reality the Navy and Marine
Corps team is something else—in fact, something much better—and for obvious rea-
sons. The two services have roots in a close and integrated tradition built over two cen-
turies of operating together, making them essentially two integral elements of a single
naval force.” This connection goes far beyond simply working together in planning and
operations. It includes such key elements as combined staffs, common doctrine, fre-
quent exercises and operations, and a sense of shared experiences, all of which contrib-
ute to a common institutional culture in the field of expeditionary warfare. The fact
that both services reside within the Department of the Navy is also important, but even
that does not adequately explain the symbiotic nature of their relationship. That is
more correctly found in the history and traditions of the two branches. As Lieutenant
Commander Terry O’Brien stated in a 1993 Marine Corps Command and Staff College
thesis paper, “[. . .] From the Sea has not discovered a new form of warfare—it has
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rediscovered the capabilities of the Navy/Marine Corps team.

Although disagreement and discord often exist between the Navy and Marine Corps on
important issues, their disputes are typically of the productive type that results in
better policy, doctrine, plans, and operations through the interchange and vetting of
ideas and concepts. Ultimately, this process contributes to improved war preparation
and to success in combat. Perhaps the most notable example of this process involved
the World War II relationship between two giants of that era, Richmond Kelly Turner
and Holland M. Smith. Of course, the Second World War in no way parallels the expe-
ditionary environment of the 1990s. But the effectiveness of the amphibious forces of
the Fifth Fleet illustrates the practice that made the Navy and Marine Corps team of
that period exceptional—well beyond the level conceived even in joint operational doc-
trine. As a rear admiral during the Central Pacific campaign of 1943—45, Turner served
as commander of the Navy’s amphibious forces, while Smith, holding the rank of major

general, commanded the Marines.” Both men were highly intelligent, strong willed,
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and totally dedicated to the honor and success of their services. They often clashed;
some of their confrontations became legendary throughout the Pacific. Yet each valued
the role of the other’s branch, and the disagreements always focused on how best to
accomplish their mission. The result was often compromise, but only after all compet-
ing options received due consideration, under the strongest possible sponsorship. As
Smith characterized their relationship after the war, “Kelly Turner and I were to be
team mates in all my operations. He commanded Fifth Amphibious Force while I com-
manded the expeditionary troops that went along with the Navy and our partnership,
though stormy, spelled hell in big red letters to the Japanese.”” It might be difficult to
determine which of these two powerhouses won more arguments. But the true winners

were clearly the United States and the U.S. naval service.

In light of this traditional relationship between the Navy and Marine Corps, it is only
natural that the concepts of . . . From the Sea were quickly amalgamated by the two ser-
vices. In 1994, two years after its publication, a refinement and expansion of its ideas
appeared, under the appropriate title Forward . . . From the Sea.” Like most strategic
concepts issued by the Navy Department during this period, Forward . . . From the Sea
bore the signatures of the Secretary of the Navy, the Chief of Naval Operations, and the
Commandant of the Marine Corps.” If . . . From the Sea enhanced the role of the
Marine Corps in the expeditionary environment of 1992, Forward . . . From the Sea
tended to restore the Navy to its senior status by addressing its broader mission—
beyond the purview of littoral warfare." Although this concept paper maintained con-
tinuity with . . . From the Sea, it also upheld the importance of the Navy’s role in fight-
ing and winning America’s wars at all levels while emphasizing the need to “be engaged

in forward areas, with the objective of preventing conflicts and controlling crises.”"

Forward . . . From the Sea underscored the point that forward-deployed naval forces
provide the linkage between peacetime operations and the initial responses to a crisis or
major regional contingency.” Additionally, it places the aircraft carrier battle group on
equal standing with the amphibious ready group as the “building blocks” of forward-
deployed presence.” Forward . .. From the Sea argues the importance of joint and com-
bined operations while specifically affirming the traditional relationship between the
Navy and Marine Corps.” Its drafters summarize the document’s main thrust in this
way: “Naval forces have five fundamental and enduring roles in support of the National
Security Strategy: projection of power from sea to land, sea control and maritime
supremacy, strategic deterrence, strategic sealift, and forward naval presence.”* Of
these five, only two—power projection and forward presence—are directly associated
with the expeditionary warfare concepts of . . . From the Sea. This caused some concern
within the Marine Corps that perhaps the Navy was seeking a return to a blue-water

focus at the expense of expeditionary warfare as conceived in . . . From the Sea."”
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Forward . .. From the Sea makes numerous references to . . . From the Sea and is clearly
intended to augment, not replace, the latter’s precepts. By including such traditional
naval missions as sea control, warfighting, and deterrence (coupled with the forward-
presence and power-projection missions of . . . From the Sea) this strategy supported
Navy efforts to resist further force reductions and budget cuts.” In short, the more
roles and missions the Navy claimed, the more ships it would need to support them.”
Forward . . . From the Sea also reflected—and was influenced by—the various events
occurring throughout the world during that period, such as operations in Somalia,
Haiti, Bosnia, and Iraq.50 (Either of these two capstone documents [. . . From the Sea
and Forward . . . From the Sea] would be a suitable basis for discussion of the Somalia
incursions of the 1990s. But since Forward . . . From the Sea includes material and stra-
tegic ideas beyond the expeditionary mission, the earlier publication seems more

appropriate for the purpose.)

In January 1996, the Marine Corps issued a document that augmented . . . From the
Sea, outlining the concept of “Operational Maneuver from the Sea,” or as it became
known, simply OMFTS. Published after the last American incursion into Somalia, the
ideas and concepts of OMFTS were greatly influenced by those operations on the Horn

of Africa, as well as by other actions occurring in the early 1990s.”

Although many officers within the Navy and Marine Corps contributed to the develop-
ment of these various concepts after the end of the Cold War, one of the earliest inputs
to OMFTS emerged from the experiences of Major General Harry W. Jenkins, Jr., dur-
ing DESERT SHIELD, DESERT STORM, and the evacuation of the American embassy in
Mogadishu, Somalia (Operation EASTERN EXIT). In a 1991 memorandum to the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps, Jenkins emphasized that future operations, either com-
bat or humanitarian, should involve very rapid, long-range insertions along the
coastline at points where gaps in coastal defenses would permit the avoidance of enemy
strength. This would be accomplished primarily by the use of Landing Craft, Air
Cushion (LCAC) vehicles loaded with Light Armored Vehicles (LAVs) and helicopters
or V-22 tilt-rotor aircraft. The key elements of Jenkins’s concept were high speed,
maneuverability, and long range (perhaps from amphibious ships at sea as far as fifty
miles over the horizon). He suggested it be named “Maneuver from the Sea,” or per-

52

haps “Maneuver War from the Sea.”” Five years later, the OMFTS concept paper would

include all of Jenkins’s ideas.

In many ways, the OMFTS concept paper constitutes an intellectual exercise as much as
a policy statement. Its clearly stated purpose is to begin a process of “proposal, debate,
and experimentation” while providing near-term vision for naval forces operating in

the expeditionary environment. Among other things, OMFTS addresses two major
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changes in the operational environment—worsening chaos in much of the world’s
littorals and the enhanced combat capability of American forces—and suggests that
these factors will greatly influence where, against whom, and how U.S. forces fight in
future operations. Implied is the question of whether or not conventional military
capability (even enhanced capability) is suitable for the challenges in areas likely to
require intervention by America’s expeditionary forces. Conceived as an adjunct docu-
ment that builds on . .. From the Sea and Forward . . . From the Sea, OMFTS is essen-
tially an operational concept, intended to create “forces capable of winning decisive
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victories in littoral areas.”” The essence of OMFTS is a “marriage between maneuver

warfare and naval warfare based on sea-borne maneuver, sea-based sustainability, and

254

rapid execution.”” Despite the cerebral nature of the concept paper and the fact that it
addresses new dynamics in the expeditionary environment, the OMFTS terminology
and the tactical ideas behind it had been in play within the Department of the Navy

even before the issuance of . . . From the Sea.”

Historically, amphibious operations—especially large-scale landings—required a
buildup ashore after establishing the initial beachhead. Perhaps the most important
distinction between OMFTS and traditional amphibious warfare lies in the avoidance
of that operational phase. By inserting a landing element directly against enemy centers
of gravity, the OMFTS model offers a sea-based version of “maneuver warfare” (then a
prominent concept among land-warfare thinkers and planners), one executed by naval
expeditionary forces.” As stated in the OMFTS document, “Landing forces will move
directly from the ship to their objectives, whether those objectives are located on the
shoreline or far inland.”” Elimination of the traditional need to establish a lodgment
ashore is made possible by greater use of sea-based logistics, improved long-range fire
support from naval ships (including precision-guided air munitions), and more effi-

cient use of fuel and supplies ashore.™

By using the sea as maneuver space, ship-based expeditionary forces can create multiple
avenues of approach—to an extent that land maneuver warfare cannot match—and
project power from over the horizon or even farther away.” By striking rapidly at criti-
cal objectives using modern Navy and Marine Corps transport systems (LHA, LHD, V-
22, LCAC, AAAV, LAV, etc.), amphibious forces create an intensively rapid operational
tempo, thereby acting “inside” the enemy’s decision-making process—that is, posing
challenges more rapidly than it can respond.” With possession and use of the initiative,
an inherent advantage of sea services in expeditionary warfare, landing forces can
attack objectives at times and locations of their choosing, thereby pitting friendly
strength against enemy weakness. These concepts, based on . . . From the Sea and

OMEFTS, apply equally to wartime situations and operations other than war.”
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Although written for an expeditionary environment, the concepts expressed in

... From the Sea and OMFTS have application across the entire spectrum of conflict. In
fact, they were not radically new thoughts; the prominent status they achieved during
the 1990s resulted from an evolutionary process at various levels of warfare.” For
instance, the 1950 landing at Inchon, Korea, and the subsequent capture of Seoul is a
classic example of OMFTS within a conventional war setting.” Often thought of as a
World War II-style amphibious landing, the Inchon operation actually had several
interesting differences. The maneuver started in southern California and progressed
through Japan and the Pusan Perimeter, gaining in force at each stage, and then on to
the landing at Inchon and the key objectives inland, principally Kimpo Airfield and the
capital city, Seoul.” By passing through the Inchon site and immediately capturing the
inland objectives, the landing force cut off all support to the North Korean army
around the Pusan Perimeter, resulting in its destruction. The selection of Inchon as a
landing site was in itself an astute application of maneuver warfare, in that the enemy,
thinking an amphibious incursion impossible at Inchon, had left it lightly defended.
The concept of attacking with American strength against North Korean weakness and
moving directly inland to key objectives resulted in an operational victory with strate-
gic implications.” Had American forces struck a more “logical” place, such as Kunsan
or Posun-Myong, as some planners urged, and then established a supply buildup
ashore before attacking centers of gravity, the best they could have hoped for would

have been a hard fight and in the end little more than tactical success.”

The Somalia incursions of the 1990s demonstrate an entirely different application of
the concepts associated with . . . From the Sea and OMFTS. In those various operations,
we see these expeditionary principles at work in the post—Cold War environment, for
which they were crafted. The examples of Korea and Somalia illustrate the wide variety
of missions that naval expeditionary forces can execute using these concepts. The
Inchon landing occurred in a conventional war, as a purely combat operation, whereas
the Somalia incursions fit in the category of “military operations other than war”
(MOOTW), though some fighting did take place. Expeditionary forces must always be
ready to fight once ashore, but that was not the primary intent in most of the incur-
sions in Somalia during the 1990s. This study explores the various Somalia operations
in the context of . . . From the Sea and OMFTS, using those frameworks to explain and
analyze operational and strategic implications. It also demonstrates how the Somalia
experience contributed to the subsequent development of concepts, doctrine, and
equipment.” That culminated in the publication of the concept document entitled
Ship-to-Objective Maneuver and the introduction of improved assault craft that can
support the rapid maneuver from ships directly to objectives ashore uninterrupted by

topography or hydrography.”
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The operational and strategic concepts relating to expeditionary warfare discussed in
this chapter, particularly . . . From the Sea and OMFTS, are the cornerstones for
explaining and evaluating the Somalia incursions of the 1990s. The initial action dis-
cussed in this study involved an emergency evacuation of the American embassy in
Mogadishu, Somalia, which occurred in January 1991—before the publication of any
of these documents. Known as EASTERN EXIT, this operation illustrates the inherent effi-
cacy of the Navy and Marine Corps team prior to the creation of the concept papers
issued in the aftermath of the Cold War. The evacuation at Mogadishu occurred
because of a collapse in social and political order throughout Somalia. This disastrous
situation also led to subsequent American involvement for the purpose—at least ini-
tially—of providing humanitarian relief, which is one of the missions envisioned by
MOOTW.” From April 1992, when UN Security Council Resolution 751 created the
organization known as United Nations Operations in Somalia (UNOSOM), until
March 1995, when American forces evacuated all UN personnel from Mogadishu, the
United States conducted numerous actions to assist the people of that nation. These
actions embodied and exemplified the expeditionary concepts of that time, particularly
those of . . . From the Sea and OMFTS.” The EASTERN EXIT operation, coupled with
experiences in the Persian Gulf region during DESERT SHIELD and Operation DESERT
STORM, solidified the concepts later codified by the Navy in the naval doctrine publica-
tion Naval Warfare and by the Marine Corps in Operational Maneuver from the Sea.”
The ability to create theory and publish concepts while simultaneously conducting tra-
ditional and innovative operations was a distinctive characteristic of the expeditionary
environment during the first half of the 1990s.
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Operation EASTERN EXIT

During December 1990, the eyes of the world and the attention of its leaders focused
on the Persian Gulf and Arabian Peninsula. For months, the United States had been
building a strong naval and military presence throughout the region in response to
Saddam Hussein’s 2 August 1990 attack and occupation of Kuwait. Under the leader-
ship of Vice Admirals Henry H. Mauz, Jr., and Stanley R. Arthur, NAVCENT (that is,
the naval component of U.S. Central Command) created a force in excess of a hundred
ships, the largest American fleet assembled since World War I1.' The buildup had begun
under Admiral Mauz and continued with Arthur, who assumed command of
NAVCENT just six weeks before the 15 January 1991 deadline for Iraqi withdrawal
from Kuwait. Despite that cutoff date, the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO), Admiral
Frank Kelso II, did not consider war to liberate Kuwait as imminent and chose to carry
out the already-planned change of command at NAVCENT on 1 December 1990. Gen-
eral H. Norman Schwarzkopf, commander in chief of Central Command, considered
Arthur one of the most aggressive admirals he knew and interposed no objection.
Additionally, Arthur had considerable experience within this operational area, having
created the post of NAVCENT back in 1983.”

When Arthur took command in December 1990, Rear Admiral John B. “Bat” LaPlante
commanded its amphibious element, which would ultimately consist of thirty-one
ships, loaded with two Marine expeditionary brigades (MEBs) and one special operations—
capable Marine expeditionary unit (MEU [SOC])—roughly seventeen thousand
Marines. LaPlante’s Marine counterpart, Major General Harry W. Jenkins, Jr., com-
manded both the 4th MEB and—as senior Marine officer afloat—the overall Marine
landing force, which ultimately included 5th MEB and 13th MEU (SOC).” In the lan-
guage of doctrine, LaPlante served as Commander, Amphibious Task Force (CATF),
and Jenkins as Commander, Landing Force (CLF)." (The Marine element afloat under
Jenkins’s command should not be confused with the I Marine Expeditionary Force—
I MEEF, pronounced “One MEF’—ashore under Lieutenant General Walter E. Boomer;

the two had different missions and reporting structures.)’ The primary role, shared by
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LaPlante as Commander, Task Force (CTF) 156, and Jenkins as CTF 158, involved pre-
paring for an amphibious assault against Iraqi positions on the Kuwaiti coastline in the
upcoming Operation DESERT STORM. This required planning and operational rehears-
als, the capstone event being a major landing exercise in Oman during late January
1991, designated SEA SOLDIER IV. This rehearsal was to include the entire force under
LaPlante and Jenkins; it would constitute the largest amphibious landing since Exercise
STEEL PIKE in October 1964.°

The threatened landing was intended primarily as a deception, but Schwarzkopf often
impressed on Arthur the importance of convincing Iraqi commanders that an amphib-
ious landing would be part of any future war for Kuwait.” Also, LaPlante and Jenkins
needed to prepare for an actual assault landing should the course of war so dictate.
With proper training, including large-scale rehearsals, the amphibious force would be
capable of both deception and combat.’ The importance of this exercise, coupled with
firm arrangements coordinated through Omani and U.S. State Department representa-
tives, caused both Arthur and LaPlante to consider the scheduled dates for SEA SOLDIER
IV as fixed and definite. They also believed that the entire amphibious force had to par-
ticipate in the landing, in order to achieve NAVCENT training objectives.” The diver-
sion of ships or Marines for any cause—no matter how important—would disrupt
their planning and degrade combat readiness. This issue was to influence the thinking
of Arthur and LaPlante when conditions within Somalia necessitated an American res-

cue mission in the days just preceding DESERT STORM. "

As events eventually played out, the amphibious force under LaPlante and Jenkins did
not conduct an amphibious landing during DESERT STORM. But as a deception opera-
tion, theirs was the most successful since the Second World War." The major reasons
for its success include the degree to which the Navy and Marine Corps prepared for the
landing, especially the SEA SOLDIER IV rehearsal. Leaders at Central Command also
provided American news media opportunities to observe and report the amphibious
preparations. The film footage taken during the visits of the press to the fleet showed
up on television newscasts throughout the period leading up to the DESERT STORM
ground attack. Only the highest levels of command knew that the amphibious landing
was actually a ruse; even Jenkins—the senior Marine officer afloat—was not informed,
although he had suspected the truth for various reasons, including the constant press
coverage. The deception tied down five, sometimes six, divisions (depending on the
time frame) along the coast of Kuwait and drew an Iraqi reaction every time LaPlante
and Jenkins made a move in the Persian Gulf."” The key commanders believed that the
hard training by the amphibious force during Operation DESERT SHIELD—capped by
SEA SOLDIER IV—provided the credibility that fooled Iraqi leaders."
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Amphibious Squadron 6 (PhibRon 6), commanded by Captain Alan B. Moser, had
been among the first naval forces to sail to the Arabian Sea after Iraq’s invasion of
Kuwait. Moser’s squadron consisted of five ships loaded with some 2,100 Marines from
units of Jenkins’s 4th MEB. By January 1991 they had been at sea over four months,
conducting training and preparing for the looming battle with Iraq. Prior to deploying
for DESERT SHIELD, Moser’s squadron had spent only a few weeks in port at Norfolk,
Virginia, following a routine Mediterranean deployment.” PhibRon 6 was typical of
the Navy and Marine forces that deployed for DESERT SHIELD in that its elements
responded to the crisis on very short notice and in various stages of training.” But dur-
ing their time at sea, the sailors and Marines of the entire amphibious task force con-
ducted a series of training exercises, including IMMINENT THUNDER and SEA SOLDIER
I-TI1, and achieved a high level of preparedness.' Nevertheless, they urgently needed
to participate in SEA SOLDIER IV to ensure their ability to conduct a large-scale land-
ing if required.” SEA SOLDIER IV was particularly critical because Jenkins’s landing
force consisted of three distinct elements (4th MEB, 5th MEB, and 13th MEU [SOC])
that did not have a common higher headquarters. It amounted to a command roughly
the size of a small Marine expeditionary force but without a MEF headquarters to
structure and direct it." Therefore, when LaPlante and Moser received the warning
order to prepare for an amphibious evacuation of the U.S. embassy in Mogadishu, their
immediate concern involved the new operation’s impact on this critical exercise and
subsequent combat landings should such action become necessary during the impend-

ing war with Iraq.”

On 1 January 1991, as LaPlante increased the tempo of war preparation, NAVCENT
received an alert message indicating that internal clan warfare in Somalia might endan-
ger American citizens and so require a military response.” This did not surprise Arthur,
who had been monitoring message traffic from Somalia and had noticed in it an
increasing sense of urgency.” The following day, Ambassador James K. Bishop in
Mogadishu requested military assistance to evacuate Americans from the embassy due
to the chaotic violence occurring throughout the city.” The Pentagon immediately
directed Central Command to conduct a noncombatant evacuation operation (NEO)
to rescue American citizens from Somalia.” Arthur tasked LaPlante with planning the
NEO and proposing a contingency task force to execute the mission. LaPlante sum-
moned Moser to a meeting on his flagship, USS Nassau (LHA 4), then in port at Dubai.
Having limited knowledge of conditions on the ground in Mogadishu, the two com-
manders envisioned a force capable of performing missions across the entire range of
amphibious operations, including both surface and air actions. (Only later in the plan-
ning process did it become obvious that a surface evacuation across the beach would

not be practicable.) In addition to identifying the necessary amphibious ships and
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USS Guam.

Marines for the mission, they proposed
two destroyers, which could provide fire
and electronic-warfare support should

. 24
either become necessary.

Despite the irregular nature of the
fighting in Mogadishu, amphibious
commanders had serious concerns that
sophisticated weapons systems might be
present, particularly within the govern-
ment faction. During much of the
1970s, Somalia had been a Cold War

ally of the Soviet Union and had received both modern weapons and advisers.”” That

USS Trenton.

relationship soured and the Soviets eventually withdrew their support, but American
commanders needed to consider the possibility that Cold War weapons—especially
surface-to-air missiles and electronic-warfare equipment—remained in Somali hands
and could threaten the rescue mission.” LaPlante therefore recommended a seven-ship
response force—four amphibious ships, two destroyers, and one oiler—to conduct the

. 27
operation, under Moser’s command.

Concurrent with LaPlante’s planning, Jenkins considered issues relating to the landing
force that would conduct the operation on the ground. He tasked Colonel James J.
Doyle, Jr., the commander of Brigade Service Support Group 4, then located on the
amphibious dock transport USS Trenton (LPD 14), to command the mission to
Mogadishu. Jenkins instructed Doyle to create a special-purpose command element—
designated 4th MEB, Detachment 1—aboard the amphibious assault ship (and helicop-
ter carrier) USS Guam (LPH 9) to plan the operation and exercise command and con-
trol during its execution. Doyle relocated from Trenton to Guam, taking several key

members of his own staff, which he integrated with officers from various headquarters
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elements to create an experienced, professional, and eager group.” Equally important,
Guam’s commanding officer, Captain Charles R. Saffell, Jr., and the Marine commander
of troops aboard Guam, Lieutenant Colonel Robert P. McAleer, along with their staffs,
began planning for the operation even before the arrivals of Doyle and Moser. When
the two commanders reached Guam with their skeleton staffs, they found work already
advanced. The staff planning and subsequent execution thus amounted to a collabora-
tive effort among Navy and Marine officers who knew their jobs, knew their doctrines

. 29
and procedures, and in many cases knew each other personally.

Arthur recognized the importance of rescuing Americans in Somalia, but he did not
want to send a seven-ship task force to do the job. He viewed the action as strictly an
extraction, to get people out of and away from Mogadishu. There would be no ongoing
operation ashore in Somalia or afloat within the Indian Ocean. At least, Arthur hoped
to limit the mission to that role, because he needed all his ships for DESERT SHIELD and
DESERT STORM—as well as the critical SEA SOLDIER IV workup. Once he sent ships out
of the operational area, Arthur and his commanders knew, getting them back could be
a problem. For example, the evacuees coming out of Mogadishu would require transfer
to a safe haven. Could he bring them back to Oman, or would he have to send his ships
to Mombasa, Kenya, or the island of Diego Garcia, even farther from the main scene of
action? Additionally, commanders throughout the fleet remembered the 1990 evacua-
tion of Americans in Liberia, Operation SHARP EDGE, which had lasted five months
and ultimately involved four ships and some 2,100 Marines. Not wanting to degrade
combat readiness in the Arabian Sea and Persian Gulf any more than absolutely neces-
sary, Arthur decided a two-ship amphibious task force with the right mix of helicopters
and Marines could accomplish the mission in Somalia.” Guam and Trenton, at anchor
near Masirah, Oman, not only had the necessary configuration but also were located
nearest of any possible candidates to the Horn of Africa.” LaPlante assigned these two
ships to conduct the operation and sent Commodore Moser—whom he held in high

esteem and hated to lose—to command the amphibious task force.”

The need for this rescue mission to Somalia had resulted from the breakdown of gov-
ernmental control and the subsequent breaking out of social strife occurring through-
out that nation, especially in the capital city of Mogadishu.” By 1989, twenty years of
dictatorial rule under President Mohamed Siad Barre had produced three substantial
clan-based rebel factions: the Somali National Movement (SNM), active in northern
Somalia; the Somali Patriotic Movement (SPM), primarily in the south; and the United
Somali Congress (USC), focused in Mogadishu and central Somalia.” Over the next
two years, political turmoil became increasingly fierce, spawning clan warfare and ram-
pant criminal activity. As Siad Barre lost grip on power in Somalia, the rebel elements

further broke down into subclan conflict, increasing the level of bloodshed and
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undercutting efforts at unification.” In early December 1990, conditions had so deteri-
orated that Ambassador Bishop evacuated nonessential embassy personnel and called
on all American citizens to leave the country. He even sent his wife and daughter out of
Somalia, to underscore the seriousness of the situation and encourage others to
depart.” Most foreign missions in Mogadishu took similar actions as the fighting
increased and social disintegration worsened. Although not specifically targeted by any
Somali faction, the U.S. embassy and its staff were often victimized by gunfire and

random acts of violence.”

After meeting with the Somali president and prime minister in the closing days of
December, Bishop concluded that the government had neither a plan nor the ability to
control the growing crisis. As carnage and lawlessness spread, the need to evacuate
remaining Americans increased, while the embassy’s own ability to do so decreased.
The situation constituted the kind of “chaos in the littorals” that the OMFTS concept
paper would later characterize as a war of “all against all.”* In response, Bishop moved
Americans into relatively secure areas in and around the embassy, while Italian officials
made a fruitless effort to arrange a cease-fire among warring factions. With the failure
of this effort, the American ambassador realized that his options were narrowing, and
on 2 January he requested military assistance to evacuate the embassy. By the following
day, Bishop had perceived that conditions were so bad that only a helicopter-borne
evacuation had any chance of rescuing the remaining Americans from Mogadishu.”
His urgent request for help received immediate attention in Washington and set in
motion the planning and execution of Operation EASTERN EXIT, which was later to be

considered by many as a model for this type of action."

In response to the Pentagon’s execution order for EASTERN EXIT, officers at Central
Command deployed two C-130 and one AC-130 aircraft to Kenya and ordered Guam
and Trenton to set sail toward Mogadishu. In reality, Central Command had already
initiated these actions in anticipation of orders from the National Command Authority
(referring, at the time, to the president and secretary of defense). After meeting with
LaPlante aboard Nassau, as described above, Moser took five members of his squadron
staff and four officers from Tactical Air Control Squadron 12 to Masirah in a P-3 Orion
and then helicoptered aboard Guam." Doyle had already arrived, and the two command-
ers collocated their operations center in the ship’s Supporting Arms Control Center.
Although this arrangement appears somewhat ad hoc, the creation of special-purpose
organizations for various expeditionary actions is normal for Marine and Navy officers
of the amphibious service.” The officers assembling on Guam to plan and execute this
rescue mission had considerable experience in this type of operation, and many had

worked together before.” The planning began immediately upon receipt of the warning
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order and continued after the two ships departed Masirah just before midnight on 2
January 1991."

With the amphibious force in motion, officers at Central Command and NAVCENT
continued to consider alternate methods for conducting the evacuation. In fact, various
possibilities had been under consideration at all levels of command from the beginning
of the crisis, and it had not yet become clear that only one option remained viable. Ini-
tially, the preferred course of action involved sending aircraft carrying security detach-
ments into the Mogadishu airport and then flying American evacuees out of the
country. Several other foreign missions had done exactly that during the last few days
of December.” But this required a “permissive” environment, and leaders at Central
Command came to realize from Bishop’s messages that such conditions no longer
existed.” The embassy could not even communicate with the Mogadishu airport to
obtain permission for landing evacuation aircraft; the telephone lines were all down.
More significantly, the airport was nearly two miles from the embassy, and Bishop did
not believe Americans could any longer move safely on the city streets. Central Com-
mand also considered the use of special operation forces, going so far as to direct that
six MH-53 Pave Low helicopters with tanker support be prepared to conduct the evac-
uation.” This option never progressed beyond the initial concept, because the Pave Low
aircraft were preparing for the imminent launching of DESERT STORM." Additionally,
the special operations forces were heavily committed along the Iraqi border and in the
western desert, looking for Scud missiles.” It now became apparent that only an
amphibious evacuation by ship-based helicopters offered a prospect for success regard-

less of the situation on the ground.™

By 4 January, conditions had deteriorated so much further that Bishop requested two
platoons of paratroopers be dropped to protect Americans until the amphibious task
force could arrive.” Colonel Doyle and other commanders considered it a bad idea,
because the space available for a landing zone was so small that the paratroopers might
be scattered outside the embassy. Such an operation would also increase the number of
people requiring evacuation.” More important, by the time Bishop made his request,
events had outpaced the rationale: Moser’s task force was nearing a position to launch
its helicopters, sooner than Bishop had expected, and the rescue team would likely
arrive before paratroops could be delivered.” In any case, and fortunately for all con-

cerned, Schwarzkopf refused to authorize the paratroop drop.™

Masirah, Oman, where Guam and Trenton were when they originally received orders to
sail, is in the northern Arabian Sea, approximately 1,500 miles from Mogadishu. Guam
had a top speed of twenty-four knots, whereas Trenton could manage about eighteen

knots maximum. There was no requirement to keep the ships together, and initially
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Guam steamed at near maximum speed, outpacing Trenton. Saffell, in Guam, received
orders to slow to a more fuel-efficient speed, with which he complied. But as the
gravity of the situation in Mogadishu became clear, the ship resumed its initial speed.
Neither Moser nor Saffell was concerned over fuel usage, because they had plenty on
board and could replenish in Mombasa if necessary.” In any case, it had become essen-
tial that the ships close the distance to Somalia as fast as possible, and that trumped

fuel economy.

Planning and conducting operations had become second nature to Moser, Doyle, their
staffs, the officers of the ships, and the embarked Marines. In addition to considerable
practice, existing doctrine, standing operating procedures, and training in rapid plan-
ning techniques greatly facilitated their efforts and ensured the prompt issuance of well
conceived orders.” When to launch the rescue force remained under discussion, but
Bishop’s anxious messages forced the issue into the forefront. While Moser and Doyle
prepared for the evacuation in Mogadishu, LaPlante and Jenkins—exhibiting high con-
fidence in their subordinates—monitored events from Nassau and continued prepara-
tion for SEA SOLDIER 1V, scheduled to begin in Oman on 19 January 1991.”

In the early morning hours of 5 January, two Marine Corps CH-53E Super Stallion
helicopters lifted a small amphibious force from Guam’s deck and headed for
Mogadishu, 466 miles to the southwest.” In hindsight, it was clearer than ever that only
the helicopter-borne amphibious option offered any hope for saving the Americans in
time.” The CH-
53Es, because they
were designed to
conduct in-flight
refueling, had a
long-range inser-
tion capability.
They remain the
only U.S. heavy-lift
helicopters that can
fly into an uncer-
tain environment
from such a dis-
tance.” Assigned to
Trenton, these two
helicopters cross-
decked to Guam to
load the evacuation
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force and then launch for Mogadishu.” The Super Stallions carried a sixty-man force
consisting of forty-seven Marines from Ist Battalion, 2nd Marines (an element of
Jenkins’s 4th MEB), commanded by Lieutenant Colonel McAleer; four Marines from
Doyle’s headquarters elements; and a nine-man Sea-Air-Land (SEAL) team, under
Commander Stephen R. Louma, USN.” McAleer’s 1st Battalion had been the helicopter-
borne assault element of Regimental Landing Team 2 (RLT-2), composed primarily of
the 2nd Marine Regiment.” Accordingly, McAleer’s Marines had become very profi-
cient in helicopter operations from the many exercises and rehearsals they had con-
ducted at sea. Additionally, their predeployment training at Camp Lejeune, North

Carolina, had included noncombatant-evacuation exercises.*

Doyle ordered McAleer to accompany his Marines on their mission to Mogadishu,
while he himself remained at sea, where communications were better and he could
keep close contact with Moser.” In addition to assigning McAleer to command the
Marines and SEALs, Doyle appointed Lieutenant Colonel Willard D. Oates as overall
commander of the forward element.” Oates would be the senior officer on the ground
in Mogadishu, working primarily with the ambassador after arriving at the embassy.
Major William N. Saunders would serve as the logistician for the mission, specifically
supervising the evacuation control center (ECC), which would process evacuees and

prepare them for departure.

Sending two lieutenant colonels, one Navy commander (Louma accompanied the SEAL
team), and a major in addition to the normal complement of officers and noncommis-
sioned officers seems top-heavy. But Doyle considered this “an unconventional opera-
tion with potentially extraordinary consequences” and wanted a “few guys with gray
hair” in the landing zone. Loss of American life in the embassy at Mogadishu would
distract the nation as it approached the critical point of warfare in the Persian Gulf.
Additionally, Doyle clearly remembered the 1979 Iranian hostage crisis and how it had
constrained American action for 444 days. Either scenario could unhinge DESERT

SHIELD and DESERT STORM planning, resulting in unthinkable consequences.”

Essentially, Doyle organized the NEO team in a Marine air-ground task force (MAGTF)
structure, as illustrated in figure 1. In Doyle’s organizational plan, Oates functioned as
the senior officer ashore, although McAleer held the same rank and commanded most
of the Marines. Fortunately, command issues never became a problem, despite the large
number of high-ranking officers ashore, because Oates and McAleer tended to be of
one mind.” Additionally, Bishop clearly understood his role in the operation and
remained firmly in control of events throughout.” The ambassador had been involved
in the evacuation at Monrovia, Liberia (SHARP EDGE), a few months earlier, and
EASTERN EXIT clearly benefited from his experience.”
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FIGURE 1
Doyle’s MAGTF Structure for Organizing the Mogadishu NEO Force

Commander, Landing Force
(CLF)
Col. James J. Doyle, Jr.

Command Element Forward
(CEF)
Lt. Col. Willard D. Oates

Air Combat Element Ground Combat Element Combat Service Support
(ACE) (GCE) Element (CSSE)
Lt. Col. Robert J. Wallace Lt. Col. Robert P. McAleer Maj. William N. Saunders

Sources: Doyle interview; Siegel, Eastern Exit, pp. 16, 18, 21.

While evaluating alternate courses of action, Moser and Doyle considered launching
the helicopters directly from their initial positions in the northern Arabian Sea, some
1,500 miles from the target area. They again considered launching when the ships
reached a point 890 miles away, but ultimately, as noted above, they launched from a
distance of 466 nautical miles.” In addition to Bishop’s distressed calls for help, a num-
ber of issues contributed to this decision: in-flight refueling requirements, the availabil-
ity of tanker support, the arrival time over Mogadishu, and the availability of AC-130
gunships to provide cover.” Anticipating the issue of in-flight refueling, Arthur had
earlier contacted Air Force representatives at Central Command and learned that they
could not provide tanker support, due to other commitments. He then contacted
Major General Royal N. Moore, commanding general of 3rd Marine Aircraft Wing, and
arranged for Marine Corps KC-130 tankers to refuel the Super Stallions.” This proved
challenging enough, as the 466-nautical-mile flight meant two refuelings, over open
water at night, by pilots who had not recently practiced the procedure.” The first refu-
eling would ensure that the helicopters could arrive at Mogadishu, and it would occur
at a point that would allow the helicopters to return to Guam should the refueling
prove unsuccessful. The second refueling provided sufficient fuel for locating the
embassy and guaranteeing that the outbound flight could clear the Somali coastline.”

Yet another refueling would be required during the flight back to Guam.
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Aerial refueling proved difficult during the transit from Guam to the objective, for a
variety of reasons. A lack of night-vision capability in the KC-130 tankers (one pilot in
each of the CH-53Es wore night-vision goggles) made it difficult for the tanker crews
to see the helicopters once they reached the rendezvous point. It had been over a year
since the helicopter pilots had practiced refueling, not having anticipated any such
requirement during DESERT SHIELD or DESERT STORM. They had even taken the refuel-
ing probes off their aircraft, making it necessary to reinstall them prior to takeoff. For-
tunately, Captain Saffell, himself an aviator, was acutely attuned to the problems and
risks of nighttime refueling over an open ocean.” He delayed the helicopter launch
until he saw the KC-130s on radar, then tracked both the tankers and Sea Stallions to
ensure a proper rendezvous.” One helicopter experienced a fuel leak while refueling;
the crew chief repaired it in flight, but not before the Marines and SEALSs received a
good dousing of gas. It appears that the air crew had not only removed the probes but
failed to service the equipment.” The second refueling, just fifty-three nautical miles
from Mogadishu, went somewhat more smoothly; the third refueling, during the flight

back to Guam, would prove successful, though problematic.”

Navigation also caused problems during the flight to Mogadishu; the Omega naviga-
tion system on the CH-53Es could not always acquire the three land-based signals
needed to fix a position. The part of the Indian Ocean in which the task force operated
had “dead spaces,” resulting in inconsistent readings.” As a result, the pilots relied on
dead reckoning (based on preflight calculations), pathfinding support from the KC-130
refuelers, and positive control from the ships while within radar range.” When the

Omega systems could obtain position fixes, the pilots used those reading as backups.

Launching beyond 466 miles would multiply the problems faced by the pilots in con-
ducting this long-range insertion and extraction, due to refueling requirements and
navigational complications. Conversely, waiting for a closer departure point would very
likely have proven disastrous for the embassy personnel, as local conditions continued
to worsen. In retrospect, it seems that Moser, Doyle, and the planners of EASTERN EXIT
aboard Guam calculated the launch point just about right.”

After receiving the last refueling and a final fix on their position from the KC-130s, the
helicopter pilots began their approach into the city. If navigating across part of the
Indian Ocean had been difficult, locating the embassy proved equally vexing. The ini-
tial information available during the planning phase regarding the location and config-
uration of the compound had proved to be out of date and inaccurate.” A Marine
warrant officer who accompanied Doyle from Trenton had served on the Marine secu-
rity guard detachment in Somalia several years earlier, and he pointed out to the plan-

ners that the embassy had moved inland from the position indicated on their maps and
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planning documents.” Updated coordinates and an aerial photograph were received
later in the planning process and proved helpful in identifying the new embassy loca-
tion. They also eliminated any residual consideration of landing over the beach with
surface forces, because the Marines would likely have had to fight their way across
Mogadishu, and at that point American leaders wanted to avoid becoming involved in
Somalia’s civil war. Despite the updated information, the embassy compound proved
difficult to identity from the air, particularly at low altitude in the early morning light.”
The pilots spent nearly twenty minutes flying over Mogadishu and eventually made a

second approach from the sea before finally identifying their objective.”

As the Super Stallions arrived over the American embassy at approximately 0620 (that
is, 6:20 in the morning) on 5 January, the compound was receiving a large volume of
gunfire, and some 150 Somalis with ladders had gathered at one of the embassy walls.”
Flying low into the cantonment area, the helicopters scattered the assembled miscre-
ants and landed within the embassy grounds.” The Marines disembarked and estab-
lished a perimeter to defend the compound and protect subsequent evacuations.” The
SEAL team assumed responsibility for protecting the ambassador and reinforced the
Marine Security Guard detachment (Marines permanently stationed at the embassy, as

opposed to those arriving in helicopters) protecting the chancery building.”

The two helicopters remained on the ground for approximately one hour; an Air Force
AC-130 gunship loitered overhead to gather intelligence and offer fire support if
required. The Super Stallions departed for their return flight to Guam—now some 350
miles away—with sixty-one evacuees, including all nonofficial Americans in the com-
pound; the ambassadors of Nigeria, Turkey, and the United Arab Emirates; and the
Omani chargé d’affaires.” The original plan called for the CH-53Es to return to Guam
and bring a second echelon of Marines into the embassy. Oates believed he needed
another forty-four Marines to ensure security and process the evacuees efficiently and
effectively. But when the two CH-53E helicopters departed with the evacuees, it would
be a one-way trip. After another difficult refueling en route, the Sea Stallions landed on
the deck of Guam just under eight hours after leaving the ship. They would not return
to Mogadishu with reinforcements but rather fly to Trenton, where their roles in the

. . 92
mission ended.

Despite the original plan for a second wave and Oates’s request for forty-four more
Marines, Doyle did not perceive a direct threat against the evacuation force in
Mogadishu and so, in coordination with Moser, chose not to dispatch additional
Marines.” Sending in more troops implied a longer operation and increased the num-
ber of people needing evacuation from the embassy. It was a risky call, but events once

again bore out Doyle’s judgment. Even had Doyle wanted to insert the additional
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Marines, he would not have been able to do so with the CH-53Es; their crews were
exhausted from the wearing flight in and out of Mogadishu and incapable of another
demanding mission without rest. Marine CH-46 Sea Knight helicopters stationed
aboard Guam would carry out subsequent evacuations, once they came within range of

the embassy.”

Meanwhile, Marines and embassy employees in Mogadishu prepared for subsequent
evacuations, although the shortage of staff to operate the ECC severely hindered the
process. Security remained marginal, despite arrival of the Navy and Marine Corps
team. There had not been enough Marines on the helicopters to process evacuees effi-
ciently and to provide adequate security as well.” It was this that had motivated Oates
to request the forty-four additional Marines. He did not want to weaken perimeter
security by using McAleer’s Marines in the ECC, but eventually he felt it necessary to
do so. The final decision not to send more troops into Mogadishu forced Bishop, Oates,
and the other hard-pressed Americans to complete their tasks with the personnel on
hand.” Doyle, for his part, realized that Oates’s job was difficult, but absent a concerted
effort to storm the embassy, he felt that another high-risk insertion flight could not
be justified.”

After the departure of the Super Stallions, conditions worsened throughout
Mogadishu, and consular representatives from numerous nations continued to seek
refuge at and evacuation through the American embassy. Bishop at first required for-
eign nationals to make their own way to the embassy, but when the Soviet ambassador
declared that he and his remaining staff would require assistance, he agreed to escort
them with permanent embassy security personnel. To augment this force he contracted
for Somali policemen, under a Major Sayed, who agreed to support the effort for a fee.
The ambassador used a similar approach to escorting members of the British mission
into the American embassy.” On one occasion, a team of Marines, SEALs, and embassy
security personnel ventured into Mogadishu in hardened vehicles to rescue twenty-two
people from the Office of Military Cooperation and return them safely to the embassy
grounds.” The twenty-two included Colonel David Stanley, the chief of the office,

along with the ambassador from Kenya and members of his family and staff.'”

The understaffed ECC established by Saunders on the embassy grounds worked hard to
identify and process evacuees under difficult circumstances. Since augmentation of the
evacuation force had been denied, Oates utilized not only some of McAleer’s Marines
but members of the embassy staff to provide administrative help (checking identities,
screening potential evacuees, creating manifests, etc.) as best they could. Although ulti-
mately successful, the preparation of evacuees for movement out of Mogadishu fell far

short of ideal, causing problems at the departure site and aboard the ships—particularly
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in identifying and accounting for authorized evacuees.””' As the Marines within the
embassy struggled with their problems, the officers and crews of Guam and Trenton
began addressing the needs of evacuees. This included establishing a medical triage sta-
tion, arranging berthing for both genders, addressing care for children, protecting indi-
vidual property, accounting for evacuees by nationality and status, and providing food

and clothing, while at the same time supporting operations ashore."”

As night approached on 5 January, Marine CH-46 Sea Knight helicopters—flying in
four waves of five aircraft each—commenced evacuation operation off the deck of
Guam, now approximately thirty miles out to sea. To minimize the risk of hostile fire,
all evacuation flights conducted by the Sea Knight helicopters occurred at night, with
the embassy compound darkened. The Marine pilots and infantrymen used night-
vision devices for visibility during the operation.'” Even with such equipment, flight
operations at night in an uncertain environment can be very dangerous, but the
Marines believed they had better control of these complications than they would have
over the hostile elements freely operating during daylight."” The evacuation started
smoothly until Major Sayed, who had earlier assisted in the transportation of foreign
consular personnel into the American embassy, suddenly returned with two trucks full
of soldiers. Carrying a radio and hand grenade, Sayed demanded that the evacuation
cease immediately—his government had not approved the flights."” Bishop and Oates
refused to halt the operations, and the ambassador ultimately persuaded the Somali
officer not to interfere."” Bishop accomplished this by means of skillful negotiation,
several thousand dollars, and the keys to an embassy automobile of Sayed’s choice. In
the process Bishop managed to take possession of the major’s radio, to prevent him

from calling antiaircraft fire on the departing helicopters."”

This incident with Major Sayed created some confusion in the last evacuation waves,
because Bishop insisted on remaining within the compound so as to be available to
handle such problems until the end of the evacuation. He and his security team had
been scheduled to depart in the third wave; his decision to remain to the end meant
that only four helicopters on the third wave departed as planned, leaving the fifth
behind, not yet full. Having an extra helicopter on the final wave created confusion,
causing inaccuracies in the serial manifests and the helicopter loading plan. That con-
fusion in turn resulted in a small communications team’s nearly missing the last flight
out of Mogadishu. (The crew chief on one of the Sea Knights spotted the Marines and
placed them aboard his aircraft.) Ultimately, all personnel approved or designated for
evacuation, including the entire NEO force, departed safely and arrived on board
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Guam or Trenton.

As the last helicopter departed, a large mob entered the embassy
grounds, looting and destroying everything in sight. Well before sunrise on 6 January

1991, the last Sea Knight set down on the deck of Guam, and Ambassador Bishop
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declared the evacuation complete.'” The final evacuation flight had occurred without
the support of the AC-130, because it had detected radar of the type associated with a
Soviet-built SA-2 surface-to-air missile site tracking it and had to move off station. The
presence of SA-2 missiles confirmed the commanders’ concerns about the existence of
sophisticated weapons in Somalia. The SA-2 posed a definite threat to the AC-130 air-
craft, but Doyle had not been concerned for the CH-46 helicopters, because he believed
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they would fly too low to be tracked by its radars.

The amphibious evacuation in Mogadishu ultimately extracted 281 people, including
sixty-one Americans, thirty-nine Soviet citizens, seventeen British, twenty-six Ger-
mans, and various numbers from twenty-eight other nations."" There were twelve
heads of diplomatic missions—eight ambassadors and four chargés. Unfortunately,
Bishop determined that none of the many Somali “foreign service nationals” within the
embassy compound could be evacuated, although they remained loyal. Bishop did not
even have enough cash to pay all wages due to them. Though they faced an uncertain
future, the Somalis accepted their fate, remained on their jobs to the end, and never
attempted to rush the helicopters or create serious problems for the evacuation

effort.
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The influx of civilians on Guam and Trenton severely taxed the ships’ resources and
ability to support them, of course. But, as Saffell put it, the response of the sailors and
Marines was “awesome”; they gladly gave up berthing space and personal items to ease
the plight of the evacuees."” Guam’s medical staff treated one evacuee with an abdomi-
nal gunshot wound and another with a knife wound."" Also, the Sudanese ambassa-
dor’s wife gave birth to a baby boy onboard Guam. (In keeping with an old Navy

tradition, the newborn lad’s name was engraved on the inside of the ship’s bell.)'"’

On 11 January, Trenton and Guam off-loaded their passengers in Muscat, Oman, with-
out fanfare and resumed their duties in support of DESERT SHIELD and DESERT STORM.
Bishop had wanted the evacuees transported to Mombasa, but Schwarzkopf ordered
the ships back into the area of impending conflict in the Gulf of Oman."* Omani offi-
cials were at first reluctant to accept the refugees, but stellar work by the American
ambassador in Oman persuaded them to do so. Before taking leave of the sailors and
Marines, Ambassador Bishop praised their competence and professionalism, conclud-
ing his remarks by declaring, “Few of us would have been alive today if we had been

outside your reach. It was only due to your efforts that we made it.”""”

In many ways, EASTERN EXIT provides a textbook example of how to conduct an

amphibious evacuation. The Commandant of the Marine Corps, General Alfred Gray,
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referred to it as a “very complex and somewhat dangerous mission.” ~ Gray would have

known about complex and dangerous NEOs, since he had played a prominent role in
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the evacuation of Saigon in April 1975." Although Gray also called the mission
“flawless,” in fact many problems arose throughout the action. But the professional-
ism of Marines and sailors overcame those obstacles with solutions sufficient to
ensure success.”’ The operation demonstrated that the amphibious capability of the
United States could respond to nearly any exigency virtually anywhere in the world,
even when distracted by larger and more important missions. Navy and Marine Corps
leaders considered EASTERN EXIT a demonstration of the excellence of the sea services
and an example of the value of amphibious capability within the expeditionary envi-
ronment. The operation also demonstrated that modern amphibious actions depend as
much on aviation assets—particularly helicopters—as on traditional surface landing
vehicles. This is not surprising, considering the U.S. Marine Corps pioneered the mili-
tary use of helicopters for a variety of applications, including vertical assault, during
the Korean War.
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As part of the complete revision of Marine Corps doctrine that occurred during the
second half of the 1990s, General Charles C. Krulak, Commandant from 1995 to 1999,
used EASTERN EXIT as a case study for understanding and implementing expeditionary
concepts in the emerging new world order.”” More important, EASTERN EXIT made
clear that the professional Navy and Marine Corps team that had matured over several
hundred years continued to provide American political and diplomatic leaders with a
range of military options unknown anywhere else in the world or at any other time in
history.”” The commitment to EASTERN EXIT had no impact on the subsequent war
with Iragq; after off-loading the evacuees in Oman, the entire task force returned to nor-
mal duty and participated fully in SEA SOLDIER IV, the important final workup for
DESERT STORM."*' As subsequent events showed, Schwarzkopf’s air and ground war
proved sufficient to defeat Saddam Hussein’s forces—with a little help from the
amphibious feint of LaPlante and Jenkins. The ability to move seamlessly from DESERT
SHIELD to EASTERN EXIT to SEA SOLDIER IV and on to DESERT STORM clearly illustrates
the capabilities needed to implement the operational and strategic concepts espoused

in ... From the Sea and Operational Maneuver from the Sea.

EASTERN EXIT received little press coverage, due to the larger events of DESERT SHIELD
and DESERT STORM, but many within the Department of Defense appreciated its signif-
icance. The Marine Corps, as noted, included it as a case study in subsequent doctrinal
publications, and the Navy mentioned it in Naval Doctrine Publication 1, Naval War-
fare."” Captain Moser assisted in the lessons-learned process by preparing an instruc-
tional seminar that became part of the curriculum at the Armed Forces Staff College,
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in Norfolk, Virginia. ™ Lieutenant Colonel McAleer also created a briefing, which he
presented to the Landing Force Training commands at the amphibious bases in Little

Creek, Virginia, and Coronado, California.”” Notably, he briefed the material to
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Captain Braden J. Phillips, Colonel Michael W. Hagee, and the 11th MEU (SOC) staff
during their predeployment training at Camp Pendleton, California. As commanders
of Amphibious Squadron 1 and 11th MEU (SOC), respectively, Phillips and Hagee
were to lead the next Navy and Marine Corps team to implement the precepts of . . .
From the Sea. In August 1992, the United States returned to Somalia to assist in human-
itarian relief during operation PROVIDE RELIEF—a precursor to RESTORE HOPE. That Sep-
tember, the PhibRon 1 and 11th MEU (SOC) team deployed to the Indian Ocean and

returned to the Horn of Africa as the United States attempted to help a nation in crisis."™

In Somalia, after the American evacuation of its embassy in Mogadishu, conditions
continued to deteriorate. To some extent, the large quantities of weapons and ammuni-
tion previously supplied by the Soviet Union and later by the United States fueled the
fighting. As rebel factions gained ground in the fighting with Siad Barre, they often
captured armories and munitions supply centers with which to arm their forces and
allies."” By late January 1991—about two weeks after the evacuation and just as Gen-
eral Schwarzkopf began the air operations phase of DESERT STORM—forces under
Mohamed Farah Aideed drove Siad Barre from Mogadishu and, in May 1992, into exile
in Kenya and Nigeria. Although many factors contributed to the defeat of Siad Barre
and the collapse of his rule, Aideed had been largely responsible for the final victory.
He not only drove Siad Barre out of Somalia but also defeated his three subsequent
efforts to regain control. Aideed believed that this victory earned him the right to lead
the nation, but other warlords disagreed. The clans could not unite to form a new gov-
ernment; warfare continued, and chaotic conditions persisted. The extreme violence
made food distribution difficult, creating critical shortages in many parts of Somalia.
This fostered an impression of widespread starvation, causing the United Nations to
request international intervention to alleviate suffering and restore order. It was for this
reason that, a year and a half after EASTERN EXIT, American naval expeditionary forces

would return to Somalia and once again apply the concepts of . . . From the Sea."”
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Operation PROVIDE RELIEF

The final phase of the war against Siad Barre occurred throughout the south and cen-
tral parts of Somalia from January 1991 through May 1992. The combat in Mogadishu
had reached its height in December 1990 and January 1991, creating the anarchy that
led to EASTERN EXIT. On 27 January 1991, rebel factions drove Siad Barre and his forces
out of the capital, but the former dictator carried on the battle in the southern parts
of Somalia. The fighting resulted in widespread devastation of the countryside—made
worse by Siad Barre’s scorched-earth policy—particularly the area bounded by
Kismayo, Bardera, and Baidoa, which came to be known as the “Triangle of Death.”
The destruction of crops, livestock, and essential infrastructure—especially wells,
canals, water pumps, pipes, the telephone system, and other public utilities—coupled
with an ongoing drought, laid the groundwork for the famine that spread throughout
the region.’

This massive destruction was accompanied by looting, rape, and massacres, resulting
in the abandonment of the Somali agricultural heartland. Hundreds of thousands fled
to Kenya, Ethiopia, and the major cities of Kismayo, Baidoa, and Mogadishu, to find
conditions there only slightly better.” In fact, the drought and famine were nearly as
bad in northeast Kenya, prompting the U.S. ambassador, Smith Hempstone, to
describe that area—to which many Somali refugees had flocked—as “a slice of hell.”’
Hempstone also noted that not only had refugees flocked across the border but also
guns and bands of armed Somali men who ambushed truck convoys, robbed traders,

and rustled livestock.”

The social and economic collapse that accompanied the rebellion against Siad Barre
had resulted in part from his own brutal suppression measures. Yet his downfall
complicated rather than solved the growing humanitarian crisis, by confusing the
issue of political leadership within Somalia. Even before the dictator’s final defeat and
exile, clan-based factions that had battled against the regime began to fight an interne-

cine war for supremacy in the regions and cities of southern and central Somalia.
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Mohamed Farah Aideed and Ali Mahdi Mohamed—both important United Somali
Congress leaders who opposed Siad Barre—built strong militias during the civil war
and contested for national power and control of Mogadishu during and after Siad
Barre’s fall from power.” Ironically, both of these warlords belonged to the Hawiye clan,
as well as to the USC. Yet beginning in 1991 Aideed’s Habr Gidr subclan and Ali
Mahdi’s Abgal subclan clashed violently in a battle for primacy, increasing and perpet-
uating the agony of their nation.’ As Aideed and Ali Mahdi battled for control of
Mogadishu, Omar Jess of the Ogaden subclan fought Omar Hagi Mohamed Hersi
(Morgan)—who commanded the remnant of Siad Barre’s army—near Kismayo,
Bardera, and the Kenyan border, an area already ravaged by Morgan during 1989 and
1990. Vicious fighting in Kismayo and Bardera further devastated the region, threaten-

ing hundreds of thousands of people with starvation.’

After Siad Barre’s expulsion from Somalia, a faction consisting of 144 moderate
political leaders known as the “Manifesto Group” proclaimed Ali Mahdi—one of its
members—as the nation’s interim president. The Manifesto Group had issued a procla-
mation (or manifesto) calling for a new provisional government and national reconcili-
ation in 1990, when Siad Barre was still in control of Mogadishu.’ This courageous
action resulted in the arrest of most members, but it gained credibility for the group.
Yet despite its standing among Somalia leaders, the effort of the Manifesto Group to
establish Ali Mahdi as president did not receive general acceptance.” A reconciliation
conference was accordingly convened by the government of Djibouti in July 1991. It

confirmed Ali Mahdi as interim president for a period of two years."

This support of Ali Mahdi infuriated Aideed, who had not attended the reconciliation
conference and refused to recognize its dubious selection, believing himself more
deserving of the office. He had made a greater contribution to the demise of Siad Barre,
commanded stronger forces, and controlled more key locations in Mogadishu than had
Ali Mahdi." The Somali National Movement, consisting primarily of the Isaaq clan in
northwest Somalia, also refused to accept the decisions of the Djibouti conference. The
SNM had declared independence in May 1991 as the “Republic of Somaliland” and had
no desire to rejoin a nation ruled by either Ali Mahdi or Aideed."” The civil war against
Siad Barre’s rule had actually begun with the Isaaq clan and its SNM faction during
1988, in the area that included the major cities of Berbera, Hargeisa, and Burao—
known as “British Somaliland” prior to independence in 1960. Siad Barre had brutally
suppressed that phase of the rebellion, killing five thousand, displacing five hundred
thousand refugees, and causing massive destruction before the violence shifted to cen-
tral and southern regions of the country.” The self-proclaimed Republic of Somaliland
had been relatively free of violence since Siad Barre moved the bulk of his army out of

the area to deal with Aideed and Ali Mahdi." But things remained in turmoil in central
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and southern Somalia, and several efforts at international mediation by a variety of
nations and organizations during 1991 proved ineffective. The conflict over control of

Somalia continued, and the chaos in the streets showed little sign of abating.”

Sporadic fighting between the factions occurred throughout 1991, with open combat
beginning in November of that year."” Meantime, gangs of armed youths controlled by
neither Aideed nor Ali Mahdi roamed the streets of Mogadishu inflicting violence at
will.” Unfortunately, atrocities by these young criminals—including rape, theft, and
murder—were not limited to Mogadishu.” In February 1992, Aideed and Ali Mahdi
agreed to a vague cease-fire in Mogadishu while each continued to seek recognition as
the legitimate leader of Somalia.” The cease-fire resulted from a series of negotiations
in New York under the auspices of the UN and involving envoys from the Organisation
of the Islamic Conference (OIC), the League of Arab States (LAS), and the Organiza-
tion of African Unity (OAU), along with representatives of the Aideed and Ali Mahdi
factions.” Special UN envoy James O. C. Jonah worked with the two factions the fol-
lowing month to create a more substantial cease-fire agreement, which the warlords
signed on 3 March 1992.” By this time, Mogadishu had already suffered enormous

destruction from artillery fire and other ravages of war.

The cease-fire between Aideed and Ali Mahdi proved tenuous at best, and it did not
end violence, looting, or extortion by freelancing thugs who had emerged from the
political and social breakdown of Somali society. These chaotic conditions in
Mogadishu and other parts of Somalia made it difficult for humanitarian relief organi-
zations to provide services where they were needed most. The willingness of Aideed
and Ali Mahdi to restrict the access to relief workers when it served their interests also
frustrated efforts to provide aid. In the descent into anarchy, food became a weapon as
well as the only basis for a remnant economy.” Widespread shortages in central and
southern Somalia—including Mogadishu—during 1991 and 1992 resulted from
severely reduced agricultural production, breakdown of the distribution system, and
insufficient deliveries from the humanitarian relief community. Additionally, the early
coordination effort by UN officials had been so bureaucratic and ineffective that disor-
der tended to increase as problems compounded.” During the summer of 1992, the
relief organizations delivered less than a third of the food necessary to feed the needy,
according to the head of the World Food Program in Somalia.” All this, combined with
distribution problems created by factional conflict and general lawlessness, clearly

meant that a major humanitarian disaster was taking shape.”

The United Nations took a major step to address the Somali crisis on 24 April 1992
with the passage of Security Council Resolution 751, which established the United
Nations Operation in Somalia (UNOSOM). Among other things, Resolution 751 called
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upon the international community to implement a ninety-day surge effort to increase
humanitarian assistance, authorized the assignment of fifty unarmed observers to
monitor the precarious cease-fire between Aideed and Ali Mahdi, and sanctioned the
future deployment of five hundred peacekeepers to Somalia if conditions warranted.”
The fifty observers, with their chief military observer, Brigadier General Imtiaz
Shaheen of Pakistan, would not be in place in Mogadishu until 23 July 1992 due to
resistance from Aideed, which proved difficult to break down.”

Resolution 751 also authorized creation of a special UN representative in Somalia, a
post to which Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali assigned Algerian diplomat
Mohamed Sahnoun. Sahnoun’s energetic and sensitive labor was to bring him into con-
tact with every major figure—both domestic and foreign—having an interest in the
Somali crisis.” But his credible efforts to create stability and reconciliation did not
stem the growing humanitarian crisis; food and medical supplies remained in short
supply.” By the summer of 1992, approximately three hundred thousand Somalis had
died from hunger or diseases related to malnutrition. Additionally, the crisis had dis-
placed over six hundred thousand people, creating refugee camps in Somalia, Kenya,
Ethiopia, and Djibouti.”

In an effort to gain control over this problem, Boutros-Ghali proposed an emergency
airlift, which the Security Council supported by passing Resolution 767 on 27 July
1992. This UN action called for the urgent delivery of food and medical supplies to the
most critical areas, particularly in the Triangle of Death.” It also provided the vehicle
for America’s return to Somalia; President George H. W. Bush responded by authoriz-
ing Joint Task Force/Operation PROVIDE RELIEF. Intended to transport supplies into
stricken areas of northern Kenya and rural Somalia, PROVIDE RELIEF was a relatively
small operation, having no combat component. Since it was purely humanitarian in
nature—designed principally to help Somalis and Kenyans in need—American leaders
assumed a permissive environment. The only caveat to that presumption involved the
insertion of the five hundred Pakistani peacekeepers authorized under Security Council

Resolution 751, an insertion that the United States agreed to facilitate.”

Although UN Resolution 767 supplied the mechanism for commencing PROVIDE
RELIEF, it was media coverage of the humanitarian crisis that provided the trigger that
caused President Bush to take action. A cable from Ambassador Hempstone in Kenya
describing hellish conditions in northeast Kenya also influenced the thinking of the
president and other American leaders. After making its rounds within the administra-
tion, Hempstone’s cable was published in the Washington Post, further contributing to
the public awareness of the crisis.” On 14 August 1992, the president announced that

the United States would begin emergency relief flights using Mombasa, Kenya, as a
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base of operations. Bush also
assigned Andrew Natsios of
the U.S. Agency for Interna-
tional Development (USAID)
as Special Coordinator for
Somali Relief and directed
that an additional 145,000
tons of American food aid be

provided.”

After the passage of UN Reso-
lution 767, the international
media descended on Somalia
in even greater numbers than
before. Their coverage of
starving children, displaced
people in refugee camps, and
the devastation wrought by war and widespread criminal activity shocked the world
and provoked its conscience.” Powerful media images viewed daily on television and in
newsprint during the summer of 1992 stirred overwhelming American support for the
humanitarian relief efforts of President Bush. The power of the media to bring issues to
public attention and force policy decisions upon the government became particularly
noticeable during the Somalia crisis. It appeared to many that the traditional “power of
the press” had reached a new height; observers began to refer to this growing influence
as the “CNN effect.”™

On 15 August 1992, the National Command Authority issued an alert order to Central
Command (now under the leadership of General Joseph P. Hoar, USMC, who had
replaced General Schwarzkopf a year earlier), followed the next day by an order to exe-
cute Operation PROVIDE RELIEE.” Flying supplies into remote areas of Somalia had the
dual advantage of avoiding impassable roads and bandits who attacked and looted con-
voys, while bringing food directly to some of the areas most severely stricken by the
famine.” Within two weeks, C-130 flights had delivered emergency supplies to Wajir,
Kenya, near the Somali border, and Belet Uen (also spelled Belet Weyne or Beledweyne)
within Somalia proper.” The airlift into Wajir provided food intended for Somali refu-
gees who had crossed the border as well as for numerous Kenyan victims of drought
and refugee pressure. The 29 August 1992 flights into Belet Uen—the first PROVIDE
RELIEF flights going into Somalia—consisted of four C-130s and delivered thirty-four
tons of food supplies to an area not accessible by ground transportation due to road
conditions and bandit activity." This flight set the pattern of PROVIDE RELIEF staff
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working closely with
nongovernmental organi-
zations (NGOs) and local
clan elders to ensure secu-
rity at landing sites and an
orderly distribution of
supplies.” The joint task
force (JTF) commander,
Brigadier General Frank
Libutti, USMC, accompa-
nied the initial flight into
General Frank Libutti meeting with children. Belet Uen and met with

local leaders and Somali
children while workers unloaded the cargo of beans, rice, and cooking oil from the C-
130 aircraft.”

Frank Libutti had been with Central Command only a few weeks—and a brigadier gen-
eral only slightly longer—when notified that he would command PROVIDE RELIEFE. He
had been in the process of mastering his new duties at MacDill Air Force Base in Tampa,
Florida, when abruptly assigned to lead a humanitarian assistance survey team (HAST)
to the East African country of Kenya. Libutti’s primary duties at Central Command
involved serving as inspector general and—far more important—conducting bilateral
planning for contingency operations with various countries throughout the region.
This task was highly classified, because many representatives of these nations did not
want it known that they were involved in such a relationship with the United States.”
His mission to Africa was to assess the situation relative to humanitarian support
efforts in Kenya and Somalia and then make recommendations to Central Command
for possible American action. Libutti selected a team of thirty-four personnel from
across the directorates at Central Command and headed for Kenya on a C-141 airplane,
riding in seats rigged for paratroopers. The assessment team had been in Kenya only a
few hours when informed of the creation of JTF Provide Relief, with Libutti as com-

manding officer."

The original mission upon departing Tampa—to assess the situation and make recom-
mendation—had been somewhat vague, owing to the very short timeline everyone was
working under.” The creation of JTF Provide Relief expanded the task to include plan-
ning and operations. In other words, the assignment now required action as well as
observation and analysis. To get the operation up and running, Libutti needed to identify
appropriate airfields and establish a system for delivery. This involved coordinating with

the government of Kenya, through the embassy, for permission to fly U.S. aircraft into
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northern Kenya and stricken areas within Somalia. Operation PROVIDE RELIEF would
also need to cooperate with NGOs already working in those remote areas—particularly
the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC)—in order to make an efficient and
substantive contribution. The relief effort in Somalia involved numerous people and
many organizations with similar goals; all were operating under the umbrella of UN

authority, but that did not necessarily guarantee collegial relationships.”

Upon arriving in Kenya, Libutti established his headquarters and base of operations in
an aviation facility at one end of the Mombasa airport. This hangar and its contiguous
ramp space represented one of several facilities the United States rented in Kenya for
just such contingencies.” While his staff worked to organize and prepare this site to
support operations, General Libutti traveled to Nairobi for discussions with the Ameri-
can ambassador and his staff. Libutti, like most Marine officers, considered himself an
operator, not a politician or diplomat. But his first independent assignment as a gen-
eral officer revealed that life is not so simple for those who wear the stars. Of course, he
knew that his team would have to work with the embassy in Kenya, various government
officials, and NGOs operating in famine-stricken regions of Somalia. Libutti assumed,
however, the State Department would obtain the necessary authority from Kenyan offi-
cials to initiate PROVIDE RELIEF, leaving him free to focus on operations. After a few
days in Kenya, the new JTF commander would learn otherwise.” The visibility of
American military personnel and aircraft in Kenya would make the media aware of his
activity, and that would spark the interest of political leaders at the highest level. This
spelled trouble, because the press hype—coupled with very short notice about the
operation—upset the Kenyan president, Daniel Moi. Some of his advisers, whether
misinformed or intentionally misrepresenting the facts, had aggravated concern by
questioning U.S. intentions.” In either case, this created a problem for the viability of
PROVIDE RELIEF.

Daniel Toroitich arap Moi had become president of Kenya on 22 August 1978, upon
the death of Jomo Kenyatta, a national hero and the first president of postcolonial
Kenya. Although handpicked by Kenyatta as his successor, President Moi had never
enjoyed the following of his predecessor and constantly struggled to maintain public
support for his administration.” While in Nairobi for his meeting with Ambassador
Hempstone, Libutti learned that President Moi wanted to talk with them regarding the
operation. The two American leaders rounded up some key staffers and proceeded to
the Presidential Palace, where Moi expressed considerable dissatisfaction over PROVIDE
RELIEE. The polemic newspaper headlines coupled with comments of his advisers had
piqued his attention. Not only did this crisis agitate the president, but it was also likely

affect his public image, with national elections only four months away.”
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In what appeared to Libutti as a combination of national pride and political theatre,
President Moi expressed outrage that the United States would consider operating in
Kenyan airspace without better coordination. Moi complained that he had not received
adequate notice or sufficient information about the mission. Hempstone suspected the
outrage stemmed from suggestions of certain anti-American advisers that the flights
offended Kenyan sovereignty and were intended to undercut the president’s public
standing. After a contentious discussion, in which both Hempstone and Libutti reas-
sured the president of the veracity of American declared intentions, President Moi
agreed to permit food flights into northern Kenya and Somalia. In a follow-on press
conference, Hempstone and Libutti allowed the Kenyan officials to take credit for sav-
ing the operation, while making sure that everyone of importance went on record sup-
porting PROVIDE RELIEE. Over the course of the next several days, Hempstone worked
to mollify Kenyan officials, further ensuring that Libutti’s aircraft would fly their mis-

sions as intended.”

While establishing his operational base at the Mombasa airport, Libutti noticed parked
across the airfield a C-130 airplane that he believed to be involved in relief operations.
He approached the pilot and learned that the plane flew food supplies to various loca-
tions inside Somalia for the World Food Program and the International Committee of
the Red Cross. Libutti decided to join a subsequent flight into Baidoa for an orientation
and some personal reconnaissance. The pilot flew his plane into the remote airfield
there, where the general met with NGO representatives on the ground. The NGO work-
ers received the cargo of food and delivered it to the local village, where they had estab-
lished feeding kitchens. Libutti also noticed the presence of media representatives,
several of whom showed an interest in him. When a reporter from the BBC asked why a
senior U.S. Marine officer would accompany humanitarian flights into the interior of
Somalia, Libutti replied that he was simply there to provide support as part of the UN
relief operations.” Libutti decided to take advantage of the friendship exhibited by the
C-130 pilot and instructed key members of his staff to accompany future flights so they
could evaluate airfields for possible U.S. operations, assessing their runways and soil
composition. At that point, the PROVIDE RELIEF command consisted of Libutti, the
small staff from Central Command, a few U.S. Air Force air control personnel, and two
C-141s.

In addition to resolving political issues in Kenya, establishing his base of operations at
the airport, and gathering information on possible airfields, Libutti wanted to be sure
that ongoing problems within Somalia would not endanger his mission or his people.
An important way to accomplish this involved building rapport with the NGOs operat-
ing in the areas he would support. The relationship between military forces and NGOs

can be very difficult, and Libutti considered his initial contacts somewhat frosty.” It is
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not possible to generalize about working with NGOs, because there are so many of
them, all with different charters and purposes. Although well intended and right-
minded, many NGOs compete for donations or missions, and this tends to make them
very independent and somewhat self-focused. NGOs also operate within a very differ-
ent organizational culture than does the U.S. military, and bridging the gap can be a
challenge for both sides.” But Libutti and his staff made the effort to do so, and in his
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view, the NGO personnel “became good friends and good supporters over time.

Ambassador Hempstone helped this process by facilitating a meeting between Libutti
and the ICRC early in the planning process. This experience helped convince the gen-
eral to work through that organization, because of its structure and communications
system, which operated in both Somalia and Kenya.™ It also had four established air-
fields in remote parts of Somalia, which supported roughly five hundred feeding sta-
tions within the areas served by the landing sites.” Working with the ICRC required the
PROVIDE RELIEF operation to accommodate itself to some basic expectations, such as
placing red crosses on their airplanes and restricting arms from relief flights. Libutti
had no problem with marking his aircraft with the red cross, as long as it did not
obscure other symbols; the question of weapons was more problematic, one that he
needed to consider.” The arrival of disaster assistance response teams (DARTs)
proved helpful in facilitating relations between NGOs and the military, as well as in
clarifying aid requirements and security conditions at airfields where Libutti’s air-

craft would land.”

Recognizing the need to open communications with key forces inside Somalia, Libutti
established contact with Osman Ato, Aideed’s second in command and the financier of
his operations.” Libutti first met Osman Ato in Kenya and subsequently visited him
during trips into Mogadishu. They established a relationship that led to meetings with
Aideed and key members of his staff. Although plans did not initially call for PROVIDE
RELIEF flights to deliver supplies into Mogadishu itself, Libutti saw that good relation-
ships with the Aideed faction—which controlled the Mogadishu airport and port facil-
ities—would be necessary to ensure future access to the city. His contacts proved
particularly valuable some weeks later when the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps team
facilitated insertion of the five-hundred-man Pakistani peacekeeping battalion into
Somalia.” They were also to help during the large-scale U.S. military commitment in
December 1992 under the rubric of Operation RESTORE HOPE. Additionally, the fac-
tion leaders were important in supplying guards and security teams for NGOs and
other agencies operating within Somalia; also, immediate access to the top leaders

could be helpful in controlling certain situations.”
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Once the PROVIDE RELIEF team
had completed the survey of air-
fields, contacted key people
within the NGO community,
coordinated with government
officials, and connected with
Somali factions, a standard rou-
tine developed that assured maxi-
mum efficiency in the delivery of
humanitarian aid.” It was clear
C-130s on the tarmac at Mombasa airport. from the beginning that C-141
aircraft could not operate in the
rugged terrain and makeshift landing fields in the remote parts of Somalia. Libutti
replaced them with the more rugged C-130s, which served as workhorses throughout
the operation. Libutti would have fourteen of these airplanes available at the height of
the relief activity during PROVIDE RELIEE.” The C-130s came primarily from the 403rd
Wing of the U.S. Air Force Reserve, based at Keesler Air Force Base, Mississippi, and the
324th Airlift Wing from Little Rock Air Force Base, Arkansas, although German and
Canadian partners provided a few aircraft at various times.” The C-130s operated off
the tarmac at Mombasa airport near the PROVIDE RELIEF cargo staging areas and
Libutti’s headquarters. At this point, the PROVIDE RELIEF staff—though still relatively
small—had been somewhat enhanced to support the additional aircraft and expanded
mission.” During the period of greatest activity, the total number of people supporting
PROVIDE RELIEF grew to about six hundred, including both military and civilian.”

The operational routine that developed for PROVIDE RELIEF started with food aid ship-
ments arriving at the port of Mombasa from all over the world. Contractors would
transport the supplies to Libutti’s operational facility at Mombasa airport, where work-
ing parties palletized the bags of food. During the evening hours, the cargo would be
loaded in the C-130s for the next day’s flights. At 0330 (3:30 AM), pilot briefings were
conducted; the aircraft departed between 0500 and 0700 for their designated landing
sites. If the designated airfield was secure when the aircraft arrived, NGO representa-
tives on the ground would lay out a simple white sheet or flag, and the pilot would
land. If the airfield was not secure, the pilot had instructions to divert to another site or
return to Mombasa. Fortunately, that did not prove necessary during PROVIDE RELIEF,
due in part to superb advance communications.” DART staffers supporting the opera-
tion coordinated with the NGOs inside Somalia on a daily basis to guarantee security
at the landing sites. They also verified the NGOs’ ability to off-load the supplies in a

timely manner, thereby reducing the exposure of aircraft and personnel on the ground.
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The rules of engagement (ROE) pro-
hibited landing under unsafe condi-
tions, but aircraft on the ground for
extended periods were bound to
attract attention. The NGOs’ use of
local Somalis for both labor and
security at the remote airfields and
villages ensured the efficacy of this
process.” This in turn allowed the
people executing PROVIDE RELIEF to
General Frank Libutti and Admiral David E. Jeremiah meeting with

Somali elder. focus on flying aircraft and delivering

supplies.

Once PROVIDE RELIEF reached a normal operating rhythm, its pilots flew at a rather
high operational tempo. This level of activity attracted considerable attention in both
East Africa and Washington. At one point in the process, the vice chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, Admiral David E. Jeremiah, visited the operation and accompanied
Libutti on a flight into Oddur, Somalia. Jeremiah received a tour of the local village,
where he observed conditions and relief operations under way. He and Libutti also
met with local elders and clansmen to discuss humanitarian activity and the relief

. 72
operations.

Although PROVIDE RELIEF did not have a combat mission and had to conform to cer-
tain peacetime standards, Somalia remained a dangerous place. The good relationship
that developed between Libutti’s staff and NGO representatives, coupled with the work
of the DARTS, helped minimize the risk of delivering supplies to remote airfields. But
avoidance strategies can be uncertain, and they assume the cooperation of all indige-
nous parties.” As a prudent commander, Libutti did not intend to rely solely on good
intentions or polite relationships with his NGO counterparts for the protection of peo-
ple and aircraft. In order to hedge against nasty surprises, he designated one of his C-
130s as a security plane and configured it to deal with unforeseen threats. He loaded
the aircraft with armed soldiers from the 5th Special Forces Group, the major element
of his ground security force.” The airplane would circle landing sites while deliveries
were under way and respond to acts of violence on the ground. If a threat developed or
an airplane took fire while unloading, the pilot would take off and fly out of harm’s
way if possible. If not, he could call for the security aircraft, which would land and take
necessary action to rescue the people at the airfield and fly them to safety. Fortunately,
conditions never required employment of this security provision during Operation
PROVIDE RELIEE.” Two of Libutti’s C-130s received small-arms fire, but no injuries
resulted, damage to the aircraft was slight, and the incidents did not endanger the
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operation. Libutti’s security element proved valuable beyond the protection it provided
to operations. While accompanying the relief flights, the soldiers also collected intelli-
gence on airfields, assessed the degree of danger within various regions, and obtained
other basic information that would be of use in case of future ground involvement. As
America’s commitment became larger and ground operations came to predominate,

the intelligence value of these flights was to prove vitally important.”

The leaders of Operation PROVIDE RELIEF established procedures and relationships that
seemed appropriate for their mission while addressing the particular and uncertain situa-
tions they found on the ground. They attempted to conform to standards acceptable to
the humanitarian relief community with whom they had to interface. This meant that
the military aircraft and crews did not carry weapons and landed only in relatively
secure areas. Of course, Libutti wisely allowed for the uncertainty of conditions, by cre-
ating the separate security plane to protect his unarmed crews while on the ground. At
the remote airfields, as we have seen, NGOs were responsible for unloading, transport-
ing, and warehousing
the food for use in the
feeding centers where
victims of famine gath-
ered. They hired local
Somalis to perform
this work, usually pay-
ing them with a com-
bination of money and
food.” Despite the two
incidents of small-
arms fire, Operation
C-130 flying into a remote airfield. PROVIDE RELIEF went
more or less as
intended and made an important contribution to limiting the extent of the crisis. It
served areas that aid organizations could not reliably reach by road, and its cargoes did
not suffer the looting, pilfering, and outright thievery that created problems in other

parts of Somalia, especially in the coastal cities.”

American pilots flew over 1,400 missions and delivered seventeen thousand tons of
food through 4 December 1992, when Operation RESTORE HOPE brought a larger mis-
sion and higher level of American involvement to Somalia.” Yet despite the success of
PROVIDE RELIEF, which operated at full capacity between August and December 1992,
the food deliveries amounted to no more than 10 percent of the minimum needed to

stabilize the Somali crisis.” Additionally, the mission, with its benign nature, did
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nothing to address the larger problems of security and distribution. Ongoing threats
against staging areas, truck convoys, and feeding stations remained an issue in many
parts of Somalia that did not enjoy a secure port like Mombasa or relatively secure air-
fields like those used by PROVIDE RELIEE" Despite saving many lives and exhibiting the
noblest aspect of the American character, PROVIDE RELIEF could not solve the larger

problems of Somalia with the limited mission and assets it commanded.

Militias of the contesting factions, local gangs and bandits, and other criminal elements
at large in Mogadishu and the countryside—especially along the coastline—hampered
humanitarian relief efforts throughout the crisis.” Among other things, these thugs
would often intimidate relief workers, sometimes people who had hired them for pro-
tection.” Additionally, the fighting and violence often prevented unloading food sup-
plies, particularly at the port of Mogadishu.” Some aid officials believed that as little as
20 percent of the food arriving in Somalia actually reached the needy. Although dis-
puted by many analysts, that figure influenced the thinking of American leaders and

became an important factor in the decision to undertake Operation RESTORE HOPE."

In mid-September 1992, American leaders were not yet contemplating a major deploy-
ment such as RESTORE HOPE but remained focused on the five hundred peacekeepers
authorized under UN Resolution 751. That Pakistani battalion would find itself in the
unenviable position of a small force in the middle of a big problem. It was also lightly
armed and had both a vague mission and a restrictive set of rules of engagement,
imposed by the UN." Brigadier General Shaheen, who commanded the peacekeeping
force, considered the ROE far too restrictive under the circumstances, fearing they
could endanger his peacekeepers and prevent them from accomplishing their mission.”
Nonetheless, UN officials expected it to be a positive influence and a security force to

protect food shipments at the port and airport.

Peacekeeping is a somewhat amorphous concept, loosely justified under Chapter VI of
the UN Charter. Although not specifically mentioned in the charter, the idea of peace-
keeping developed over time to include both military-observer missions and larger sta-
bility operations.” Though they are military in nature, the UN implements
peacekeeping operations in a nonthreatening manner, with the consent of all dispu-
tants. They apply principles of impartiality, mediation, and persuasion for maintaining
peace and restoring normalcy.” In other words, the UN introduces peacekeepers as a
presence intended to calm a situation, not to assert authority. Peacekeeping is funda-
mentally different from “peace enforcement”—authorized under Chapter VII of the

UN Charter—which allows the use of coercive power, either economic or military.”

This thinking leads to the (usually naive) presumption that peacekeepers will be viewed

favorably—that is, be valued as helpful neutrals—when introduced into violent
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disputes. But in Somalia, Mohamed Farah Aideed had a decidedly negative view of UN
involvement and accepted peacekeepers only under considerable pressure from Ambas-
sador Sahnoun. This placed the Pakistanis in a precarious situation, since their primary
positions at the airport and the port of Mogadishu were in areas controlled by Aideed.”
Additionally, numerous crosscurrents existed within the factions, clans, and subclans in
Mogadishu, making effective control of people and events somewhat uncertain. Should
conflict develop between the peacekeepers and Aideed’s faction, the lightly armed Paki-
stanis would face adversaries with heavy guns, artillery, plenty of ammunition, and

serious attitude problems.”

Aideed had reasons for objecting to the deployment of peacekeepers, of course. Pos-
sessing the stronger force in Mogadishu, he rightly believed that any restraining factor
tended to favor his weaker enemy, Ali Mahdi. Beyond that, Aideed held deep suspicions
about UN intentions, because an airplane with UN markings had delivered arms to Ali
Mahdi’s faction in northern Mogadishu. Although this incident had actually involved a
contractor’s failure to repaint his aircraft after completing a UN contract and not UN
support for Ali Mahdi, it reinforced his tendency to distrust and resist UN involvement
in Mogadishu.” Making things even worse, UN headquarters announced that it would
send another three thousand peacekeepers to Somalia just as Sahnoun had convinced
Aideed to accept the five hundred under discussion. The news incensed Aideed and
humiliated Sahnoun, since neither had known of this decision, learning of it from a
BBC radio broadcast.” Nonetheless, under pressure from Sahnoun, Aideed reluctantly
decided to accept the initial five hundred peacekeepers, and the United States agreed to
fly them from Pakistan to Mogadishu in Air Force planes and use the Navy and Marine

Corps team to facilitate their entry into Somalia.”

American naval expeditionary forces within the Indian Ocean during September 1992
consisted of PhibRon 1, under Captain Braden Phillips, with 11th MEU (SOC)
embarked. Colonel Michael W. Hagee, a future Commandant of the Marine Corps,
commanded the Marines of 11th MEU (SOC). These commanders and their officers
had known of the instability on the Horn of Africa as they conducted their predeploy-
ment training at Camp Pendleton and off the California coastline. Noncombatant
evacuation operations—such as Captain Moser and Colonel Doyle had conducted at
Mogadishu during EASTERN EXIT—constituted an important element of their training
package. In this particular case, the Navy and Marine Corps team had the added advan-
tage of a firsthand orientation on EASTERN EXIT from Lieutenant Colonel Robert P.
McAleer. McAleer’s briefing dovetailed nicely with the NEO training and provided the
leaders of the amphibious force significant insight into conditions in Somalia. Both
Phillips and Hagee believed their units benefited from that direct connection, especially

since Somalia would be within their area of responsibility upon deployment.”
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In many ways, the amphibious force under Phillips and Hagee exemplified the highly
capable and well integrated Navy and Marine Corps team that had been emerging since
1776 at New Providence in the Bahamas. The two commanders cooperated closely
during their workup for deployment, with Phillips participating in much of the train-
ing that makes a MEU “special operations capable.” Phillips’s PhibRon 1 and Hagee’s
11th MEU (SOC) completed their training and set sail in June 1992 as a four-ship
amphibious readiness group (ARG), with Tarawa its flagship.” The Tarawa ARG con-
ducted amphibious exercises in Hawaii, Okinawa, Kuwait, and Saudi Arabia before
steaming eastward toward Singapore in early September. While en route east, it received
orders to proceed at best speed to Mogadishu and facilitate the introduction of Paki-
stani peacekeepers into Somalia.” Central Command planners had originally consid-
ered using the ARG’s ships to transport the peacekeepers from Pakistan to Somalia, but
they ultimately decided against it due to space limitations and cultural issues. Instead,
as noted, the Air Force would fly them into Mogadishu with the Navy and Marine

. . . 99
Corps team orchestrating a safe insertion.

En route to Somalia, Phillips and Hagee received notice to fly to Nairobi for a meeting
with the Central Command representative (General Libutti) and other key officials to
discuss the upcoming operation. The two commanders, along with several key staff
members, made a five-hundred-mile CH-53E helicopter flight from Tarawa to
Mombasa, where they boarded a C-130 for the trip to Nairobi. The subsequent confer-
ence occurred in the home of Ambassador Hempstone under Libutti’s overall direc-
tion. In addition to the principals, this meeting included Mohamed Sahnoun; Brigadier
General Shaheen; Raymond S. Marchand, of Conoco Somalia, Ltd. (who lived in
Mogadishu and understood its issues); John Fox, a U.S. embassy political officer and
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evacuee from Mogadishu during EASTERN EXIT; and several other key staff officers.

The purpose of the meeting was to coordinate the safe arrival of the Pakistani peace-
keepers into Mogadishu and guarantee their security until properly established. The
group discussed the current situation on the ground in Mogadishu, staging areas for
the arriving troops and their supplies and equipment, bivouac areas, and other such
administrative and logistical issues. It further addressed the need for a safe and con-
trolled environment in which the large Air Force planes could land and disembark the
peacekeepers. This constituted the most serious of the problems, and it was made more
vexing by the uncertainty of the situation.”” The group also agreed that the U.S. role in
the operation should remain as inconspicuous as possible, although its members bal-
anced that against the deterrent value of having an American naval expeditionary force
offshore."” Once Phillips and Hagee returned to their ship, assessed the overall situa-
tion in Mogadishu, conducted a reconnaissance of the Mogadishu airport, and com-
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pleted their planning, they would be able to formalize the Air Force flight schedules.
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Following the Nairobi conference, the Turawa ARG steamed to Mogadishu, where it
went into “MODLOC” about ten miles offshore.

104

Throughout the operation, the ships
remained in that general vicinity—sometimes within view of the land and sometimes
over the horizon—exerting a calming effect on events ashore, in the opinion of Hagee.
The leaders of the various Somali factions knew that the ships contained Marines and
that the ARG possessed a power-projection capability. The implied threat from such a
force proved sufficient to control the situation.'” By this time, the Tarawa ARG had
been at sea for some time, and Phillips had logistical concerns. While attending the
Nairobi conference, he had coordinated with Hempstone and Libutti to secure a source
for supplies and to receive mail. Throughout the Mogadishu operation, Phillips shut-
tled two of his ships—Fort Fisher and Ogden—between Mogadishu and Mombasa on a
daily basis to conduct the needed logistical tasks. This approach worked quite well, in
Phillips’s opinion, because it supported the mission while providing some activity for

the ships other than hovering on station throughout the operation."”

The plan for inserting the peacekeepers involved sending a Marine force into the
Mogadishu airport, accompanied by an Air Force combat control team, which would
conduct terminal guidance for the Air Force planes flying the missions. The Marines
provided security for the control team and the arriving C-141 aircraft with the peace-
keepers. The Marines also protected the Pakistanis until they were in position to
assume their own security."” The Air Force combat control team consisted of six air-
men, whom Hagee characterized as “big and squared away making a strong military
appearance.”'” These Air Force teams are components of the special operations com-
munity, and they are trained to conduct such missions in covert and nonpermissive
environments when necessary. Libutti visited Mogadishu prior to the beginning of the
operation, coordinating with the Pakistani commander and the Aideed faction, which
controlled the area surrounding the airport. Using his relationship with Osman Ato,
the general obtained a commitment from Aideed not to interfere with the insertions by
attempting to shoot down the aircraft or attacking them on the ground. Once Libutti

accomplished this, he notified Central Command to execute the insertion plan.'”

Libutti’s efforts to eliminate the threat from the Aideed faction reduced the risk but of
course could not guarantee perfect security. Phillips and Hagee felt it appropriate to go
ashore themselves prior the actual operation to conduct a reconnaissance and assess
the situation in and around the airport. After determining that the airfield could han-
dle C-141 aircraft and that the situation was not prohibitively threatening, the two
commanders took a tour of Mogadishu. Raymond Marchand, the Conoco executive
whom Phillips and Hagee had met at the Nairobi conference, joined them at the airport
and provided what Phillips considered an eye-opening experience. They traveled in

several vehicles, known as “technicals,” mounting .50-caliber machine guns and
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manned by local Somalis working for Conoco." Their drive about the city included a
visit to the evacuated American embassy, which had been stripped of everything of

value and left an utter shambles.""

The Continental Oil Company (Conoco) in Somalia had acquired concessions and
begun exploring for oil in the northwest part of the country (the Republic of Somali-
land) in 1986. Marchand considered the prospect of finding oil in that region modestly
promising, foreseeing yields perhaps amounting to three hundred thousand barrels per
day once developed.'” Conoco had also established a large operational headquarters in
Mogadishu well before the spread of anarchy in the city. This complex constituted the
most secure location available to American officials after evacuation of the embassy in
January 1991. As president and general manager of Conoco Somalia, Ltd., Marchand
proved to be an invaluable—though entirely unofficial—asset to American diplomatic
and military efforts throughout the U.S. involvement in Somalia. Marchand possessed
substantial knowledge and understanding of the political, military, and social condi-
tions within Mogadishu and throughout the country. He also had key contacts with the
most powerful leaders of various factions, connections that he readily made available
to American authorities. The security arrangements Marchand had established to pro-
tect the Conoco compound and himself in his travels around Somalia were the best
available. He employed well-armed and well-paid guards who provided reliable service
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The Conoco

to his company and its activities throughout the years of instability.
headquarters in Mogadishu served as a focal point from which many Americans could
operate and where they could reside during the period in which no American consular

. . 114
services existed.

One peculiar factor that affected the Mogadishu operation involved the use of khat
among Somali people. Ironically, this recreational drug proved to be the only commod-
ity that retained a viable market in Somalia’s general economic collapse and famine.
Khat is a stimulant that Somalis chew in leaf form—as tobacco is chewed in some parts
of America—and that secretes concentrations of amphetamine. It is a very social prod-
uct, but after a full day of chewing khat, individuals become cranked up and irrational.
This often results in reckless and aggressive behavior, particularly in younger men. In an
environment where every male over seven or eight years of age seems to have a gun with
plenty of ammunition, this can create dangerous situations."” Although the Marines of
11th MEU (SOC) did not operate under the highly restrictive ROE that constrained the
Pakistani peacekeepers, neither were they in Mogadishu to conduct combat operations.
Consequently, Phillips and Hagee decided to have their activities performed at the airport
in the morning hours and to return all personnel to the ships by about 1300 (1:00 PM)
each day. This would minimize the opportunity for violent encounters. That pattern

proved very effective during the insertion operation."* Only Hagee remained ashore
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overnight, staying at the Conoco
compound and keeping in tune

with activities in the city."”

Throughout the operation,
Phillips and Hagee kept the
Marines and ships busy prepar-
ing for contingencies in case of
problems ashore. Should Amer-
ican forces at the airport come
under attack, they had a plan
prepared and rehearsed with
which to respond. If an antiair
threat developed that precluded
helicopters from flying,
Schenectady, with tracked vehi-
cles on board, could put
Marines ashore over the beach
to prosecute any action that
might be appropriate. In fact, Phillips inserted SEALs onto the beach to be available
should any action on the ground become necessary. Because of these precautions, the
entire amphibious force—not just the Marines and airmen operating at the airfield—

participated in the mission in very real ways.""

The Marines and sailors of the Tarawa ARG remained busy and took their responsibili-
ties quite seriously, but they received a large morale boost when visited by actress Aud-
rey Hepburn, as goodwill ambassador of the United Nations Children’s Fund."” Hagee
had met her in Mogadishu, where a UNICEF group had come to meet with American
leaders. He and Phillips arranged for her to have lunch on the flagship, meet with
some of the Marines and sailors, and talk a little about her mission. Within three hours,
the troops had collected over four thousand dollars in donations for the UNICEF
cause.” This received considerable press coverage that placed the Navy and Marine
Corps team in a very good light. Hepburn had been a UNICEF goodwill ambassador
since 1988 and visited many humanitarian disaster areas, but nothing had prepared her
for the experience of Somalia. She commented, “I walked into a nightmare. I have seen
famine in Ethiopia and Bangladesh, but I have seen nothing like this—so much worse
than I could have possibly have imagined.” Perhaps, after her dreadful experience
ashore, her visit with the Marines and sailors provided as much of a morale boost for
her as she did for the troops. Four months later Audrey Hepburn died from an incur-

able cancer, diagnosed after she returned home from the Somalia trip."”'
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The operation now fell into a standard routine. For the first six days, until all the peace-
keepers were in place, helicopters would fly the Marines and Air Force controllers into
the airport every morning to support their arrival. The controllers would bring in the
Air Force planes while Marines protected the landings, off-loading, and defensive prep-
arations. After completing the objectives for the day, helicopters returned the U.S. team
to its ships. The Marines also escorted some peacekeepers to the port area, where they
intended to establish a post for protecting relief aid that arrived by ship. (After the
departure of the Tarawa ARG, the situation in Mogadishu did not permit the Pakistanis
to remain at the port, and they ultimately found themselves ensconced at, and limited
to, the Mogadishu airport.)'” After inserting the peacekeepers, the Tarawa ARG moved
off station. But before departing the Indian Ocean, Phillips and Hagee conducted a
debriefing—primarily through message traffic—with leaders of an incoming naval
expeditionary force, consisting of PhibRon 3, commanded by Captain John W. Peter-
son, and 15th MEU (SOC), under Colonel Gregory S. Newbold."” That Navy and
Marine Corps team would lead the American forces ashore for Operation RESTORE
HOPE three months later.”

4

After negotiating for deployment of the five hundred peacekeepers, Ambassador
Sahnoun became embroiled in a conflict with the UN bureaucracy and felt compelled
to resign his post. This proved a serious loss to the peace process and humanitarian
relief effort, as Sahnoun had demonstrated great skill and effectiveness in the vexing
effort to save Somalia from total chaos and anarchy.125 When he left, relations between
the UN and Somali factional leaders—particularly Aideed and Ali Mahdi—deteriorated
to the point that a solution to the problems seemed even farther out of reach.” Sahnoun’s
replacement, Ismat Kittani, also a veteran diplomat, could not replicate the trust and
cooperation that Sahnoun had nurtured among the Somali factions despite his similar
understanding of the problem. His approach to dealing with the issues and the leaders
of the most powerful factions proved overly structured, relatively ineffective in an envi-
ronment that valued close personal interaction. It is not clear, of course, whether the
agreements Sahnoun had carefully crafted among the diverse Somali factions could
have brought an ultimate solution to the conflict and famine. But it is clear that his depar-

ture marked an end to any hope for a near-term political or humanitarian solution."”

In November 1992, Brigadier General Paul L. Fratarangelo, USMC, replaced Libutti as
commander of JTF Provide Relief."” Shortly after his return to Central Command
headquarters, Libutti received a call from the Pentagon indicating that the chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Colin L. Powell, wanted him in Washington to brief
the Joint Staff on PROVIDE RELIEF and offer his impressions on Somalia and Kenya. A
large-scale humanitarian incursion into Somalia was under consideration at the time,

and in Washington Powell asked Libutti for his views on that as well. In his opinion,
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Libutti told Powell and the Joint Staff, this would likely lead to assuming responsibility
for nation building, which could be a ten-to-fifteen-year proposition.'” After a sub-
sequent session with Secretary of Defense Richard B. Cheney, Libutti returned to
Tampa. A few days later, Libutti was ordered back to Mombasa to meet and work with
the new American special envoy to Somalia, Robert B. Oakley. About a week later, the
United States would begin landing Marines in Somalia to implement Operation
RESTORE HOPE.

130

Operation PROVIDE RELIEF constituted a very important element of America’s Somalia
incursions of the 1990s. The participants gained a fundamental understanding of the
humanitarian crisis, social breakdown, and the military situation, with all its nuances
and intricacies. This information was to prove invaluable for the leaders of Operation
RESTORE HOPE, which absorbed PROVIDE RELIEF once the larger commitment got
under way. Both Libutti and Hagee returned to Somalia during the early stages of the
RESTORE HOPE to assist the JTF commander, Lieutenant General Robert B. Johnston,
USMC, and Ambassador Oakley in addressing the problems they faced and the duties
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they performed.

RESTORE HOPE proved to be an operation that would embody . . . From the Sea far
more than did PROVIDE RELIEF. Even so, thinkers within the sea services could draw
valuable insight from the accomplishments of PROVIDE RELIEF for the strategic and
operational concepts then in development. The skillful and casualty-free insertion of
Pakistani peacekeepers into Mogadishu clearly demonstrated the flexibility of forward-
deployed naval expeditionary forces operating from ships at sea. The deterrent value of
naval power projection contributed greatly to that success by deterring hostile actions
by militias and gangs ashore. The use of Air Force planes and controllers to fly peace-
keepers into Mogadishu demonstrated the concept of shaping naval forces to support
joint operations. The very creation of PROVIDE RELIEF illustrated the strategic notion
of conducting joint operations tailored for national needs as described in . . . From the
Sea."” Libutti’s operation—including the relief flights out of Mombasa and the inser-
tion of peacekeepers into Mogadishu—reported directly to the commander in chief of
Central Command, who in turn operated under the direction of the National Com-
mand Authority."” This permitted efficient command and control over operationally
agile forces maneuvering from the sea in response to strategic and policy objectives
from the highest level."
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Operation RESTORE HOPE
Prelude and Lodgment

Throughout November 1992, the Bush administration pondered the question of lead-
ing a large-scale humanitarian intervention into Somalia. General Libutti’s trip to
Washington contributed to that process, particularly the assessment under way within
the Department of Defense. President Bush and his key advisers also received inputs
from intelligence sources, UN officials, members of Congress, U.S.- and internationally
based NGOs, and various African specialists.' On 21 November, the interagency Depu-
ties Committee of the National Security Council, headed by retired admiral Jonathan T.
Howe, approved a concept paper—based on planning conducted at Central Com-
mand—that offered three options for augmenting the humanitarian response in Soma-
lia.” These options comprised increased American support for existing and enhanced
UN peacekeeping operations, a new coalition organized by the United States but with-
out American troops, and a major multinational venture led by U.S. ground forces. On
26 November, after intense deliberations within the administration and at the UN,

President Bush offered to send American troops into Somalia.’

Although influenced by discussions with Secretary of Defense Richard B. Cheney,
Chairman of the Joint Ch