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Foreword

“My Clan Against the World”: US and Coalition Operations in
Somalia, 1992-94 represents another in a series of military case studies
published by the Combat Studies Institute (CSI) at Fort Leavenworth,
Kansas. The impetus for this project came from the commanding general,
US Army Training and Doctrine Command, Fort Monroe, Virginia, who
directed CSI to examine the American military’s experience with urban
operations in Somalia, particularly in the capital city of Mogadishu.
That original focus can be found in the following pages, but the
authors address other, broader issues as well, to include planning for
a multinational intervention; workable and unworkable command and
control arrangements; the advantages and problems inherent in coalition
operations; the need for cultural awareness in a clan-based society whose
status as a nation-state is problematic; the continuous adjustments required
by a dynamic, often unpredictable situation; the political dimension of
military activities at the operational and tactical levels; and the ability to
match military power and capabilities to the mission at hand.

This case study also cautions against the misuse and overuse of “les-
sons” learned from any given military undertaking. As with the lessons
of Vietnam, one of which dictated that conventional units should not
engage in unconventional warfare, the US experience in Somalia left
many military analysts and policymakers convinced that the United States
should eschew any undertaking that smacked of nation building. Yet,
as this book is published, just ten years after the US exit from Somalia,
American forces are engaged in several locations against an unconven-
tional foe and are involved in nation building in both Afghanistan and
Iraq. Perhaps the first lesson to be learned about extracting lessons is, in
the words of a once-popular motion picture, “Never Say Never Again.”

Another principal aim of the authors was to provide an analytical
narrative of each phase of the US military involvement in Somalia. For
many Americans, the mention of that African country conjures up one
memory, that of the fierce firefight between US troops and Somali militia on
3-4 October 1993. As this overview seeks to remind the reader, the United
States had a military presence in Somalia from December 1992 to the end
of March 1994. During that period, much was accomplished of a positive
nature. Starving and mistreated Somalis were provided food and amodicum
of'security, while some progress was made toward peace in the country. That



the broader goals of political reconciliation and stability ultimately
were not achieved was in part a consequence of the intractability of the
contending factions and the complexities of a country that defies Western
definitions of “modern.” Yet, US involvement in countries that have much
in common with Somalia is a current reality and a future likelihood. For
the professional officer, then, as well as the American public at large, it
would be instructive to revisit the US experience in Somalia.

LAWYN C. EDWARDS
COL, AV
Director, Combat Studies
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Preface

From the outset of this project, our goals have been modest. In keeping
with a tasking from the commanding general of the US Army’s Training
and Doctrine Command, we set out to examine military operations in an
urban environment, specifically in this case, Mogadishu. A broader goal
was to write something that was peculiarly lacking several years after
the United States ended its military presence in Somalia: a one-volume,
monograph-sized overview of the American involvement in that country
from 1992 to 1994.

Any work of history constitutes a journey of sorts for its author or
authors. The effort necessarily begins with some vision of the scope,
depth, and substance of the study upon completion. Guided by this intent,
the authors embark on a quest of discovery familiar to researchers in
any field. Their goal is to gather and amass information in the hope that
upon careful reflection it will yield understanding. Along the way, as one
becomes fully versed on the subject, the work begins to assume a life of
its own and the product is at once more fascinating and more frustrating
that at first imagined. In other words, as the authors master their topic
and uncover unforeseen nuances, they simultaneously gain a painful
appreciation of what they still do not know. The conscientious historian
remains vexed by a disturbing awareness that the work is never complete
and that many conclusions contained therein are provisional and in some
cases incorrect.

The challenge of writing the history of relatively recent events is a
uniquely interesting one. The lack of perspective afforded by distance in
time poses many risks, the foremost of which is that the consequences of
events painstakingly examined have yet to manifest themselves and may
well do so in entirely unexpected ways. This is the “butterfly effect” that
gives rise to subsequent histories that can sharply alter the perceptions of
the past.

The great virtue of recent history, however, is proximity to the subject
matter. This study, to the extent that it has merit, benefited enormously
from extensive opportunities for the authors to discuss events with those
who participated in them. Perhaps the most obvious revelation that arises
from this process is the awareness that no two people truly share the same
experience. Moreover, memories often diverge over time. As a class
of professionals, historians are trained to rely above all on documents,
immutable writings that seem to form a solid database for investigation.
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Yet, those who engage extensively in the conduct of so-called oral
histories often find out that the record on paper is incomplete, misleading,
or occasionally false. Only the participants can put flesh on those bones.
Thus, the task at hand for the authors has been to integrate these two
categories of sources to achieve as rounded an account as possible.

The authors owe an enormous debt of gratitude to those individuals
who gave generously of their time or from their personal records. Their
contributions are all the more valued because they were made voluntarily.
These individuals are too numerous to list here, but they range in rank from
general officer to specialist, some still on active duty and some retired,
and their names are liberally sprinkled throughout the endnotes for each
chapter. To be sure, there were also individuals who elected not to speak
with the authors and we respect their decisions.

Our intent in this military history has been to capture the story of the
mission in Somalia in such a way as to bring to light not only successes,
but failures, disagreements, and more broadly the complex dynamic that
constitutes real life in current military operations. In addition, it is our
hope to impart insights and occasional lessons, especially for those whose
professions, whether civilian or military, would involve them in missions
such as the one in Somalia. Although we attempted to deal broadly with
joint and multinational issues, time and resource constraints dictated that
we focus first and foremost on the experience of the US Army. With that in
mind, we fully expect that other historians will take those roads we were
unable to follow.

In the main, this study flows chronologically, beginning with review of
historical context. The following chapters deal in turn with the successive
stages of operations in Somalia, each including a mixture of narrative,
analysis, and carefully considered observations. The final chapter offers a
brief summation of our findings.

Robert F. Baumann, CSI
Lawrence Yates, CSI
Versalle Washington, University of Dayton
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Introduction

The Meaning of Somalia

Robert F. Baumann

American participation in the international humanitarian mission
to Somalia is best remembered today as a well-intentioned venture that
somehow went terribly wrong. To most Americans, this endeavor reflected
both the nobility and naivety of US foreign policy impulses and was a
poignant reminder of how little we understand distant cultures and the
motives that animate people whose societal values are removed from
our own. Prompted first of all by compelling video images of emaciated
mothers and children in a country ravaged by unbridled civil war, the
mission to Somalia took US military personnel on a completely unforeseen
and bewildering ascent along the spectrum of violence.

What started as an apparently straightforward quest to assist
humanitarian relief organizations in disseminating emergency food
supplies devolved almost imperceptibly into a politico-military operation
to marginalize rogue warlords and climaxed, finally, in an escalating
series of tactical military operations. Remarkably, over a progression of
months, operations in Somalia lost public visibility, thereby maximizing
the shock effect of the desperate gun battle that marked 3-4 October 1993.
Jarred suddenly out of a state of complacency by news images of jubilant
Somalis dragging the corpses of American soldiers through the streets
of Mogadishu, US public opinion grew critical and questioning. In turn,
congressional critics of the mission demanded explanations and a focal
point for blame.

Confronting a crisis it had not anticipated, President Bill Clinton’s
administration responded in a way that epitomized its conflicted view
of using military force. On one hand, it moved quickly to strengthen
the US military presence in the region as if to warn recalcitrant Somali
warlord Mohamed Farah Aideed that it was prepared to crush any further
opposition. On the other hand, it proclaimed within days that US military
personnel would be pulling out of Somalia after a decent interval of a few
months.

The latter action proved to be the true harbinger of events to follow.
Within weeks, Secretary of Defense Les Aspin submitted his resignation
to the president. Though no explicit official link was made to events in
Somalia, most observers inferred just such a connection.! The lesson was
clear: the administration regarded the military mission as a failure. A
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perception took hold that the public would not accept military casualties,
especially in the course of what were described as peacekeeping missions
with dubious relevance to national interests. Some observers, such as
retired Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Colin Powell,
pondered with incredulity the drift in Washington thinking since the high-
water mark of the undeclared Vietnam War. As Powell noted, a solitary
firefight resulting in 18 deaths over a 24-hour period would not have
merited a press conference, never mind intense media scrutiny, during the
period of his service in Southeast Asia.’

Powell’s thinking focused on what some would later refer to as
“Somalia syndrome” or, in the words of Clinton administration envoy
Richard Holbrooke, “Vietmalia syndrome.”” By this, the veteran foreign
policy adviser meant that the experience of Somalia had reinforced the
habits of thinking born of the national trauma associated with the Vietnam
War. This apparent phenomenon manifested itself as a reluctance to
employ military forces, particularly in situations in which hostilities were
possible or likely. Of course, the irony in this situation was painfully
obvious, given that these are not only the very circumstances in which
professional soldiers are normally used but, in fact, are also among the
very ones for which they exist. Strikingly, an intensified concern over
potential casualties became a preoccupation not only of Washington
politicians but also of many military leaders.

One clear consequence was the rise of “force protection” in all
military planning. Based on a sound initial premise that commanders must
secure their troops, this admirable notion ballooned in practice to exceed
the bounds of common sense. The problem was that the force-protection
mind-set could find no logical limits. Under pressure to avoid casualties,
commanders could always justify additional precautions. Somalia, as a
case in which an ostensible humanitarian mission gradually turned into a
combat operation, cemented the reasoning that commanders could never
err by seeking too much security. In other words, concern over possible
casualties in subtle ways came to rival mission objectives as a matter of
command focus. This tendency was particularly pronounced in a military
culture that widely regarded peacekeeping or nation-building operations
as distractions from the primary mission of “warfighting.”

To be sure, steps to secure the force in Somalia were measured and
in proportion to the threat the faction militias posed. Unfortunately, a
climate of apprehension that any subsequent mission might turn out to be
a Somalia or Vietnam gripped many political and military leaders alike. A
mere week after the infamous Mogadishu firefight, the US vessel Harlan
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County withdrew from the Haitian harbor at Port-au-Prince in the face of
a small crowd of hostile, lightly armed demonstrators. Pointedly, some
protesting at the docks held up signs announcing that Haiti would be
another Somalia for the United States. Thus, what was widely perceived
to be another public humiliation for US policy helped create a boomerang
effect in popular opinion. A cornered administration did not feel it could
back down and secretly began planning for an invasion of Haitian. When
US forces deployed to Haiti in September 1994, they arrived in massive
strength. Indeed, the specter of American military might led to a last-
minute compromise in which Haiti’s military dictator agreed to relinquish
power in exchange for a respectable life in exile.

Then, remarkably, most US conventional forces in Haiti gave a
demonstration of force protection in practice. Fearing that Port-au-Prince
might in fact be another Mogadishu, the Army’s conventional forces
maintained a posture of maximum vigilance while assuming minimum
risk to its personnel. The anomalous result was that, in what proved to
be a relatively benign environment, displays of force were constant. A
populace that was disposed to view US soldiers as liberators encountered
conventional forces that behaved almost like an occupation force. The
unfortunate irony was that an occupation was the last thing the Americans
wanted. From the moment of arrival, the goal was to leave. The memory
of Somalia hung over the Haiti mission like a dark cloud. Selecting the
10th Mountain Division, including many personnel fresh from the Somali
ordeal, as the lead force in Haiti all but ensured comparisons in the minds
of both participants and observers.

Most 10th Mountain Division personnel in Port-au-Prince remained
permanently locked down in well-bunkered compounds. Direct
engagement of the populace was minimal, at least within the limits of the
Haitian capital. In fairness, US forces effectively guaranteed the personal
security of restored Haitian President Jean Bertrand Aristide and provided
conscientious overwatch as Haiti’s civilian government slowly returned.
Strictly speaking, the Americans accomplished the short-term military
objective, and responsibility for preserving stability in Haiti passed within
six months to a UN peacekeeping force. Still, the Haitian intervention
signaled a renewed caution in US military behavior.

Such a psychology, although perhaps to a lesser extent, prevailed
again with the advent of a peace-enforcement mission in Bosnia in
1995. Although increasingly sensing a need and perhaps even a US
responsibility to become involved, Clinton and most of his key advisers
were deeply reluctant to put American soldiers on the ground. Despite
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limited diplomatic efforts by the Clinton administration and its European
allies, the unrelenting brutality of civil war in the Balkans raged on, and
the immediacy of televised reporting ever more reduced the president’s
options. As retired Admiral Jonathan T. Howe, an experienced warrior-
diplomat, subsequently wrote, “Ignoring circumstances such as genocide,
ethnic cleansing, or mass starvation is not consistent with US values as a
society or with the founding principles of the UN.”

Finally, in November 1995, an American-brokered peace agreement
signed in Dayton, Ohio, established acceptable conditions for deploying
US troops to stabilize Bosnia. Meanwhile, there was ample reason for
concern that rogue elements might try to sabotage the peace process by
launching attacks on the US-led Implementation Force. In this context, it
was striking that for the first time force protection, historically an implicit
consideration in any deployment within the framework of overall military
objectives, appeared explicitly in an Army mission statement.’ At the same
time, to preclude any possible recurrence of conditions in Mogadishu, the
Americans arrived in overwhelming force, including the full panoply of
armor, aerial, and reconnaissance assets. As a result, compliance among
the warring factions was far better than many feared.

Several years later, a reluctance to put soldiers in harm’s way was
once again evident during NATO’s brief war in Kosovo. In contrast
to the situation in Bosnia, in this instance no peace agreement was in
place before entry. Consequently, the Clinton administration decided to
stick with what some would judge to be the future solution to America’s
battles—air power. The idea was that by operating from extended ranges
without putting troops on the ground, the United States would wield
military force, minimally risking casualties. To some critics, this approach
was disturbingly reminiscent of the gradualist, limited bombing campaigns
of the Vietnam War. In point of fact, air power eventually succeeded in
forcing Yugoslav armed forces to withdraw from Kosovo. However, this
occurred only after months of bombing, backed up by hints of the arrival of
ground forces and a bit of friendly Russian diplomatic advice to Yugoslav
President Slobodan Milosevic. Many observers suspected in the aftermath
that perhaps air power would not be able to provide a comprehensive
solution to future conflicts.

Then, stunningly, on 11 September 2001, devastating terrorist
attacks on the World Trade Center in New York and on the Pentagon in
Washington, DC, precipitated a drastic change in the politico-military
climate. Bloodied at home, Americans seemed to cast their hesitancy



aside. Within weeks, US special forces personnel, to be followed by
elements of the 10th Mountain Division and the 101st Airborne Division,
deployed to Afghanistan to wage a war against terror. Few blanched at
the assumption of significant risk. Public support for conducting military
operations swelled. Ironically, even as the new war on terror seemed to
mark a departure from the Somalia experience in terms of showing a
clear resolve to press the fight, it vaguely suggested a return to Somalia
in another sense. Wracked by civil war, Afghanistan was a chaotic,
xenophobic, heavily armed, clan-based society that scarcely resembled
a modern state. Military analysts quickly recognized something familiar
about the Afghan social landscape. A sense of urgency grew concerning
the need to understand the experience of Somalia as the United States sent
its armed forces into another austere, rugged, and confusing Third World
environment.

Born, in part, out of an appreciation that such conflicts might occur
more than once in the future, this study will address the experience of
Somalia. Surprisingly, perhaps, to some, it will show that while serious
errors occurred, US and UN soldiers and marines in many instances
performed with great effectiveness. That fact is often lost in the public
dialog about Somalia because the mission there ended in policy reversal
and political failure. Still, that the international coalition achieved as
much as it did is particularly noteworthy in light of the extraordinarily
complex environment in which it operated. Yet, as then Marine Brigadier
General Anthony Zinni would later observe, what above all made Somalia
a tough place to do business was the United States’ lack of comprehension
of its intricate and unfamiliar social and cultural fabric.® All too often,
peacekeepers experienced great difficulty in interpreting the signs around
them or the dynamic of politically and culturally conditioned violence that
made them targets. Wary Somalis and their leaders would not keep the
welcome mat out for long to outside intruders, whatever their ostensible
intentions. The aggressively xenophobic strain in the local culture meant
that the surface calm of life could easily mislead the uninitiated.” Somalia’s
social fabric of interwoven clans, tribes, and military leaders—widely
referred to as warlords—posed a formidable intelligence challenge.
So, too, did this sad country’s widely varying social and topographical
landscape.

Hardly less difficult was the complexity of conducting multinational
military operations in such a context. Mogadishu, especially, tested the
mettle of the foreign peacekeeping contingents. Consisting of a mosaic



of distinct neighborhoods, its nuances were barely perceptible to outside
observers. Plain enough, however, were the dangers it presented as a
tactical environment. Densely built-up areas and narrow, constricting
streets offered perils at every turn among the heavily armed militias and
citizenry. Even with their extraordinary technological assets, US forces
had to tread with great care.

This study will focus on the major aspects of the Somalia mission. It
will discuss the Somalis, their history, their collective experiences, and
their outlook. It will also review the mission’s logic and evolution at each
successive stage. These mark not only a chronological division of the
mission but also discrete periods entailing varying strategic approaches
and entirely different sets of leaders and units. The initial UN-sponsored
humanitarian mission, the UN Operation in Somalia (UNOSOM) I, gave
way in late 1992 to a potent US-led peacekeeping force referred to as the
Unified Task Force. Then, in May 1993, another UN force, UNOSOM
II, took over with an expanded nation-building mandate but with a less
robust capability with which to implement it. Through each phase of
the Somali adventure, this study will consider the roles of joint and
multinational commands as well as individual military units conducting
tactical operations on the ground. In addition, it will identify and examine
critical insights gained from the mission to Somalia, especially as they
pertain to a range of military issues from command and control to military
operations in an urban environment to coping with clan-based factions in
collapsed states.
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Chapter 1
Setting the Stage

Versalle F. Washington

Before people talk about the future, it is necessary to understand
what brought this situation about. It is not only a question of what the
solution is, but firstly understanding how and why all this happened.
A part of the solution must lie in the answer to that question.

—Khadra Muhumed Abdi'

When US troops embarked on Operation RESTORE HOPE, they set
off on what many believed to be a relatively simple mission. Their task was
to assist the UN in its efforts to deliver food to the Somali people. The US
role would be both logistic and tactical in that it would provide assistance
through transport and, more important, by protecting the workers and
means of distribution. The troops would find a country different from any
they had seen, with rules and customs they did not understand, a climate
that made even routine operations difficult, and a people who, while
needing their assistance, did not necessarily appreciate the requirement.
This combination of circumstances was not what the American forces
anticipated and would cause a chain of events that would see President
Bill Clinton withdraw from the American commitment.

Somalis are a people divided by their sameness. Unlike much of the
rest of Africa, Somalia’s postcolonial borders enclose only a single ethnic
group, the Samaal. The Samaal have occupied this region since biblical
times. Nearly all Somalis are Muslim. These people have been followers
of Islam since as early as the 18th century, but their first contact with Islam
is believed to have been in the eighth century.? Somalis speak Somali as
their official language. Somali, however, is a language that has only had a
written component since the early 1970s. It has several dialects, of which
three predominate, with common Somali being the most widely used.
Some 10 percent of Somalis speak either English or Italian, and they use
some Arabic, primarily in connection with religious observances. Until the
Somali government’s collapse in 1991, literacy was on the upswing, and in
1990, the UN estimated that Somali literacy was at 24 percent.’?

The Somalis’ constant presence in the Horn of Africa as a homogenous
people did not lead to a harmonious history. While much of the conflict
can be attributed to incursions by outsiders, much is also a product of
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the Somalis’ reliance on clans as the primary social and governmental
organization. Although Somalis descend from a single ethnicity, present-
day Somalis still show their primary allegiance to the clans and subclans.
There are six primary clans and perhaps as many as 20 subclans. The
Samaal clans are the Isaaq, Hawiye, Dir, and Darood. These clans share
a primarily nomadic heritage. The Saab clans, which have an agricultural
heritage, are the Digil and the Rahanwein. The clans provide structure
to the daily lives of the Somali people. In Collapse of the Somali State,
Abdisalam Issa-Salwe that the clan is the most important political unit.*
Issa-Salwe argues that the Somalis pay allegiance to their “descent group
unit.”

The clan structure is a primary factor in Somalia’s continued
fragmentation. Because the people do not perceive a function to a national
or state allegiance, getting the various clans to cooperate has largely been
a fruitless endeavor. Despite this, colonizing the Somali lands created
a nationalist movement in the 20th century, mainly as a reaction to the
imposition of colonial governance.

Somalia’s colonial period, from 1891 until 1960, saw Somalia divided
among Great Britain (British Somaliland), Italy (Italian Somaliland),
France (French Somaliland/Djibouti), Ethiopia (Ogaden), and Kenya
(Northern Frontier District). This five-part division of the Somali people
had only a partial end when the former Italian Somaliland and the former
British Somaliland merged to form the Republic of Somalia. The new
Somalia’s borders did not reflect the extent of the Somali people, as large
Somali minorities remained in Ethiopia and Kenya, and Djibouti remained

SOMALI

[ I 1
| Rahanwein | | Digil | | (Sl:l)anOBogrre) | | Dir | | Isaaq | |(,\,bhamed WY iceq)
Siyyleed Tunlni Dulba‘ha nte Gada‘ibursi Habr A\‘Nal Abga‘l
Sagaal Dabarre Kablalah Issa Habr Jaalo Biyamaal
Jiddu Majeerteen Bimal Habr Tol Jaalo Habr Gidr
Geledi Marehan Habat Yoonis Hawadle
Garre Ogaden lidagale Murorsade
Warsangali Ujuuraan

Yuusuf

Figure 1. Somali Clan Structure
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under French control until 1977. The map of the Horn of Africa shows
the difficulty this posed for the Somalis in terms of gaining their national
identity (see the map). The further effects of this period on the Somali
people are a source of some disagreement among scholars, but when the
Italian and British colonial powers pulled out in 1960, Somalia had a
relatively successful postcolonial period for nine years.

DJIBOUTI

'ibDuti

Somali
Ethnic Groups
Coy Sarmalia Clan Families

S ogadishu B it

] Isaag

Darood

B Hawive
[T Digi
¥

Faharwein

w\omies Lirmit of Samali-

Inhahited area
200 kil am ete 1= Mon-Somali Groups

Map 3. Somali Clan Map
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The new Somalia had major difficulties to overcome because the
Italian and British colonial systems had left it with two distinct sets of
laws, customs, economies, and languages. The nation merged on 1 July
1960, the same day the Italians ceded control to the Somalis in their
former colony and only 5 days after the British left their former colony.
The country opted for a democratic form of government and elected Aden
Abdullah Osman as the first president and Dr. Abdirashid Ali Shermarke
as the first prime minister. Osman came from the Italian south, Shermarke
from the British north. The country elected a single parliament, allowed
freedom of press, and was remarkably free of human rights abuses.®
However, the parliamentary government led to the rise of parties intent on
gaining an advantage for clan and subclan groupings.

The 1964 parliamentary elections featured 18 parties vying for 123
seats, and by the 1969 elections, more than 1,000 candidates represented
60 parties, all in a population of about 5 million. The primary party, the
Somali Youth League (SYL), dominated the parliament following both
elections, holding 90 seats after 1964 and 74 after 1969. However, after the
1969 election, opposition politicians nearly unanimously switched to the
SYL, leaving Somalia essentially a single-party state.” The basic weakness
and corruption of the political system created instability and frustration
in the Somali people. Like the 1964 elections, the elections in 1969 were
fraught with complaints of fraud and a belief that the incumbents had
rigged the election led to widespread dissatisfaction.

Electoral and internal politics aside, the major political issue for the
new nation was the desire to unite all of the Somali people into one nation.
This issue was a stumbling block for the government because Ethiopia’s
Emperor Haile Selassie, whose country stood to lose one-fifth of its
territory if the Somalis were to have their way, blocked every attempt at
negotiating a settlement. In the Organization of African Unity Summit in
May 1963, Selassie maneuvered to isolate the Somali position.® A result of
the Somalis’ inability to gain an acceptable resolution was internal dissent.
The Darood clan, whose Ogadeni people had historically traversed the
disputed border to provide fodder and water for their flocks and herds, was
especially angry with Shermarke’s failures.

Shermarke responded by rejecting Western assistance and, in
November 1963, announced that Somalia would accept $22 million in
Soviet military aid.” Over the next decade, the Soviet money built the
Somali army into a regional power, but the focus on the army ensured
that the infrastructure, education, and other social programs remained
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unfunded. To all appearances, Somalia was preparing to go to war over
three regions: the Ethiopian-controlled Ogaden, the northern province
of Kenya, and Djibouti. Shermarke’s election as president changed this
perception; his premier, Mahamed Haji Ibrahim Igal, opted for a more
conciliatory strategy. This strategy, however, brought the Somalis no
closer to their aims and also alienated Igal’s administration from the
Somali people on the eve of the 1969 parliamentary elections.'

While outwardly democratic, the Somali government officials
remained focused on the personal benefits of public office rather than on
their duties to further their state’s development. Political power was seen
as a path to personal fortune or, at best, as a method of gaining perquisites
for individual subclans. As a result, the government was ineffectual in the
eyes of its citizens. This all came to an abrupt end when Major General
Mohammed Siad Barre took power in a bloodless coup in late 1969,
following Shermarke’s assassination.

Barre’s government would lead to the destruction of the Somali state.
When his Supreme Revolutionary Council (SRC) first took power, the
Somali people welcomed the change. The SRC’s 25 military and police
officers had the advantage of unity, so the SRC did not have the endless
debates that had characterized the Somali parliament. Barre instituted a
number of reforms, including selecting the official orthography for written
Somali, emplacing adult literacy programs, and creating settlements for
people displaced by drought.'” In 1970, Barre announced his selection
of “scientific socialism” as the official SRC ideology and outlawed clan
affiliations and political parties other than his Somali Revolutionary
Socialist Party (SRSP).

The socialist Somalia was significantly different from its democratic
predecessor. A primary goal of the Barre regime was to remove the clan
as the primary Somali allegiance. Barre took several measures to fulfill
this goal, all of which took functions that had been reserved for clan
leaders and made them state functions. No longer were marriages a clan
matter. Somalis wishing to be married had to go to an orientation center,
where they were wed in a civil ceremony. Clan elders became simply
minor government functionaries. Barre’s purpose was to turn a “nation of
nomads” into a modern state, with the state rather than the clans handling
the daily necessities of administration and governance.'* Among the more
notorious of the many changes was establishing the National Security
Service (NSS). The NSS, headed by Barre’s son-in-law, General Ahmed S.
Abdulle, was an organ of repression. Chief among its characteristics were
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torture and abusive interrogation. Its decisions were not subject to appeal,
and it frequently jailed dissidents.'

Another chilling facet of socialist Somalia was the Victory Pioneers,
led by another Barre son-in-law, Abdirahman Gulwade. This group’s
function was to instill the “revolutionary spirit” into the Somali people
by demanding their compulsory attendance at classes given in the
indoctrination centers and at political rallies. The Victory Pioneers also
had detention authority, and like that of the NSS, its authority was not
subject to appeal. This organization recruited Somali youth for its cadres
and inspired a sense of fear by keeping a close watch on people’s activities.!s
Despite his stated intention of removing clans from the Somalis’ minds, the
years of Barre’s dictatorship taught the Somalis not to trust people outside
their clans.

Because Barre needed a way to maintain power, he leaned heavily
on his own Darood clan, even while officially banning them. Most of his
ministers and advisers came from the Mareehaan (his father’s), Ogaden
(his mother’s), and Dulbahante (his son-in-law’s) subclans, which led to his
regime being unofficially labeled the MOD.'® The MOD considered one of
its chief aims to be to restore a pan-Somali nation. The 1974 overthrow of
Selassie, coupled with the impetus of the Somali drought that same year,
convinced Barre that his Soviet-equipped and -trained army would be able
to win a war for the Ogaden. However, he failed to consider the Soviets’
aspirations. The Soviets also saw opportunity in Selassie’s overthrow. In
1976, they sought to encourage socialist harmony in the region by bringing
Ethiopia, Somalia, and Yemen together. Somalia, however, refused the
Soviet overtures until there was a solution to the border dispute over the
Ogaden. The Ethiopian political situation remained unsettled, though, and
in late 1976, Ethiopia experienced its third coup in as many years, and
Lieutenant Colonel (LTC) Mengistu Haile Meriam took power."”

Seeking to take advantage of the turmoil, Barre struck. In 1977, he
launched his forces across the Ethiopian border and, in coordination
with the Western Somali Liberation Front (WSLF), captured a number
of Ethiopian towns, apparently moving toward his goal. However, the
Soviets were interested in having a larger hold over the Horn of Africa
than just Somalia. When Ethiopia declared itself a Marxist-Leninist state
and called for Soviet assistance, the Somalia-based Soviet advisers flew
from Mogadishu to Addis Ababa. There they joined with some 18,000
Cuban soldiers and Yemeni and East German technical advisers and, in
1978, drove the Somalis back across the disputed border.
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This dramatic shift in fortunes was too much for the Somali nation
to bear. It turned to the West for assistance and found the United States
willing to provide assistance in exchange for access to the former Soviet
naval facilities at Berbera. The United States gave Barre $100 million per
year in development and direct military aid. This aid continued until the
Barre government’s collapse and was supplemented with aid from Saudi
Arabia, China, South Africa, and other nations. All of this military aid
would find its way into the hands of the various warlords, providing them
with the means for waging their civil wars.

The Somali loss in the Ogaden war left Barre in a vulnerable position.
He had lost the single unifying factor in his government, and shortly after
the loss, army officers from the Majeerteen clan staged a coup against him.
Although the coup was unsuccessful, it spawned the Somali Salvation
Democratic Front (SSDF). The SSDF took up arms and from sanctuary in
Ethiopia raided central Somalia. Barre’s response to the SSDF activities
was to strike against the Majeerteen clan. In a brutal campaign during May
and June 1979, Barre’s Red Berets (the presidential guard) killed more
than 2,000 Majeerteen clan members in the Mudug region.'®

This was only the beginning. Each time the SSDF acted within
Somalia, the government would then retaliate against the Majeerteen. The
retaliations went beyond attacks against individuals or even villages—the
Barre regime put the Mudug region under special laws; closed schools,
hospitals, and other essential services; and banned trade with the region.
Thousands more Majeerteen died when government forces destroyed
wells and reservoirs and slaughtered Majeerteen flocks and herds.!” These
actions hardened the Majeerteen against the Barre regime, and thousands
of Majeerteen fled Somalia and became politically active, in many cases
joining guerilla forces intent on ousting Barre.

After his actions against the Majeerteen, Barre moved against the
Isaaq clan, but the Isaags proved to be a much more formidable opponent.
In 1981, expatriate Isaags formed the Somali National Movement (SNM).
The SNM’s chief grievances were that approximately 500,000 refugees
of the Ogaden war encroached on their grazing lands, and it objected to
the systematic elimination of Isaaq clansmen from government service.?
The Isaaqgs, who lived in the northern regions of Somalia, participated in
limited antigovernment activities and gave their support to the SNM.

This low level of unrest boiled over in 1988 when Barre and Ethiopia’s
LTC Meriam signed an agreement banning support to their respective
antigovernment forces. As a sign of good faith, Meriam moved against
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the SSDF, closing its Ethiopian bases and confiscating many of its heavy
weapons. Rather than wait for a similar fate, the SNM entered Somalia
in force. In open combat, it defeated Somali army forces, capturing large
portions of Hargeisa. Barre moved additional forces north, but again
the army was unable to defeat the SNM forces. The army then turned
its weapons on the Isaaq populace and on the Darood refugees, killing
an estimated 50,000 civilians; an additional 350,000 refugees streamed
across the Ethiopian border.?!

Although Barre had counted on the MOD’s support for his regime,
that support also crumbled after the Ogaden war. The primary factor for
this change was the deluge of Ogadeni refugees, many of whom enlisted
in the army and all of whom upset the traditional MOD balance of power.
Previously, the favored clans had priority on available resources. Now,
the massive influx of Ogaden refugees strained all resources, leading
to competition between the Ogaden and Marehan clans. In an attempt
to reduce the Ogadenis’ growing influence, Barre fired his minister of
defense, Ogadeni Aden Gabiyo, in May 1989 and purged Ogadeni officers
from all sensitive posts. This led to a revolt among the Ogadeni soldiers in
the Kismayo base, and Ogaden clansman formed another armed resistance
group, the Somali Patriotic Movement (SPM). In June, Colonel Omar
Jess defected to the SPM with the Ogadeni garrison in Hargeisa.?> This
defection completed the rupture of the MOD.

Barre’s collapse followed shortly after the rise of the SPM, but it
was more directly linked to the emergence of the Hawiye-based United
Somali Congress (USC). In October 1989, Hawiye soldiers stationed in
Galcayo mutinied, and in retaliation, Barre cracked down on the Hawiye
clan. The formerly political USC became an armed militant organization
with General Mohamed Farah Aideed’s rise as its leader. Unlike his
predecessors, Aideed favored a military solution to the problems the Barre
regime had brought about. The resultant conflict spread throughout central
Somalia, and in coordination with the SNM and SPM, the rebels drove the
tottering Barre forces back into Mogadishu.

In May 1990, a new political entity spoke out against Barre. The
Manifesto Group—former government officials, intellectuals, and clan
leaders—brought their grievances to Barre. This multiclan organization
called for an end to the human rights abuses and for an interim government
to allow free elections. Barre’s response was predictable, and most of the
Manifesto Group wound up on trial for treason. Forty-six of the 114
members received death sentences, but a massive throng of demonstrators
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surrounded the court building, causing Barre to back away from the
sentences.”

Compounding Barre’s difficulties was the US reaction to his strife
with the Hawiye. Frustrated by his inability to defeat the USC forces,
Barre ordered his Red Berets to attack Hawiye civilians. This act had
the unfortunate consequences of turning his stronghold (Mogadishu sits
squarely in Hawiye region) into a hostile camp and causing the United
States to withdraw its support after news of the atrocities being committed
in Mogadishu became well known in America.?

By the end of July 1990, Barre had essentially run out of options in
Mogadishu. He remained in a virtual state of siege as Aideed’s forces drew
the net more tightly around Mogadishu. By December, USC forces were
prepared for the final drive into Mogadishu. Italy and Egypt offered to
host a peace conference in Cairo, but the USC, SNM, and SPM all rejected
the overture. On 3 December 1990, USC forces entered Mogadishu and
attacked the strongholds of Barre and his Red Berets. The battle for
Mogadishu raged for the next two months; on 4 and 5 January 1991, the
United States airlifted US and UN personnel to a waiting aircraft carrier.®
On 26 January, Barre fled Mogadishu for Gedo in southwest Somalia.
There he attempted to rally his broken army under the banner of the
Somali National Front (SNF), but he finally gave up, going into exile the
following April.

The fall of the Barre regime did not bring the hoped-for relief to the
people of Somalia. There were far too many weapons in the hands of far
too many groups with far too different agendas. USC leader Ali Mahdi
Mohamed was named interim president, with Omar Arteh Ghalib as his
prime minister; without the support of Aideed and the military faction of
the USC, the pair had little chance. Rid of their common opponent, the
clans turned on each other, and the USC, SPM, SNF, and other forces
repeatedly invaded the towns of southern Somalia. The USC split along
clan lines—the Abgal clan supported their kinsman, Ali Mahdi Mohamed,
while the Habr Gidr supported Aideed. Fighting between these clans raged
over Mogadishu and its environs until a UN-brokered cease-fire took effect
in April 1992.

Human rights abuses, long a charge leveled against the Barre regime,
became even more prevalent. A descending spiral of rape, murder, torture,
destruction of crops and water supplies, and wholesale slaughter led to
mass starvation and forced literally hundreds of thousands of Somalis to
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flee to neighboring countries.? This exodus began to capture the attention
of human rights and humanitarian relief organizations as the Somali
problem suddenly acquired international ramifications. The refugees
exhausted the capabilities of Ethiopia, Djibouti, and Kenya to absorb
them and provide their basic necessities. The crisis called for international
intervention, but the UN was still not ready to act.

Unfortunately for Somalia, the flood of foreign military assistance
during the Barre years meant an abundance of military hardware, weapons,
vehicles, and ammunition for the warring clans to employ. While the
United States supplied $403 million to Somalia during this period, it
merely headed a long list of suppliers that included the USSR, China,
Italy, Germany, South Africa, and Libya. As soldiers deserted the army
and as the various factions captured stocks and equipment, the major clans
became increasingly well armed. Maintenance proved to be a problem for
most of the armor and aircraft, but the clans devised “technicals”—truck-
mounted heavy weapons. These vehicles were highly mobile and added
the firepower of heavy machine guns, light cannon, and mortars.

The primary tactic of all the clans was to deny food to their opposition.
This brought the fighters into conflict with the humanitarian relief
organizations that were desperately trying to stem the tide of starvation.
In April 1992, the UN passed Resolution 751, allocating more than $20
million in food aid and sending a 550-man Pakistani peacekeeping force
to Somalia.?” This effort, which was called the UN Operation in Somalia
(UNOSOM), was to fall woefully short of what was needed. Although
it was clear that the effort could only succeed with the warring clans’
compliance, it soon became apparent that the clans were unwilling to
surrender any advantage for fear that an opposing clan also might not give
up their arms. Without clan disarmament, UNOSOM’s mission was in
jeopardy. As the UN report emphasized, “the lawlessness, insecurity, and
violence prevented the delivery of much of the food aid in the pipeline.””
Looters stole food intended for the refugees, and armed gangs would
stop the aid workers and take their supplies. Without the consent of all
the warring parties, security for all workers and for the relief distribution
system was impossible. Despite the growing scale of the operation,
Somalis continued to die in dramatic numbers.?’

The Pakistani battalion lacked any heavy weapons, air support, or
artillery. Consequently, the local gangs with their technicals outgunned the
peacekeepers regularly. The obvious mismatch caused the UN to increase
the size of the peacekeeping force to 3,500 in August, but as the Somali
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gangs recognized the value of the food aid, they turned to robbing the
relief effort. Despite the UNOSOM peacekeepers’ best efforts, it became
clear that no effective solution to the humanitarian relief crisis could occur
without disarming the rival clans.

By 26 July 1992, Security Council Resolution 767 demonstrated
that this was not at all clear to the UN. The resolution called for the
immediate airlift of food aid to the “triangle of death” in southern Somalia.
President George Bush authorized a US operation that would be known
as Operation PROVIDE RELIEF. This operation flew nearly 2,500 flights
out of Mombasa, Kenya, and although the operation provided nearly
28,000 metric tons of food aid, it failed. The airfields and landing strips
in south Somalia had no protection, so looters and even local militias
extorted money and supplies for the “right” of landing.** US forces
gained valuable experience from the operation through working closely
with the nongovernment community, but despite the enormous costs of
the operation, most of the food never reached the people for whom it was
intended. Looting, hoarding, and diversions ensured that while the volume
of food coming into Somalia increased, the percentage reaching the needy
decreased.’ The UN peacekeepers’ continued inability to control the ports
or to protect the food aid led the UN, in December, to accept Bush’s offer
0f 30,000 troops, the UN International Task Force.
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Chapter 2

Operation RESTORE HOPE
Phases I and II, December 1992

Lawrence A. Yates

Between 20 and 26 November 1992, the National Security Council
Deputies Committee convened four times to discuss the worsening crisis
in Somalia. At the meeting on 21 November, the attendees considered three
options for dealing with the famine and civil strife. The least complicated
course of action involved US support for what had been, up to that time,
largely ineffectual UN peacekeeping activities in the war-torn country.
A second option contemplated sending an American-organized military
coalition into Somalia but without US combat units. The last and most
far-reaching scenario envisaged deploying an American-organized and led
multinational force in which armed US troops would play the predominant
role. To the surprise of several at the meeting, the representative from
the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) indicated that, pending the approval of
President George Bush, the Pentagon was prepared to execute this third
option and to support it with a variety of forces, including two American
infantry divisions.!

Up to this point, the defense department had voiced strong reservations
about using US ground troops in Somalia, even though congressional
resolutions, state department recommendations, and humanitarian
appeals were urging the Bush administration to take decisive action to
ameliorate the human tragedy brought about by drought and civil conflict.
What, then, had compelled the Pentagon to reverse its position in late
November? To begin with, television newscasts continued to bombard
the American public with graphic footage of starving Somali children
near death, virtual skeletons save for their distended stomachs. Measures
the international community had taken to ease the suffering had thus far
seemed only marginally effective. Certainly, the 564 Pakistani troops sent
to Mogadishu as peacekeepers under UN auspices had been powerless
to stop the thousands of armed bandits and militia who, generally acting
to enhance the power of one warlord or another, routinely seized food
supplies entering the country. As for Operation PROVIDE RELIEF, the US
military airlift of food from Kenya into Somalia, the statistics it compiled
were impressive but well short of what was needed to end the starvation.
Nor could an airlift counteract the violence and anarchical conditions that
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prolonged the misery. By late 1992, more than 300,000 Somalis were
already dead from famine and famine-related causes. According to some
estimates, over 1 million more could expect the same fate, even though the
food needed to feed them was already on hand, the supreme irony of the
tragedy. But until the bandits, gangs, young gunmen for hire (“morions”),
and factional militia could be dissuaded from interfering with humanitarian
relief efforts, the starvation would continue.?

As pressure grew on the United States to intervene in the crisis,
many supplicants pointed out that, in a speech before the UN in October,
President Bush had proclaimed the US military’s readiness to play an
active role in the post-Cold War “new world order.” To be sure, neither
Bush nor the Pentagon regarded this pledge as an open-ended commitment,
but the stipulation that military involvement in overseas ventures would
be very selective did not, of itself, preclude action in Somalia. The misery
there clearly moved the president and several of his advisers. Moreover,
intervention in that country seemed preferable to sending American troops
to Bosnia, where ethnic cleansing by Serbs against Muslims had many
Arab leaders demanding that Washington take military action to save their
coreligionists. This Arab pressure could be deflected, certain presidential
advisers believed, if US troops were dispatched to improve conditions in
Somalia, also an Islamic country but one whose troubles seemed to pose
far fewer risks than those inherent in the complex Balkans crisis.?

With these considerations in mind and with an options paper from the
Deputies Committee before him, Bush listened on 25 November while
JCS Chairman General Colin Powell briefed the proposal for sending US
ground forces into Somalia. Powell had been instrumental in shifting the
Pentagon’s position on this issue, although he had only reluctantly come to
believe in the necessity of intervention. “I was not eager to get us involved
in a Somalian civil war, but we were apparently the only nation that could
end the suffering,” he later wrote. Sharing this conclusion and the doubts
that went with it were Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney and National
Security Adviser Brent Scowcroft. As Scowcroft told the president, “Sure,
we can get in. . . . But how do we get out?” An extensive discussion of
the ramifications of committing US forces followed. Then Bush, who was
spending his last two months in the White House, decided that, if the UN
Security Council agreed, the United States would intervene in Somalia
at the head of a multinational force in which US troops would represent
the largest contingent. That afternoon, Secretary of State Lawrence S.
Eagleburger went to New York to inform UN Secretary General Boutros
Boutros-Ghali of the president’s decision.*
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The administration’s offer elicited mixed reactions at the UN.
Some officials suspected that America’s dominant role in the proposed
undertaking would compromise ongoing and future UN operations in
Somalia. Also of concern was the US position that the Security Council
should invoke, for the first time, Chapter VII of the UN Charter authorizing
“peace enforcement”—a term used when the belligerents in a conflict do
not request the intervention of outside troops to maintain peace—by “all
necessary means,” including deadly force. Boutros-Ghali, while mindful
of these reservations, was inclined to accept the American proposal,
including the request for Chapter VII authority. He opposed, however,
President Bush’s condition that the US-led coalition be replaced as quickly
as possible by a UN peacekeeping force. The UN, Boutros-Ghali insisted,
should not increase its commitments in Somalia until the country had been
stabilized, a long-term proposition. There followed a week of deliberation
during which no consensus emerged on how the US operation would
mesh with UN efforts to end the crisis. Nevertheless, on 3 December, the
Security Council adopted Resolution 794 in support of a “member state,”
forming and leading an international coalition that would “establish a
secure environment for humanitarian relief operations in Somalia as soon
as possible.” In effect, the Security Council was endorsing an operation
that, like DESERT SHIELD/DESERT STORM, would not be under the
UN’s formal control. The next day, Bush appeared on television to inform
the American people and the world that the United States would send
28,000 troops to Somalia at the head of an American-led multinational
force.’ The operation was code-named RESTORE HOPE.

Planning, Preparation, and Deployment

The plan that Bush approved for military intervention in Somalia
had been developed at the US Central Command (CENTCOM), MacDill
Air Force Base, Florida. Somalia fell within CENTCOM’s area of
responsibility, which meant that the unified command, already in charge
of Operation PROVIDE RELIEF, would now execute RESTORE HOPE
as well. The president’s decision to act quickly meant that planning at
CENTCOM and subordinate and supporting headquarters would be done in
the “crisis-action” mode, entailing severe constraints on the time available
to acquire essential intelligence; flesh out the concept of operations and
write an operation order (OPORD); coordinate with other participants;
identify, schedule, and prepare troop units for deployment; and, in general,
make decisions on a variety of complex matters. Referring to this frenetic
predeployment period, one commander observed, “It was surprising how
little we really knew” about many issues the planners considered crucial.®
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Under the circumstances, staff officers and commanders preparing
for Operation RESTORE HOPE, like their predecessors in other US
contingency operations, simply had to make the best use of what little
time they had, often basing critical decisions on estimates, guesses,
and intuition, with the clear understanding that adjustments would be
inevitable once the operation was in progress.

In keeping with crisis-action procedures, General Powell directed
CENTCOM’s commander in chief (CINCCENT), General Joseph Hoar,
US Marine Corps (USMC), to prepare an estimate of the situation.
Hoar’s staff accomplished this promptly by referring to the Gulf War
experience, a recent command post exercise, an off-the-shelf plan that
covered humanitarian problems and natural disasters, and the command’s
continuing experience with Operation PROVIDE RELIEF. CENTCOM’s
Army component, ARCENT, participated in the process. On 3 December,
the day of the Security Council resolution, Hoar briefed his estimate to
the National Command Authorities (NCA), after which President Bush
approved the courses of action contained therein. Two days later, the
command published its OPORD for RESTORE HOPE, containing, among
other essentials, a mission statement, a strategy for accomplishing the
mission, the composition of the forces to be committed, and the command
and control arrangements for them.’

The mission statement developed at CENTCOM and coordinated
through the interagency process was succinct but indicative of the difficult
undertaking upon which US and other forces were about to embark.
“When directed by the NCA, CINCCENT will conduct joint and combined
military operations in Somalia, to secure the major air and sea ports, key
installations and food distribution points, to provide open and free passage
of relief supplies, to provide security for convoys and relief organization
operations and assist UN/NGOs [nongovernmental organizations] in
providing humanitarian relief under UN auspices.”

Based on this mission, General Hoar issued his commander’s intent and
a concept of operations. Combined, they envisaged creating the security
essential to moving relief supplies freely into Somalia and throughout
designated areas of the country. Only the southern half of Somalia, the
“famine belt,” would be affected, and it would be divided into eight (later
expanded to nine) humanitarian relief sectors (HRSs), each named after
the major city or town contained within its borders. In keeping with the
press of time, the borders drawn up at CENTCOM reflected US military
considerations more than Somali clan and political affiliations within a
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given area. The HRSs began with Mogadishu in the middle and extended
as far north as Belet Uen near the center of the country and as far south as
Kismayo (see Map 4). Once the “security and the famine relief situation”
had been stabilized in the HRSs, the US-led coalition would turn the
responsibility for securing further humanitarian operations in Somalia

over to the UN.
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Under Hoar’s concept of operations, RESTORE HOPE would occur
in four phases. In Phase I, coalition forces would deploy to Mogadishu,
Somalia’s capital. The first troops into the city would create a security
zone, secure the airport and port facilities, protect the humanitarian relief
supplies in the capital as well as those organizations whose job it was to
distribute them, and begin to establish a logistics base. Coalition forces
would also seize and secure an airfield in Baledogle, an HRS adjacent
to Mogadishu. Phase II would have the coalition securing lines of
communication (LOCs) leading to major relief centers in the remaining
HRSs. Phase III entailed expanding operations within each HRS and
stabilizing the situation to the point that Phase IV, the transition to a UN
peacekeeping force, could take place. Although arranged in logical order,
the four phases did not have to be sequential; indeed, as CENTCOM’s
official history of RESTORE HOPE indicates, there would be some
overlap as the operation unfolded.’

The CINCCENT OPORD designated the I Marine Expeditionary Force
(I MEF), Camp Pendleton, California, as the headquarters for Joint Task
Force (JTF) Somalia, the military organization that would be physically
present in Somalia to execute RESTORE HOPE under CENTCOM’s
command. This, according to General Hoar, was a “logical step,” in that
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I MEF had “exercised for this type of operation.”' I MEF’s commanding
general, Lieutenant General Robert B. Johnston, a veteran of Vietnam,
Lebanon, and the Gulf War, learned of this prospective assignment well
before he received formal notification, so he and his staff gained some
valuable time to address certain critical issues. Johnston was also able to
send I MEF planners to MacDill, where they worked with the CENTCOM
staff to ensure that the JTF’s supporting OPORD meshed with the one
CINCCENT was publishing.

One of the first issues Johnston had to confront in his imminent role
as commander of JTF Somalia was how to organize the headquarters. He
decided on the obvious approach, which was to use the | MEF command
element as a core around which he would construct a joint staff by bringing
in augmentees from subordinate and other Marine commands and from the
sister services. This approach was not without its shortcomings, as some
sections of the I MEF staff underwent “radical reorganizations” to meet
the requirements of a JTF headquarters, creating in the process some
operational problems that arriving augmentees, unfamiliar with the setup,
only exacerbated. It was, according to one Marine officer, a staff manned
to some extent by “strangers.” There was also the issue of size. In its
early stages, the JTF headquarters grew to more than 800 personnel, the
majority being marines, with the Army filling most of the remaining slots.
In time, however, about a quarter of these positions would be identified as
unnecessary.'!

Aware of the confusion and dislocations inherent in any period of
adjustment, Johnston had followed the most logical course in organizing
his JTF headquarters. He also requested capable and experienced officers
to head the key staff divisions, and CENTCOM ensured that the requests
were honored. Within the command group, a US Army major general
served as Johnston’s deputy and a Marine colonel as his chief of staff.
In the spirit of “jointness,” two US Army colonels headed the JTF’s J2
(intelligence) and J4 (logistics) shops, with the deputy in each being a
marine. The J1 (manpower and personnel), J5 (plans and policy), J6
(command, control, communications, and computer systems), and J8
directorates were headed by Marine colonels, three of whom had US
Army deputies (the J5 being the exception). Rounding out the staff as
Johnston’s director of operations, or J3, was Brigadier General Anthony
Zinni, USMC, whose impressive résumé included Operation PROVIDE
COMFORT, a humanitarian relief effort to help Kurdish refugees in
northern Iraq following DESERT STORM.'?
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Once activated, JTF Somalia had operational control over all forces
participating in RESTORE HOPE. The United States provided most of
these, including elements from the two principal ground combat units,
the 1st Marine Division—a logical choice in that it belonged to I MEF—
and the Army’s 10th Mountain Division at Fort Drum, New York. The
Navy and Air Force also provided essential units and personnel for the
undertaking (see Figure 2). To fill out the multinational force, 23 countries
contributed troops. Arranging for each of these nations to participate
was a time-consuming process that the White House and UN had yet
to complete by the time JTF Somalia was set to deploy. Johnston, who
would have preferred only “four or five brigades’ worth of people” from
a handful of countries, thus had to devise his coalition strategy without
having a comprehensive list of participating countries or the size, shape,
and capabilities of the units they would send. Helping to ease his task, the
first states to sign up for RESTORE HOPE sent liaison officers (LNOs)
to CENTCOM and JTF Somalia headquarters to facilitate planning and
to exchange what essential information was available. Despite the initial
holes in the coalition order of battle, Johnston adopted at the outset the
general guideline that he would assign the larger, better-prepared foreign
units to the HRSs outside Mogadishu while restricting smaller, less-
capable units to security missions in the Somalian capital."

At its peak, the force General Johnston controlled contained nearly
39,000 military personnel. In determining how to organize this massive
force within JTF Somalia, the general had to choose between two
doctrinal models: he could adopt a functional framework, which would
mean integrating the units and staffs from different services and different
countries, or he could have each US service stand as a JTF component—a
Marine Force (MARFOR), Army Force (ARFOR), Air Force Force
(AFFOR), and Navy Force (NAVFOR). The latter approach had worked
well in the Gulf War and in various contingency operations, while the
alternative of a single ground combat element, in the general’s mind,
would result in “ad hoc, pickup teams” that would not automatically “jell.”
Thus, with two exceptions—the Air Coordination Authority and the Joint
Task Force Support Command, both integrated organizations that were
attached directly to JTF Somalia headquarters—Johnston decided to go
with service components. To limit his span of control, he also decided that
some of the foreign units entering the theater, especially the smaller ones,
would be attached to a US service component; the others would answer
directly to him (see Figure 3)."

30



USMC (I MEF)

4 Infantry Battalions

1 Artillery Battalion (30x155mm)

1 Tank Battalion (-) (31xM1A1)

1 Amtrack Battalion (-) (68xLVTP-7)

1 Light Armor Vehicle Battalion (28xLAVS)
Army (10th Mountain Division)

3 Light Infantry Battalions

1 Artillery Battalion (12x105mm)

(6x155mm)

Air Force
Navy
Special Operations Forces

Total Personnel

16,200
26 Heavy Lift Helicopters
12 Medium Lift Helicopters
16 Attack Helicopters
21 Utility Helicopters
10,200
30 Assault Helicopters
5 Medium Lift Helicopters
8 - 16 Armed Lift Helicopters
Tactical Airlift Squadron 600
3 Amphibious Ships 1,550
1 Special Forces Battalion 350
28,900

Figure 2. US Forces in UNITAF
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Figure 3. UNITAF Somalia - Command and Control
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The decision to adopt the component approach to command and
control in turn required that another choice be made. Who would serve
as commander of each of the two largest components, the MARFOR
and the ARFOR? In each case, the officer chosen was the commander of
the principal combat unit his service contributed to the operation. Major
General Charles Wilhelm, commanding general, 1st Marine Division,
became commander, MARFOR, while Major General Steve Arnold,
commanding general, 10th Mountain Division, became commander,
ARFOR. Being designated as a service component placed additional
burdens on both headquarters as the staff in each, besides having to be
expanded, was compelled to learn quickly how to deal with an assortment
of unfamiliar issues above the tactical level. The 1st Marine Division
had something of an advantage over its Army counterpart in making the
adjustments. Wilhelm’s staff knew as early as 27 November that it was
likely to become the MARFOR and was thus able to inject LNOs into the
joint planning process in time to contribute to the estimate and courses
of action being developed at CENTCOM and, later, at JTF Somalia. An
instruction team from the Marine Corps Combat Development Command
at Quantico, Virginia, also augmented the 1st Marine Division staff,
providing valuable assistance in its transition to a service component.'®

The adjustments required at 10th Mountain Division were somewhat
more difficult for several reasons.'® First, the division received notification
of'its ARFOR designation only on 3 December, well into the planning cycle
under way at higher headquarters. The lost time could not be made up, nor
could the division staff adapt overnight to the “broader horizons” it faced
because of the ARFOR’s responsibility for managing a major deployment
of Army units, many outside the division, to an overseas operation.
The new requirements placed on the staff were overwhelming, and few
officers in 10th Mountain were conversant with such complex, “user-
unfriendly” systems as the Worldwide Military Command and Control
System (WWMCCS) and the Joint Operation Planning and Execution
System (JOPES) designed to meet these requirements. But, as with the
MARFOR, some assistance was available from other organizations. For
example, CENTCOM’s Army component, ARCENT, had been present in
pl