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Unified Quest 2009
Unified Quest is the Chief of Staff of the Army’s 
annual study designed to explore enduring 
strategic and operational challenges in order to 
guide future force development. The theme of 
Unified Quest 2009 (UQ 09) was Sustaining 
Balance in the Future Force. United States 
Special Operations Command and United States 
Joint Forces Command, along with the United 
States Army co-sponsored UQ 09. Participants in 
this series of events included a wide array of 
military, civilian, academic and multinational 
experts.

UQ 09 Purpose: Given the range of alternatives 
and likely challenges in the Future Operational 
Environment, determine what capabilities and 
capacities are required to achieve decisive 
results through the integration of both civil and 
military components of landpower, which include 
our multinational partners and effects provided 
by the Air Force and Navy, to inform concept 
development and doctrine refinement.

UQ 09 Objectives:

• Identify new operational challenges and 
conceptual and capability gaps as a basis 
for revisions to Army concepts that will 
better enable the Army to generate and 
sustain expeditionary forces. 

• Identify how special operations forces and 
general purpose forces should enable, 
support, and sustain each other in order to 
achieve strategic agility and what 
capabilities each require.

• Identify capabilities and capacities required 
in the Army’s generating force that provide 
the agility and versatility to fulfill and 

sustain simultaneous force requirements of 
joint force commanders and civil 
authorities. 

• Identify ways to establish a shared 
understanding of problems, correlate 
collaborative planning frameworks, and 
integrate joint, interagency, 
intergovernmental, and multinational 
efforts.

• Determine the possible implications of 
emerging technologies and innovative 
applications of existing technologies for 
concepts, capabilities, and future 
operations.

• Identify how the military can posture itself 
appropriately to support or integrate the 
efforts of other government agencies in 
future complex contingencies.

• Determine operational considerations for 
applying design in major combat 
operations. 

• Identify concept and capability gaps 
through the lens of alternative futures.

UQ 09 End State: An appreciation of the 
capabilities and capacities that land forces must 
integrate with essential partners to overcome 
national challenges posed by hybrid threats in an 
era of persistent conflict and a set of 
recommended changes to doctrine, organization, 
training, materiel, leader development, personnel 
policy, and facilities for Office of the Secretary of 
Defense, Joint Staff, Department of the Army, 
Training and Doctrine Command, and other 
agency consideration.
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Unified Quest 2009 Campaign of Learning
Unified Quest 2009 was comprised of a series of 
events designed to address the study objectives 
in multiple settings. Although each event was 
primarily designed to focus a specific objective, it 
also provided an opportunity to explore aspects 
of other related objectives.

Emerging Technologies Seminar
The Emerging Technologies Seminar provided 
an opportunity to examine issues related to the 
Unified Quest 2009 objective of determining the 
possible implications of emerging technologies 
and innovative applications of existing 
technologies on concepts, capabilities, and 
future operations. To a lesser degree this event 
provided an opportunity to identify new 
operational challenges and conceptual and 
capability gaps as a basis for revisions to Army 
concepts that will better enable the Army to 
generate and sustain expeditionary forces.

The seminar was conducted October 6-9, 2008, 
at the Booz | Allen | Hamilton Conference Center 
in McLean, Virginia. Ninety-six representatives 
from a multidisciplinary cross section of science, 
technology, and concepts communities 
participated in this first exploratory event of the 
Unified Quest 2009 series. Participants were 
organized into three work groups focused on 
three of the five Tier I Science and Technology 
Warfighter outcomes (Power and Energy, the 
Human Dimension, and the Battle Command 
Network).

Participants identified technologies critical to 
maintaining US technological edge; they 
included:

New sources of power and energy as well as 
technologies that would reduce energy 
consumption and enable power-distribution 
management;

Human and machine network science to 
integrate cognitive, social, information, and 
physical networks to enhance individual and 
organizational learning;

Technologies to improve human-machine 
interface.

Participants also identified non-nuclear electro-
magnetic pulse technologies and a vast array of 
technologies that enable cyber attack as those 
that would pose the greatest risk if acquired by 
future adversaries (revealing their recognition of 
the Army’s critical reliance on electro-magnetic 
communications and networks).

Finally, participants identified loss of human 
capitol and research infrastructure as a likely and 
the most lasting consequence of any significant 
reduction in science and technology investment 
by the Department of Defense.

Unity of Effort Seminar
The Unity of Effort Seminar provided an 
opportunity to examine issues related to the 
Unified Quest 2009 objective of identifying ways 
to establish a shared understanding of problems, 
correlate collaborative planning frameworks, and 
integrate joint, interagency, intergovernmental, 
and multinational (JIIM) efforts. To a lesser 
degree, the event provided an opportunity to 
identify how the military can posture itself 
appropriately to support or integrate the efforts of 
other government agencies in future complex 
contingencies.

The seminar was conducted November 4-7, 
2008, at the Booz | Allen | Hamilton Conference 
Center in McLean, Virginia. Eighty-three agency 
and military planners and concept developers 
with a blend of current operational and academic 
experiences participated in a mix of large group 
information sharing sessions and small group 
facilitated discussions.

The seminar began with an implicit assumption 
that unity of effort is best achieved through unity 
of command, and that short of that (assuming 
that some barriers to unity of command cannot 
be overcome), common understanding of the 
problem, a common planning framework, and 
adequate means of coordination are necessary.

The participants, as a body, discovered that the 
assumption may not be valid. In examining 
various assessment frameworks, they 
discovered that no unitary framework can meet 



the needs of all actors in all situations. Moreover, 
they found great utility in gaining the varying 
perspectives born of differing assessments. The 
challenge is in acquiring an appreciation of 
others’ assessments and perspectives and 
accounting for those in the design, planning and 
execution of operations.

Likewise the participants gained an appreciation 
for differing planning approaches. These tend to 
fall into two major categories: contingency 
planning and program planning. Most agree that 
the military are masters of the former, while other 
agencies, in the main, excel at the latter. Each is 
appropriate to a certain class of problems and 
conditions, and actors should adopt the 
appropriate model regardless of the agency of 
origin.

Participants generally agreed that the military 
often brings to the effort the greatest capacity for 
planning and coordinating operations, and that 
even when it is in a supporting role, others will 
look to it to coordinate the effort.  The Army 
should anticipate the requirements for this role 
and build the appropriate capabilities into its 
operational headquarters elements. Primarily, 
these headquarters should have enhanced 
liaison capacity and staff officers with a deep 
appreciation of the perspectives and methods of 
likely partners. 

Joint Land Operations Seminar
The Joint Land Operations Seminar provided an 
opportunity to examine issues related to the 
Unified Quest 2009 objective to identify new 
operational challenges and conceptual and 
capability gaps as a basis for revisions to Army 
concepts that will better enable the Army to 
generate and sustain expeditionary forces.

The seminar was conducted December 9-12, 
2008, at the Booz | Allen | Hamilton Conference 
Center in McLean, Virginia. Seventy-nine experts 
in joint, interagency, intergovernmental, and 
multinational (JIIM) operations; doctrine; science 
and technology; campaign design, and concept 
development—with a depth of recent and 
historical operational experience—participated in 
a mix of large group information sharing sessions 
and small group facilitated discussions.

Participants admonished the concept writers not 
to attempt to categorize war, and to ensure that 
any taxonomy of operations they develop is 
exhaustive, unambiguous, and consistent with 
the elements of the concept. They acknowledged 
the need for the concept to drive the 
development of new capabilities, but warned of 
the dangers of creating a concept that relies on a 
narrow set of capabilities that may not 
materialize. They also identified the need for the 
concept to offer new ways to reduce the 
predictability of entry and build-up of forces in a 
theater.

The Army Capstone Concept writing team 
collected the specific comments and concerns 
expressed by the participants to consider as they 
draft the new Army concept.

SOF – GPF Seminar Wargame
The purpose of the Seminar Wargame, 
sponsored by the United States Special 
Operations Command as part of Unified Quest 
2009, was to examine and refine the planning 
considerations, and to determine capability gaps 
for how to continue providing enabler, support, 
and sustainment (ESS) capabilities to distributed 
special operations force (SOF), general purpose 
force (GPF), interagency (IA), coalition, and 
indigenous security force elements during a 
change of force posture.

The seminar wargame was conducted at the 
Benjamin O. Davis Conference Center at MacDill 
Air Force Base, Tampa, Florida from 13 to 15 
January 2009. Over 80 experts in the 
employment, enabling, support, and sustainment 
of both SOF and GPF were organized into three 
working groups which considered cases in which 
SOF was the supported force, GPF was the 
supported force, and the host nation force was 
the supported force.

The result of the seminar was a set of factors the 
joint force commander should consider as 
responsibility for broad-area security within a 
theater of operations transitions from the US or 
coalition to indigenous security forces.
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Army Service Component 
Command CACD Training 
Seminar
The purpose of the Army Service Component 
Command Commander’s Appreciation and 
Campaign Design (CACD) Training Seminar was 
to familiarize Army Future Game participants 
with the underlying theory and principles of 
operational design in order to employ design as 
a means to understanding ill-structured 
operational problems presented during the UQ09 
Future Game.

The seminar was conducted January 26-30, 
2009, at the Booz | Allen | Hamilton Conference 
Center in McLean, Virginia. Over 45 participants, 
including regional panel mentors, commanders, 
Army service component command 
representatives, concept developers, and Unified 
Quest integration and analysis team members, 
participated in an instructional seminar and 
practical exercises in applying the theory and 
principles of design underlying CACD.

Although the primary purpose of the seminar was 
to prepare the participants for their roles in the 
Army Future Game, it also provided insight into 
the education and training challenges associated 
with institutionalizing design. Participants offered 
feedback on both course content and delivery 
methods. That feedback, when combined with 
that of the operational headquarters currently 
using design, will provide the basis for 
developing curricula for professional military 
education courses and on-sight staff training 
programs.

Cyber and Space Seminar 
Wargame
The purpose of the Cyber and Space Seminar 
Wargame, Sponsored by the United States Army 
Space and Missile Defense Command as part of 
Unified Quest 2009, was to determine which 
strategic capabilities and capacities will be 
required to meet the challenges the Army is 
expected to encounter in the 2017-2019 time 
frame.

The seminar wargame was conducted February 
17-20, 2009 at the Lockheed Martin Center for 
Innovation located in Suffolk, Virginia. A total of 
140 Army, joint and interagency cyber and space 
planners and policy makers participated in two 
separate but related table-top wargames with 
seminar discussions, one with a cyber focus, and 
the other with a space focus.

Participants observed that many Army tactical 
systems are critically dependent on space-based 
capabilities and that tactical employment 
concepts do not account for the possible loss of 
those capabilities. They identified the need for 
two, complementary approaches to mitigating 
the possible loss of space capabilities. First is the 
development and fielding of layered systems for 
providing essential services (terrestrial, high-
altitude, and space-based) to preclude single 
points of failure. Second is developing tactics, 
techniques, and procedures (TTP) for continuing 
operation without or with degraded space-based 
capabilities. They recommended that the Army 
continue to study the issue by replicating the loss 
of space-based capabilities in a war game and 
working through the effects to identify effective 
TTP for continuing operations.

There was a consensus among participants that 
the Army lacked a coherent strategy for 
developing cyber capabilities. They noted that 
the joint approach is trending toward considering 
cyber a separate domain, but that cyber 
capabilities are becoming integral to other 
capabilities; treating them separately may focus 
effort but risks severing critical linkages to a 
broad range of Army systems.  

Generating Force Seminar
The purpose of the Generating Force Seminar 
was to identify and examine significant issues 
associated with generating force support to 
operations in order to inform the TRADOC 
Generating Force Study and for further 
examination at the Army Future Game. The 
Generating Force Seminar provided an 
opportunity to collect information related to the 
Unified Quest 2009 objective of identifying 
capabilities and capacities required in the Army’s 
generating force that provide the agility and 



versatility to fulfill and sustain simultaneous force 
requirements of joint force commanders and civil 
authorities. To a lesser degree, this event 
provided an opportunity to identify new 
operational challenges and conceptual and 
capability gaps as a basis for revisions to Army 
concepts that will better enable the Army to 
generate and sustain expeditionary forces.

The seminar was conducted March 3-6, 2009, at 
the Booz | Allen | Hamilton Conference Center in 
McLean, Virginia. Seventy-nine subject matter 
experts representing the Army staff, Army 
commands, direct reporting units, and Army 
service component commands with current 
operational experience participated in a mix of 
large group information sharing sessions and 
small group facilitated discussions.

Participants observed that the generating force 
has provided a broad range of capabilities to 
operating forces in recent and on-going 
operations, both through individual augmentation 
and unit deployment. The extent of the demands 
placed upon the generating force, however, are 
not clear. Moreover, the participants were 
concerned that the Army was unable to gauge 
the cost and risk to generating and sustaining 
operating forces over the long term associated 
with operationally committing generating force 
assets. They identified the need for a means of 
tracking and managing operational commitment 
of generating force elements, and they examined 
ways to mitigate the impact of that commitment.

The study team used the results of the seminar 
to set the generating force issues for 
investigation in the Army Future Game. 

Unified Quest 2009 Staff Planning Exercise 
(STAFFEX) and the Army Future Game

The events leading up to the STAFFEX and 
Army Future Game provided the opportunity to 
identify and explore the issues associated with 
the study objectives. They allowed the sponsors 
to frame initial insights and potential 
recommendations for the Army, joint force, the 
Department of Defense, and in some cases, the 
broader executive branch of the federal 
government. The STAFFEX and Army Future 
Game were designed to revisit those initial 
insights in an integrated setting in an effort to 
confirm their validity and understand the 
relationships among the issues. These two war-
gaming events were the primary means to 
exploring issues of balance among likely 
competing demands on future forces.

Two features of these culminating events 
provided mechanisms for integrating insights 
from early events of the campaign. First, a set of 
four regional scenarios, designed to highlight 
issues exposed in previous events, presented 
problems and situations to be gamed by 
regionally focused panels (Case A). Some key 
players on these panels participated in the earlier 

events, while others brought fresh perspectives 
to the issues. The second feature was a globally 
focused, strategically oriented panel of very 
senior active and/or retired Army, joint, 
Department of Defense, Department of State, 
other executive branch, allied, academic, and 
industry leaders (Case B). A game-direction cell 
(White Cell) framed issues associated with the 
generating force and unity of effort from previous 
events for consideration by the Case B panel. 
The White Cell also provided battle update 
briefings based on the activities of the regional 
panels to provide context for the issues under 
consideration.

STAFFEX
The purpose of the STAFFEX was to prepare for 
the Army Future Game by developing plans 
within each regional panel and to wargame the 
first turn of those plans. The STAFFEX was also 
designed to provide an opportunity to explore 
issues related to determining operational 
considerations for applying design in a major 
combat operation. This event provided an 
5
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opportunity to identify new operational 
challenges and conceptual and capability gaps 
as a basis for revisions to Army concepts, and 
ways to establish a shared understanding of 
problems, correlate collaborative planning 
frameworks, and integrate Joint Interagency 
Intergovernmental Multinational (JIIM) efforts.

The STAFFEX was conducted March 30-April 3, 
2009, at the Center for Strategic Leadership, 
Collins Hall, US Army War College, Carlisle 
Barracks, Pennsylvania. Two-hundred and 
twenty-one subject matter experts in military art 
and science from Army service component 
commands, the Army Training and Doctrine 
Command (TRADOC), School of Advances 
Military Studies (SAMS), Army staff, US Special 
Operations Command (USSOCOM), and US 
Joint Forces Command (USJFCOM) 
participated.

The Army Future Game
The UQ 09 Campaign of Learning concluded 
with the Army Future Game conducted April 30 – 
May 8, 2009 at the Center for Strategic 
Leadership, Collins Hall, US Army War College, 
Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania.  Regional 
panels representing four geographic combatant 
commands designed operations and developed 
plans for four moves beginning in the year 2018. 
The regional scenarios cut across the full 
spectrum of conflict and included operations 
ranging from homeland defense and disaster 
relief to security force assistance and peacetime 
military engagement to irregular warfare and 
major combat oprations.

Case A, Panel 1

In the scenario for the Panel 1 area of 
responsibility, the crisis began as regional 
instability between two adjacent underdeveloped 
countries over disputed territory containing oil 
rich resources. This dispute eventually escalated 
into violent conflict.

A series of growing incidents precipitated violent 
clashes between the two countries including 
ethnic cleansing, violations of sovereignty, mass 
atrocity, local terrorism, cyber attacks, and armed 
conflict. The conflict quickly engulfed the global 

community as regional instability threatened to 
destabilize the international system.

To counter these escalating conditions, Blue 
initially sought to deter the interstate conflict, 
build a stable alliance with all regional 
stakeholders, stop the mass killings, and provide 
for refugee welfare. By the end of game play, the 
Department of State coordinated multiple 
bilateral agreements to bolster coalition 
cohesion, international consensus, and freedom 
of action.

Case A, Panel 2

In Panel 2 area of responsibility, the tension 
surrounding a failing totalitarian regime during 
the first two decades of the 21st century finally 
erupted into major conflict along its border with a 
modern democratic state with which it shares a 
traditional national identity. Purposefully 
escalating conflict in the region, Red sought to 
initiate an overwhelming attack by breaching the 
common border with refugees. Red also 
employed conventional and unconventional 
warfare strategies, cyber attacks, and held the 
capitol city of its neighbor hostage with the threat 
nuclear weapons. 

In response to these blatant hostilities, Blue 
forces, including the host of major and minor 
international partners and supranational 
organizations, began addressing the milieu of 
problems facing the region and international 
community. A United Nations Coalition attacked 
to destroy Red’s Air Forces and Navy, while the 
international community coordinated for security 
and sustenance for the refugees.

By the end of game play, international pressure 
and Blue forces caused the Red to capitulate. 
This resulted in Red withdrawing its forces, 
however, the cascading effects of Red’s actions 
remained largely unresolved.

Case A, Panel 3

In Panel 3 area of responsibility, unfavorable 
regional trends ranged from poverty and 
disenfranchisement to regional adversaries, 
insurgencies, transnational crime, and the 
spread of radical groups. As the scenario 



advanced, an insurgency in a state supportive of 
US interests in the region (Green) intensified. In 
addition, another regional power invested state 
resources in an overt attempt to overthrow the 
government of Green.

Blue joined in a whole of USG effort with its initial 
objectives focused on reducing the flow of arms 
to the region, enhancing Green’s security, 
implementing a tri-nation security agreement, 
and improving social conditions for indigenous 
populations. 

By the end of game play, Green made 
concessions on autonomy and indigenous issues 
that had fueled the insurgency thereby abating 
further conflict. However, drug, weapons, and 
human trafficking continued, but with some 
reduction due to increased international efforts.

Case A, Panel 4

The Panel 4 scenario began with two major 
events. A category V hurricane decimated much 
of the American southeast while a violent conflict 
along the southwest U.S. border – initiated by 
Mexican drug cartels – threatened stability in and 
around the El Paso area.

As the game progressed, the situation in the U.S. 
deteriorated: anthrax attacks in the national 
capital region, hostile state (Red) cyber attacks 

on U.S. petroleum production and distribution 
systems, nuclear weapons aboard cargo vessels 
headed for the U.S. Pacific coast; these were 
only a few of the escalating problems for the 
nation. Furthermore, Red contracted terrorist 
operatives to assassinate key federal and local 
leaders, which prompted the U.S. to declare war 
on Red. Finally, a major global competitor 
declared a maritime exclusion zone in the 
Northwest Passage and confiscated several U.S. 
and Canadian fishing boats. 

Blue immediately sought to take actions to 
alleviate the human suffering from the hurricane 
and to take the steps necessary to stabilize the 
Southwest border region influenced by 
transnational criminal organizations. The U.S. 
military’s role was to support other USG federal 
agencies.

Case B

The Global Strategic Panel, comprised of senior 
civilian and military personnel, examined the 
strategic issues within the context of the 
plausible problem sets depicted in the regional 
scenarios for Case A. The purpose of Case B 
was to consider actions the Army should take 
today to posture itself for the likely demands of 
the future (out to and beyond 2018).
7

Game Design



8

Senior Leader Seminar
Over the series of events that comprised Unified 
Quest 2009, from discussions, products, and 
observations of participants, the study team 
synthesized a number of insights relevant to the 
study objectives and questions. These key 
insights were among the topics senior study 
participants discussed with the Commanding 
General, US Army Training and Doctrine 
Command and other senior national security 
officials in the Senior Leader Seminar conducted 
at the conclusion of the Army Future Game.

Insights
Preparing amid Persistent Conflict 

The level of operational demands for the Army 
and the associated strains on the generating 
force (GF) undermines the Army’s ability to 
sustain long term combat effectiveness and 
insulates key elements of GF from the 
operational Army. The demands associated with 
the conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq are eroding 
generating force’s ability to sustain long term 
effectiveness in the operational Army. The GF as 
it is currently constituted was designed to 
develop and sustain a contingency capacity in 
times of peace and then generate and sustain a 
surge of capacity for a limited duration in a time 
of war. Our national strategy is shifting to 
comprehend the dangers that arise from 
vacuums of effective sovereignty in scores of 
failing states. That strategy is potentially open 
ended and is also one that can tend to be 
reactive and forfeit strategic initiative. There may 
be further spikes in demand for the GF to 
develop and sustain a large operational Army 
because of either a new crisis or a national 
leadership that is frustrated with stalemates and 
decides to try to gain the strategic initiative or 
otherwise decisive in an ongoing conflict. We are 
going into a period where our adversaries will 
become more competitive, whether a nation-
state or a non-state group. In some cases they 
may even be our technological equals. The Army 
should prepare with the presumption that we 
may have persistent conflict even as we are 
facing an increasingly vital need to renew the GF 
to ensure the ability for long-term force 
generation.

Given the volatility, uncertainty, and complexity of 
current and future strategic demands, future 
forces must be versatile, providing a range of 
options to joint force commanders. The Army 
must test its operational concepts and 
organizational designs against a broad range of 
missions and threats to ensure it can generate 
future forces with adequate versatility.

Current mission requirements call for the 
deployment of the Army’s GF capability and 
place at risk the ability of the Army to fulfill future 
joint force requirements. The deployment of GF 
capabilities has produced significant stress on 
the ability of GF organizations to accomplish 
their primary Title 10 missions. Moreover, a 
decline in active component positions in key 
elements of the GF has insulated them from the 
field adaptations of the operational Army creating 
further challenges to generating forces trained 
and ready for employment by joint force 
commanders.

Visibility of all services’ force generation 
capabilities is critical for high demand, low 
density skill sets that are required by a joint force 
commander for extended periods of deployment. 
A part of this visibility is cataloging all capability, 
to include civilian capacities. This has been 
addressed by DoDD 1404.10, which directs 
services to pre-identify a subset of its civilian 
workforce as deployable – collectively known as 
the Civilian Expeditionary Workforce (CEW). 
Joint force commanders require the ability to 
understand what capabilities and capacities the 
CEW makes available to them. Effective 
employment of the CEW will also require 
overcoming obstacles in the areas of identifying 
expertise, mobilization authorities, logistical 
support, and diplomatic security rules. The fact 
that the other services do not share the Army’s 
construct of operating and generating forces 
adds to the difficulty of incorporating force 
generation capabilities into global force 
management. However, as reinforced by the 
USJFCOM Capstone Concept of Joint 
Operations experiment, joint management of 
force generation capacity will increase the 
flexibility needed for a balanced and versatile 
joint force.



Security Force Assistance 
The Army, in conjunction with USSOCOM, needs 
to develop a strategy for providing a broad range 
of security force assistance (SFA) capabilities to 
the joint force commanders and country teams. 
As illustrated in two of the regional scenarios in 
the Army Future Game, often the best solutions 
for resolving or preventing conflicts are based on 
indigenous security capacity. Helping to build 
competent and accountable indigenous security 
forces is likely to be a pillar of US national 
strategy going forward. The current focus of the 
Army for SFA is in the context of ongoing 
counterinsurgency and stability operations within 
a theater of operations. The Army has created 
interim structures and processes to prepare 
modular forces for SFA as formed units and is in 
the process of institutionalizing them. The 
Advisor Academy at Fort Polk will formalize 
capabilities for preparing modular units for SFA. 
Identifying units for those missions early in the 
ARFORGEN cycle further enhances the Army’s 
ability to generate the appropriate capabilities. 
FM 3-07.1, Security Force Assistance, provides 
the doctrinal basis for training and leader 
development for SFA. These adaptations are 
appropriate for demands for large-scale SFA 
efforts. The scale and scope of SFA in current 
operations demand not only advisors, but also 
the combat and support capabilities that are part 
and parcel of brigade combat teams that are the 
centerpiece of the modular force. The conditions 
for any future SFA effort of similar scope and 
scale will likely require a force that is capable of 
fighting along side indigenous forces as well. 
Therefore, forces specifically designed for 
advisory missions would be unprepared to 
operate effectively in contested areas. Moreover, 
ambassadors participating in Unified Quest 
indicated that there would be no demand for 
large SFA units in benign environments or where 
the US is involved in long-term development or 
security sector reform efforts.

Future demands for SFA will likely include 
different conditions with different objectives, and 
the conditions and objectives could vary widely 
from case to case. The form and function of 
required SFA capability will depend on the 

specific objectives and conditions. The demand 
for SFA capabilities in peacetime military 
engagement and foreign internal defense 
settings is likely to increase. In these settings, 
individuals and small teams of trainers and 
advisors are more likely to be required than large 
formed units. The Army must be prepared to 
generate these as well. The requirements will go 
well beyond training competent tactical 
formations. SFA includes helping to build 
institutional capacity to raise and sustain forces 
that are accountable to competent civil authority. 
The range of technical skills for building SFA 
capability largely exist within the current force, 
(many are in the generating force). Adequate 
leader development (training, education and SFA 
experience) would provide versatility and agility 
to meet requirements from small security 
assistance teams to augmented brigade-sized 
solutions. 

The Army should continue to strengthen the 
relationships between the Combined Arms 
Center, United States Army Special Operations 
Command, and USSOCOM. They, in 
coordination with the USJFCOM Joint 
Warfighting Center (JWFC) and Department of 
State Office of the Coordinator for 
Reconstruction and Stabilization, should conduct 
a JWFC led capabilities-based assessment to 
refine SFA-required capabilities and clarify 
authorities (including civil law enforcement, 
ministerial and institutional activities, etc.).

TRADOC should consider enhancing SFA-
related leader skills through education and 
development, including regional and interagency 
assignments (shared and broadening 
experience).

Operations in the Homeland
While the U.S. Army has committed significant 
resources to the homeland and Fifth Army has 
done tremendous work to increase 
preparedness, Army forces do not understand 
the complexities of operating in the homeland 
and the Army has not fully institutionalized or 
incorporated the required education and training 
associated with the homeland defense (HD) and 
civil support (CS) mission sets. HD/CS is a 
9
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Department of Defense core mission area that 
will take on greater importance as we move 
towards 2018.

The scenario for Panel 4 in the Army Future 
Game presented a series of significant events 
that challenged assumptions about Department 
of Defense support to civil authorities. Although 
the president never declared a homeland 
defense operation which would have made the 
Department of Defense the lead federal agency, 
he did deploy federal forces under the authority 
of the Insurrection Act of 1807 which placed 
them in an active role in support of the 
Department of Homeland Security and the 
Department of Justice in a number of cases. 

Although doctrine exists for support to civil 
authorities and other specific operations in the 
homeland, FM 3-0 and maneuver unit-specific 
manuals only address civil support, not the 
broader issue of operations in the homeland. 
Among many Army forces there is no clear 
understanding of the prerogative of the president 
(Title 10 role) and the prerogative of governors 
(Title 32) and there is a misunderstanding of 18 
U.S.C 1385 (posse comitatus). There is a 
general unfamiliarity with terms, concepts, policy, 
and authorities for operations in the homeland.

TRADOC, in coordination with US Army North, 
should expand the general doctrinal manuals to 
include considerations for the full range of 
possible Army operations in the homeland. 
There are great similarities in terms of unit tasks 
for stability operations and CS Operations. The 
doctrine should capture those similarities. 
Specific doctrine for HD, CS and Chemical 
Biological Radiological Nuclear High Yield 
Explosives Consequence Management 
(CBRNE-CM) also requires a concerted effort.

The Department of Defense and the Department 
of Homeland Security should consider changing 
the definition of HD operations as not only when 
the Department of Defense is in the lead, but 
also for those operations where it is supporting 
other agencies like the Department of Justice 
and Department of Homeland Security in their 
homeland security missions. That might cloud 
the distinctions to some degree, but those 

support roles have more issues in common with 
Department of Defense led operations than other 
defense support to civil authorities missions. 

The Army and the Department of Defense should 
support expansion of US interagency and partner 
capacity and work to identify the capability gaps 
that the Army and other services may be 
required to fill.

The Department of Defense should conduct an 
HD exercise at the national level including the 
interagency using a scenario similar to Unified 
Quest 2009. Pull out the stops and work through 
the taboos. 

Unity of Effort 
In each of the regional scenarios, the Blue teams 
recognized that for their efforts to succeed, they 
would need the cooperation of a broad range of 
actors, but integration of efforts remains 
complex, dynamic and often ad hoc. For 
example, Panel 1 initially established a US-
heavy combined, joint task force (CJTF) but 
quickly changed to US-heavy combined, joint, 
interagency task force (CJIATF) due to the 
underlying conditions supporting the 
intervention, international pressure, and the 
speed with which the US could respond. The 
CJIATF was then replaced first by a US-led Multi-
National Force (MNF), then by a NATO 
Response Force MNF due to coalition 
contributions. The CJIATF was relegated to a 
planning and synchronization organization, 
under the NATO Response Force MNF. The 
CJIATF faced coordination of potentially 
diverging civil and military missions and left the 
international force with an operational area that 
could not be legally converted into a joint rear 
area. Meanwhile, coalition members came and 
went as a result of the changes to the United 
Nations Security Council Resolutions and 
potential for a conventional major combat 
operation.

In the future, military leaders will likely depend on 
others over whom they have little to no authority 
or control to accomplish their missions. Other 
actors will look to the military for leadership to 
integrate major undertakings even though it may 



play only a supporting role. The Army needs to 
develop senior leaders who excel in these kinds 
of cooperative environments. Leadership 
assignments that place a premium on achieving 
desired ends through influence rather than 
direction would be desirable enhancements to 
the more traditional command path.

Army and Joint headquarters need planners who 
better understand other government agencies 
and can function from the ministerial to the 
tactical level. They also require greater liaison 
capacity to coordinate military activities with 
other agencies. The Army, in coordination with 
Joint Forces Command, should study ways to 
enhance the liaison capacity of operational and 
tactical headquarters. It should develop a 
curriculum for interagency national security 
planners and experts in key fields like capacity 
building, rule of law, strategic communications, 
etc. It should also develop a cadre of skilled 
military planners within higher level Army 
headquarters specifically trained in interagency 
operations. Consider Functional Area 59 as a 
source. 

The efforts to develop a single interagency 
assessment framework may be unnecessary. 
Various agencies’ use of their own assessment 
tools in parallel with the emerging military 
approach to design could offer a more 
comprehensive view of challenges than would be 
offered by any unitary process. By preserving the 
unique perspectives of each agency and sharing 
them through formal and informal channels, 
military headquarters can provide a basis for 
unity of effort and thereby promote greater 
decentralization of interagency coordination (out 
of Washington DC, down to unified commands, 
embassies and interagency task forces).

Operational commanders should seek greater 
participation of civilian agencies in Army service 
component command and geographic combatant 
command training and planning from the earliest 
stages, in particular to assess the nature of 
problems. The Army should support the 
establishment of strategic level USG planning 
processes and doctrine, increase staff 
exchanges with critical USG partner agencies 

and significantly increase training and education 
in interagency roles and functions.

Army legislative affairs should partner with 
appropriate Department of Defense, Department 
of State, and United States Agency for 
International Development counterparts to seek 
updated legal authorities for integrated 
interagency activities.

Design
The approach to design used by the regional 
panels in Case A allowed those panels to explore 
potentialities for unique, collaborative efforts to 
address challenges in their respective areas of 
responsibility. The design approach requires a 
commander to assemble a group of people 
knowledgeable of the operational environment 
and situational context and to lead them in a 
critical inquiry through open discourse. The 
design approach allows organizations with 
disparate cultures and dissimilar planning 
processes (as well as those lacking such 
processes) to formulate (frame or set) a problem. 
Design lends itself to whole-of-government 
planning and it enhances understanding and 
problem identification prior to beginning detailed 
planning. Design requires practitioners well-
versed in creative and critical thinking and a 
culture that not only accepts but promotes 
discourse throughout the operations process. 
Institutionalizing design requires that it be 
described in doctrine in order to inculcate its 
positive organizational impacts. It should be 
emphasized as a construct for organizational 
learning, in joint, interagency, intergovernmental, 
and multinational coordination, or in the critical 
and creative thinking imperatives within the 
doctrine.
The Army must be careful not to reduce design 
to a checklist or a prescribed process that 
engenders the creation of its own organizational 
structure within the staff. Design must remain the 
commander’s informal but structured approach 
to understanding a problem and beginning to 
solve it, and how the concept is codified in 
doctrine will set the course for what it becomes.
11
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Technology
Technological advantage on the battlefield was 
once assured by industrial capacity, but the 
nature and proliferation of modern technology, 
especially information technology, diminishes 
that assurance. Army units are becoming 
increasingly reliant on networks, yet those 
networks are increasingly vulnerable. In each of 
the regional scenarios, panels were faced with 
cyber attacks on their networks. In the Cyber and 
Space Seminar Wargame, player cells had to 
contemplate operating with degraded and/or 
disrupted networks. Each situation highlighted 
the degree to which forces were reliant on 
networks and the need to develop ways to 
protect them and to mitigate the effect of their 
loss. 

In certain situations, units will be able to use 
existing infrastructure, or to build infrastructure, 
that will provide the backbone that supports the 
network. However, operational conditions may 
not allow this kind of deliberate preparation. To 
be truly expeditionary, Army units may not have 
sufficient time to establish infrastructure to 
support the network that will facilitate their 
operations. For these cases, there is a need for a 
robust infrastructure-less network that will enable 
forces to arrive in theater ready to fight. Such a 
network, when realized, would enable forces to 
execute complex operations with great speed 
and precision. However, achieving this 
infrastructure-less network is not just an 
engineering challenge. It requires new 
understandings and capabilities. This in turn 
requires new knowledge and inventions in the 
areas of the human cognition, information and 
communications technologies and new offensive 
capabilities to counter at will the information 
technologies of our adversaries.

Our adversaries will seek to exploit any and all 
perceived vulnerabilities to bring down or 
degrade our networks. Vulnerabilities include, 
but are not limited to, physical destruction, 
intrusion, interference, and electro-magnetic 
pulse (EMP). EMP poses a threat to any system 
that uses electronics - radios, GPS, computers, 
robotics, sensors, etc. – and is not something 
that has to be generated by a nuclear event. 

At present, electronic network attack can be 
conducted almost anonymously, without 
incurring great expense and by anyone with the 
requisite technical expertise – state or non-state 
actors and individuals with no established 
agenda other than to cause havoc. The 
knowledge and technologies to conduct attacks 
against our networks is readily available to 
anyone with the time, desire and commitment.

The Army will need to work to determine its role 
in computer network defense, computer network 
attack and computer network exploitation. Once 
it understands its role and the associated cyber-
related missions at various echelons, it will need 
to adapt its organization and develop the 
capabilities required for that role and those 
missions.  

Leader Development
A majority of the insights gained from Unified 
Quest 2009 have significant implications for how 
the Army should develop soldiers and leaders for 
the future. Two major themes emerged regarding 
the leadership traits of most value for future 
leaders.

First is the ability to deal with, even embrace 
ambiguity and to think critically through, frame, 
and design solutions to, complex, unfamiliar 
problems. Developing this trait requires broad 
educational and experience bases. The Army will 
need to strike a balance between specialists and 
generalists and account for that balance in its 
leader development strategy. It will need to 
reassess its policy of single-tracking officers, and 
it should ensure that the curricula for 
professional military education focus not only 
next assignments, but also on a broad range of 
conceptual challenges likely to be encountered 
over the course of a career.

The second trait is the ability to influence those 
over whom one has no formal authority or 
control. Leaders will need an appreciation of 
diverging perspectives and equity stakes, the 
humility to challenge their own perspectives, the 
confidence to challenge others’ perspectives, 
and understanding of cultural traits and biases of 
themselves and others. The Army should 



encourage and enable career paths that balance 
command and staff assignments with those in 
which officers and noncommissioned officers 
must depend on negotiating skills and personal 
influence for success (advisor and liaison 
positions for example). The Army should 
consider requirements for foreign language and 
cultural education in accession criteria and 
professional military education. It should also 
consider incentives for self development in these 
areas.

Final Thoughts and Way Ahead
As the nation enters a period of likely 
constrained resources, it is critical to understand 
what the nation and its leaders will demand of 
the Army, the capabilities and capacities required 
to meet those demands, the size and form of the 
required force structure. That understanding will 
provide the basis for a discourse with national 
leaders with respect to requirements, resources 
and risk. Unified Quest 2009 revealed a number 
of issues germane to that discourse, chief among 
them are the following:

The level of operational demands for the Army 
and the associated strains on the generating 
force undermines the Army’s capability to sustain 
long term combat effectiveness and insulates 
key elements of generating force from the 
operational Army. 

Future demands for security force assistance will 
range from brigade combat teams enhanced for 
stability and advisory task to individuals and 
small teams capable of advising from the tactical 
to ministerial levels. 

Achievement of favorable outcomes in complex 
environments demands improved military and 
agency interoperability based on a common 
understanding of the problem and the 
underpinning political guidance to achieve unity 
of effort.  

Developing leaders who can operate effectively 
in a future operational environment of increased 
complexity and uncertainty demands a 
development strategy comprised of a new 
framework of experiences, training and 
education.

In order to bridge from the insights gained over 
the course of Unified Quest 2009 to actions for 
the Army and its partners, the Commanding 
General TRADOC has outlined a set of specific 
recommendation in memoranda for the Army 
Chief of Staff, Commander United States Joint 
Forces Command, and Commander United 
States Special Operations Command. He has 
also directed specific actions within TRADOC to 
address these issues.

Over the next year, the Army will need to 
examine the implications of a number of 
impending decisions and reviews; among them 
are a force design review, a capability 
development document (CDD) for Ground 
Combat Vehicle, an Army force generation 
assessment, a truck study (among other system 
studies), the rebalancing of brigade combat 
teams to include fielding of Future Combat 
System spin-outs, and the response to remnant 
issues from the Quadrennial Defense Review 
and assessment of the Capstone Concept for 
Joint Operations. Identifying those implications 
will be among the objectives for Unified Quest 
2010 and beyond.

Unified Quest 2010 will continue to support the 
development of the Army Capstone Concept and 
provide a means to explore issues associated 
with the subordinate, functional concepts. It will 
provide opportunities to further explore issues 
related to homeland defense, and it will continue 
to identify requirements for developing future 
leaders.
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