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FOREWORD

The famous Confederate General Stonewall Jackson
noted that “T'o move swiftly, strike vigorously, and secure
all the fruits of the victory is the secret of successful war.”
This observation is at the very heart of the current
discussion and experimentation on how the transformed
joint services of the United States should employ force in the
21st century. The services are exploring concepts such as
Effects Based Operations and Rapid Decisive Operations to
move swiftly and strike vigorously to secure victory in the
coming decades. At the same time the nation and its armed
forces are developing new concepts of homeland security to
defend the country in the war on terrorism. The following
chapters represent some of the thinking by students at the
U.S. Army War College, considering the nature and
direction of transformation concepts that deal with these
issues.

Officers who participated in the Advanced Strategic Art
Program (ASAP) during their year at the U.S. Army War
College wrote these chapters. The ASAP is a unique
program that offers selected students a rigorous course of
instruction in theater strategy. Solidly based in theory,
doctrine, and history, the program provides these students
a rich professional experience that includes staff rides,
exercises, and the best instructional expertise available.
The program is designed to provide the joint community
with the best strategists and planners in the world. In the
case of these officers and their work, they have already
begun to make a difference. They and their fellow graduates
of the U.S. Army War College will continue to serve the
Army and the nation for many years to come.

ROBERT R. IVANY
Major General, U.S. Army
Commandant



CHAPTER 1

TRANSFORMATION: VOLUME II

Dr. Williamson Murray

This is the second volume of essays written by the
students in the Advanced Strategic Arts Program at the
U.S. Army War College.! Like last year’s volume, it
addresses the question of transformation, but this time
within the larger framework of joint concepts and
capabilities that are likely to drive processes within the
Army and other services over the coming decade. Already
joint or service concepts such as effects-based operations
and operational net assessment are having considerable
influence over how the Department of Defense (DoD) is
conceptualizing the problems of transformation. In one form
or another, the Army must address those concepts from the
perspective of its history—a history that encompasses the
whole strategic and operational framework of the U.S.
military from the American War of Independence to the
present. With that historical framework in mind, it must
become an active partner in bringing substance to what has
so far, more often than not, represented processes of
conceptual development long on claims and short on serious
intellectual content.

In the 1990s, as the services began to address the
question of transformation seriously, a number of concepts
emerged that aimed at utilizing rapidly advancing
technology and new capabilities to realize a future
revolution in military affairs—or, in the view of some,
revolutions in military affairs.?> Among the more recent
concepts that have emerged are those of effects-based
operations and operational net assessment. Unfortunately,



these efforts have for the most part remained immature. It
is the purpose of this introductory chapter and the following
essays to address some of the questions that such concepts
should raise, as well as the potential role they might play in
the processes of Army transformation.?

In the largest sense, the development of viable concepts
of operations demands a symbiosis among the worlds of the
intellect, the tactical and operational, and increasingly
advanced technology.* As Michael Howard has suggested,
this is because the military profession is not only the most
demanding physically, it is the most demanding
intellectually of all the professions. The latter is the case
because military organizations rarely have the opportunity
to practice their profession—not necessarily a bad
thing—and military organizations can rarely, if ever,
replicate the conditions of war in peacetime — particularly
the fact that our enemy is trying to kill us.> As Clausewitz
suggests:

[Wlar is an act of force, and there is no logical limit to the
application of that force . . . War, however, is not the action of a
living force upon a lifeless mass, . . . but always the collision of
two living forces. . . . if you want to overcome your enemy, you
must match your effort against his powers of resistance, which
can be expressed as the product of two inseparable factors, viz.
the total means at his disposal and the strength of his will.®

This places a difficult burden on military organizations
on whose wisdom in preparing for war, a nation’s survival
can depend. Consequently, the development of concepts,
relevant and useful to thinking about and preparing for
future war, is of crucial importance.

In fact, the concepts of effects-based operations and
operational net assessment are not new, as many of their
advocates claim. They are a consistent theme through the
conduct of military campaigns by great commanders
throughout the military history of the Western world over
the past 3 centuries.” When tied to the historical framework
and the evolution of American doctrine, particularly as it
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emerged in the late 1970s and 1980s, these concepts offer
the opportunity to expand the understanding of the U.S.
military on the fundamental and unchanging nature of war,
with its constraints both in terms of politics and the impact
of friction. At the same time such concepts could allow the
incorporation of the technological and computer revolution,
clearly taking place in the external world, into service and
joint doctrinal and operational frameworks as well as the
education of future officers.®

When such concepts are not tied to the historical
framework, then they become nothing more than “slogans
and bumper stickers” that represent the re-invention of the
wheel—a wheel rickety, insubstantial, and incapable of
bearing any weight.? Without an historical perspective, the
theorist of future war is left to dream of things that have not
happened without any reference to the real world of human
experience and understanding. Those who believe that
history offers no useful support to theories of future war
would do well to remember Clausewitz’s sharp words on the
relationship between military theory and history:

[theory] is an analytic investigation leading to a close
acquaintance with the subject; applied to experience—in our
case military history—it leads to thorough familiarity with
it... [When it does not, the result is that theories become]
absolutely useless... in the rules and regulations they offer...
they aim at fixed values, but in war everything is uncertain,
and calculations have to be made with variable quantities."

Effects-Based Operations.

Over the past decade, there has been increasing interest
in a concept termed effects-based operations. The actual
derivation of the term comes from the design for the initial
night of the air campaign at the start of OPERATION
Desert Storm. Planners in the Black Hole, the center of
planning for the air campaign against Iraq, aimed do
something more than simply listing targets and then
attacking them one after another, with little regard for the



overall effect. The emphasis of the planners in the Black
Hole, harking back to air power thinking in the U.S. Army’s
Air Corps Tactical School before World War II, was on
achieving second and third order effects beyond the simple
destruction of targets, which had reflected so much of the
U.S. Air Force’s approach to air campaigns throughout
much of the Cold War.!!

The end result of this effects-based planning was that a
mixture of stealth, precision, and electronics
countermeasures destroyed Iraq’s integrated air defense
system in the opening hours of the Gulf War.'?> To many,
that success heralded a new age of air power employment,
one characterized by an emphasis on the effects and the
outcome rather than the inputs. Unfortunately, that
emphasis on air power employment has tended to give the
concept itself the flavor of an air force procurement
program, which has all too often been justified.

Moreover, advances in conceptual thinking have not
matched the advances in technology and precision over the
past 2 decades. Instead, much of the thinking about the
potential uses of precision to create effects-based operations
has focused on the tactical employment of weapons systems,
while the emphasis on precision has led most to focus on
target destruction instead of on the larger implications of
the conduct of effects-based campaign. Yet it would seem
that the most significant contribution that effects-based
thinking could make to the conduct of American military
operations in the 21st century would lie in the strategic
realm.

No matter how impressive the conduct of effects-based
operations might be at the tactical or operational levels,
there is no guarantee that linkages will exist to the
operational and strategic unless there is a coherent effort to
develop those linkages. The actual planning of an
effects-based campaign demands an intellectual effort to
think through the potential effects of policy decisions and
strategy, as well as the eventual contribution that tactical



actions might make to the achieving of operational or
strategic effects. The cruise missile attacks on Osama bin
Laden’s terrorist camps in the 1990s hit their targets with
exquisite precision. Undoubtedly, those attacks killed a
number of potential terrorists. However, they achieved
little or nothing at the strategic or operational levels—at
least as far as America’s war on terrorism goes, a fact that
the events transpiring on September 11, 2001, underlined
all too graphically.

If the political and strategic decisions are the crucial
element in the utilization of military power to achieve
national goals, then how might strategic decisionmakers
use the concept of effects-based operations to further the
articulation and conceptualization of strategy?'® First, the
development of a campaign that rests on effects-based
operations must begin with development of a realistic set of
strategic goals that could lead to an understood political
outcome. In other words, policymakers must have a
coherent vision of the strategic outcome towards which the
employment of military force must aim in order for planners
to think through the potential effects their military actions
might achieve. Thus, the processes of policy must develop a
coherent and adaptable strategic framework that provides
realistic guidance to the joint force commander responsible
for developing an effects-based campaign.

In the past, the creation of such a vision has often
represented a difficulty that has bedeviled policymakers.
And yet without some coherent and intelligent strategic
vision towards which policy and military action aim, the
results, more often than not, have been disastrous. In 1914
none of the major powers embarked on war with a clear idea
of the strategic outcome or the potential cost their societies
might have to pay.'* Once committed, they discovered
themselves in a conflict, the cost of which was so horrendous
they had no choice but to continue. The immediate political
price of admitting that the war had been a mistake was so
high that European political leaders simply soldiered on,



risking even greater catastrophe, rather than adapt
politically to the strategic and military realities.™

It is the political and strategic outcome towards which
policymakers aim that must exercise the greatest influence
over the development of military actions and effects. As
Clausewitz suggests in On War:

The political object—the original motive for the war— will thus
determine both the military objective to be reached and the
amount of effort it requires. The political object cannot,
however, in itself provide the standard of measurement. Since
we are dealing with realities, not with abstractions, it can do so
only in the context of two states at war. The same political
objective can elicit differing reactions from differing peoples,
and even from the same people at different times. We can
therefore take the political object as a standard only if we think
of the influence it can exert upon forces it is meant to move. The
nature of those forces therefore calls for study. Depending on
whether the characteristics increase or diminish the drive
towards a particular action, the outcome will vary [italics in the
original].'®

Nevertheless, the devising of an outcome towards which
national policy aims is not enough. Policymakers and
military leaders must also develop a realistic
understanding of the nature of their opponent if they are to
determine a sensible strategic course. What might be the
enemy’s goals? What are his political, economic, and
military strengths? What are his weaknesses? How do his
culture and his political system influence the choices his
leadership will make? What is he willing to sacrifice in the
pursuit of his political objectives? What does history suggest
about his potential courses of action? And how will he react
to actions taken against him? In effect, such questions must
connect effects-based operations to some form of net
assessment in devising the strategy, means, and ends
equation.’

The answers to such questions should certainly have
suggested to senior policymakers in 1964 that the United
States should not involve its military forces in Vietnam.
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And there was evidence available to answer such questions.
In 1964 the SIGMA II war game:

Ultimately . . . predicted that the escalation of American
military involvement would erode public support for the war
in the United States. Continued political instability in Saigon
drew into question the worthiness and dependability of
America’s ally, and the subtlety of the Communist strategy
made it difficult for the U.S. government to sustain the case for
military intervention . . . [Thus] SIGMA II questioned the
fundamental assumption on which graduated response
depended.™

But in 1964 and 1965, no one in Washington at the highest
levels of strategic or military policy was willing to ask such
questions, much less hear the dismal answers that such
questions would have elicited.

In the 21st century, U.S. policymakers cannot afford to
make such mistakes. If effects-based operations can make a
difference in the waging of the American “way of war,” then
military leaders must have a clear understanding of the
outcome towards which their military actions are to aim. If
they do not, they cannot design an effects-based campaign.
To achieve such clarity, military leaders may well have to
engage in extensive discourses with policymakers to force
political leaders to clarify their aims as well as the ends and
purposes for which they wish to employ military forces.

The Joint Advanced Warfighting Program at the
Institute of Defense Analyses is at present defining
discourses in its briefings on effects-based operations as: “a
continuous exchange of ideas or opinions (with feedback), 1)
on particular issues, 2) to seek clarity, and 3) with a view to
reaching a dynamic agreement.” The nature of the
discourses that a joint force commander should conduct will
“take many forms,” “occur at many levels,” “should be
ongoing (circumstances and environments are ever
changing, so agreements are ever changing, end state is
rarely [if ever] reached), ... should be intellectually rigorous



(encourage debate, require honesty between all
participants, create effective feedback loops).”*

Such discourses, by their very nature, will not be easy or
without considerable pain but in the end, they are the only
means by which policymakers and military leaders can
connect the political ends and the military means that are
available to achieve the national objectives. In the evolution
of the strategic framework, military leaders must
contribute to the understanding of strategic decisionmakers
as to the potential costs as well as the limitations on the
employment of force. This understanding is in fact a
two-way street, for it is the operational commander, the
joint force commander in current parlance, who must also
gain a clear understanding of the strategic aim that
policymakers seek. And in the end, he must translate the
strategic and political outcome for which a war is being
fought into its operational context, which in turn will
determine how military forces will be used.

This translation of strategy into hard campaign plans
that seek the creation of effects to achieve the desired
outcome and the execution of those plans in the light of
strategic guidance is essential to success in war. The
discourses between the military and strategic
decisionmakers are the essential heart of the process of
developing an understanding of the required effects. Only
by such discourses can a real understanding of the strategic
framework for effects-based operations be developed. Those
at the highest levels must begin by asking sharp and
penetrating questions as to the possible strategic and
political effects that potential military courses of action
might have.

Those discussions must never abandon a recognition
that the potential enemy may react differently than
expected, or that international opinion may exert an
unexpected influence over the course of events; or that
chance, as always in human affairs, may exercise its baleful
influence. Man lives in an uncertain and ambiguous



universe,”’ where chance can affect the best laid strategic
and operational plans for military action in the most
disastrous way.?! Clausewitz best described the importance
of the interrelationship between the strategic and the
operational in thinking about the future conduct of war:

war plans cover every aspect of war, and weave them all into a
single operation that must have a single, ultimate objective in
which all particular aims are reconciled. No one starts a
war—or rather no one in his senses ought to do so—without
first being clear in his mind what he intends to achieve by that
war and how he intends to conduct it. The former is its political
purpose; the latter its operational objective. This is the
governing principle which will set its course, prescribe the
scale of means and effort which are required, and make its
influence felt throughout down to the smallest operational
detail.”*

To a certain extent, in thinking through the implications
of effects-based operations, strategic decisionmakers and
military leaders are solving a complex maze. To do so, like
the solver of a maze, they must solve their puzzle by starting
at the center with the goals they wish to achieve and then
work backwards. It is the thinking through of a clear,
understandable outcome that provides the road map for the
potential uses of military force that can best achieve effects
that will contribute to that end.?® The greater the war and
the commitment, the easier will be the designing of the
strategic outcome. By 1941 even the democracies were clear
on the strategic outcome they sought from the great war
they were waging—the complete defeat of Nazi Germany
and Imperial Japan. The clarity of that awesome task made
the choice of means—massive mobilization of economies
and population as well as the projection of military forces
into the depths of the Japanese and Nazi Empires—
relatively easy to make.?*

The great strategic conundrum that confronts U.S.
policymakers and military-leaders in the 21st century is
both an advantage and a disadvantage. It is unlikely that
the potential challenges confronting the United States over
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the next half-century will be on the scale of World War II, or
even some of the conflicts that marked the Cold War.
However, the very ambiguity and uncertainty of future
threats will make it that much more difficult for
policymakers to develop strategic outcomes that are
relevant and acceptable to the majority of the American
people. And in this regard, it is worth remembering that
virtually the entire Democratic Party in fall 1990 saw no
reason for the United States to intervene militarily to
reverse Saddam Hussein’s rape of Kuwait and his potential
threat to the world’s oil supplies—a tyrant whose nation
was on the brink of achieving nuclear capabilities, which
only defeat in the Gulf War was to prevent.

There is, of course, no simple, clear framework for
establishing effects-based operations at the strategic level.
Rather, the aim must be to establish habits of thought and
processes that whether, at the onset of some great crisis or
in its midst, policymakers and military leaders have the
possibility of asking the right questions. What are
America’s strategic goals? What should the outcome look
like? What kind of political as well as military effects do we
need to seek? How might military effects best achieve those
political ends? What realistic possibilities are open to the
enemies of the United States? How can the nation best react
to unexpected courses of action by its adversaries? And how
might it best adapt, as the context, whether political,
strategic, operational, or tactical, proves resistant to its
efforts, or even to rest on faulty assumptions and
preconceived notions?

Operational Net Assessment.

Slightly over a year-and-a-half ago, Joint Forces
Command developed the idea that a crucial enabler for
effects-based operations to succeed against an adaptive
adversary was something its theorists termed “operational
net assessment.” Unfortunately, the term has not been
provided any significant theoretical examination or even an
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historical vetting. Nevertheless, it has come to enjoy
widespread currency throughout that command, if not
throughout the remainder of the American military, or in
the world of intelligence agencies. It was given a rather
unsuccessful first examination at the command’s UV01 war
game in May 2001. Significantly, despite the over 30 years
that the Pentagon’s Office of Net Assessment has existed
under the directorship of Mr. Andrew Marshall, there are no
indications that anyone in Joint Forces Command has
bothered to check with that office as to the complexities and
ambiguities involved in performing a net assessment, much
less an operational net assessment. Nor is there any
indication that its “theorists” have examined the historical
record as to how nations and their intelligence agencies
have managed to perform net assessment of their opponents
in the past.®

Yet, however superficial Joint Forces Command’s
examination of operational net assessment has been thus
far, it has at least made the crucial point that traditional
methods of intelligence and battle damage assessment are
no longer satisfactory. Simply totaling up the number of
tanks, armored personnel carriers, numbers of brigades and
divisions, number of fighter aircraft by types, etc., in the
traditional order of battle yields little useful knowledge on
what matters: the enemy’s will and staying power. As the
Gulf War against Iraq underlined, all of the best Soviet
technology was useless in the hands of ill-trained and
prepared conscripts led by an officer corps throughout
which Saddam’s brutal tyranny squelched every sign of
initiative.?® As in Homer’s day, Patrocolus was not the equal
of Achilles. Similarly, as the planners in the “Black Hole”
intuitively understood before the launching of the air
offensive against Iraq’s integrated air defense system in
January 1991, the Air Force’s traditional method of
wracking up targets and destroying them one at a time
made little sense in the era of precision and stealth.?” The
current interest in conducting effects-based operations
suggests that a more sophisticated understanding and
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picture of the enemy are required on which to base planning.
Again, Joint Forces Command has been correct to
emphasize that since the enemy will be by his very nature a
complex adaptive system, then operational net assessment
demands continuous assessment and reassessment of the
enemy, as he changes and adapts to U.S. military actions.
Finally, the command has performed a real service in
underlining that much more than just military actions must
form the equation of operational net assessment: the
enemy’s culture, his political system, and his economic
structure, all are factors of considerable importance in the
creation of an operational net assessment. That said, Joint
Forces Command has not moved much beyond the placing of
interesting ideas on the table for examination. Put simply,
its theorists are either incapable or unwilling to examine
the full implications of what a true operational net
assessment might actually involve. To think through how
U.S. military forces and intelligence agencies might
actually perform operational net assessments requires an
understanding of how difficult such estimates have proven
in the past and the difficulties that would be involved in
gaining not only deep knowledge of the enemy armed forces,
but also the mentality and culture that drive his political
processes, as well as motivate those who will fight.

The most fundamental problem is that intelligence
agencies throughout the 20th century have proven woefully
inept at anything more than counting the numbers and
suggesting the technological sophistication of potential
opponents. In actual fact, more often than not the numbers
have proven largely irrelevant to the actual results. What
has mattered have been the intangibles such as the enemy’s
will and the ability of his military organizations to place
competently trained and motivated troops on the battlefield
and to provide them with competent guidance at the
operational level.

Intelligence agencies consistently have proven either
enthusiastic worse casers of enemy capabilities, or all to
optimistic on the actual balance of military forces. In the
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former case, British strategic policy in the late 1930s
foundered not only on the misreading of Hitler’s aims by
leading policymakers, but on the worst casing of military
appreciations by their military advisers.?® By providing the
appeasers with specious worst case arguments about the
inferiority of Allied military forces, British and French
intelligence ensured the surrender at Munich.

On the other hand, there are even more cases where
military leaders and their intelligence agencies have
posited optimistic prognostications that actual events soon
proved to be depressingly off the mark. German estimations
as to the ability of Britain to stand up to miliary pressure in
summer 1940 represents a particularly good case. At the
end of June 1940, Operations Deputy for the
Oberkommando der Wehrmacht (armed forces high
command) General Alfred Jodl calculated that the war was
already won.?® Two weeks later, Luftwaffe intelligence
produced an assessment of the RAF’s capabilities that was
wrong in every single one of its estimates, except for the
number of Spitfires and Hurricanes available to Fighter
Command at the beginning of the battle.>’ Eleven months
later, German intelligence would get virtually everything
wrong in estimating the capabilities of the Red Army and
Stalin’s regime to resist the Wehrmacht in Operation
BARBAROSSA.?! Americans have been no less susceptible
to cultural arrogance and overconfidence; in 1965 the U.S.
military had so much contempt for the Viet Minh that had
defeated the French in the First Vietnam War that the
services paid virtually no attention to the French
experience.>

But the business of net assessment is not just a matter of
underestimating one’s potential adversary. It can also
result in overestimates of enemy capabilities as well as a
general lack of understanding of the enemy’s historical and
cultural framework. A true understanding of the nature of
the enemy and his potential to resist requires a real
knowledge of his strengths as well as his weaknesses. In the
summer and fall of 1990, U.S. policymakers and military

13



leaders assessed the strength of the Iraqi regime as lying in
its military institutions, and its weak points as lying in the
stability of Saddam Hussein’s regime.?® That assessment,
as events soon proved, was 180 degrees out of kilter. The
miscalculation of Iraqi strengths and weaknesses at the
political and strategic levels had a serious impact on the
conduct of the war, as well as the armistice that U.S.
negotiators accepted in February 1991. Simple military
defeat, even of the most catastrophic kind, will not, in the
end, result in the overthrow of a ruthlessly efficient political
tyranny such as that run by individuals like Saddam
Hussein.**

One should also not forget that during the prolonged
40-plus years of the Cold War, U.S. intelligence agencies
had extraordinary difficulty in estimating the actual
military and economic strength of the Soviet Union. In fact,
they even failed to pick up the deep difficulties that the
Soviet regime had fallen into by the 1980s—so much so that
they were not able to predict the collapse of the Soviet
system until the actual collapse was well under way. Much
of the problem lay in the inability of intelligence analysts,
military experts, and policymakers to understand the
Soviets from any other perspective than that of the United
States. Throughout the period of the Cold War, “mirror
imaging” was the bane of the U.S. intelligence system, even
though there were indications that the Soviets were
running their system under fundamentally different
measures of effectiveness and calculations than Americans
ran their system.

The Office of Net Assessment in the Office of the
Secretary of Defense did struggle against the tide, but in the
end, futilely, to bring a more coherent understanding of the
Soviet Union. It argued that, if one were really to
comprehend what the Soviets were doing, then one had to
understand how they actually thought in calculating issues
such as the military balance, or the strategic competition
with the United States. In 1982 Andrew Marshall noted the
following about the Soviet methods of assessment:
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Since the major American objective is deterrence of the Soviet
Union from a wide range of activities, a major component of
any assessment of the adequacy of the strategic balance
should be our best approximation to a Soviet-style
assessment. . . . But this must not be the standard U.S.
calculations done with slightly different assumptions about
missile accuracies, silo hardness, etc. Rather it should be, to
the extent possible, using those scenarios they see as most
likely and their criteria and ways of measuring outcomes. This
is not just a point of logical nicety since there is every reason to
believe that Soviet assessments are likely to be structured
much differently from their U.S. counterparts. The Soviet
calculations are likely to make different assumptions about
scenarios and objectives, focus attention on different
variables, include both long-range and theater forces
(conventional as well as nuclear), and may . . . perform
different calculations, use different measures of effectiveness,
and perhaps use different assessment processes and methods
[in reaching their conclusions].*

Marshall’s understanding of how to think about net
assessment, of course, reflected his thinking over the period
of more than a decade at the time. There is no reason to
believe that this view has changed over the subsequent 2
decades that he has held the position of the Director of the
Office of Net Assessment.

The work that the Office of Net Assessment has
performed over the past 3 decades suggests how far Joint
Forces Command and the U.S. military actually are from
realizing an operational net assessment, which aims not
just at a direct, current snapshot, but at a rolling
operational net assessment that calculates how military
actions from both sides affect the actual military balance in
war. The ability to perform an operational net assessment
will require a fundamental shift in the cultures and focus of
America’s civil and military intelligence agencies. An
operational net assessment requires more than intercepted
and translated messages, overhead satellite imagery,
calculations of enemy numbers and dispositions.
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Instead, it will require a deep understanding of the
enemy’s cultural and political framework for making
decisions, his underlying religious and ideological
motivations, his conception of the military options on the
table, and, above all, language competency and historical
perspective. If American policymakers and intelligence
analysts found it virtually impossible to achieve such an
understanding of the motivations and rationale of their
Soviet opponent in the relative calm of a Cold War that
lasted over 40 years, how much more difficult is it going to be
to perform a rolling net assessment of an opponent which
most likely has only recently appeared to challenge some
major American interest?

The basic requirement for the ability to perform
operational net assessment must be a revolution in the
culture of intelligence. The knowledge of language, culture,
and history are going to be as important, if not more so, than
the kinds of expertise that American intelligence has been
emphasizing over the course of the last half-century. And
U.S. intelligence is going to have to move away from the
search for the predictive to an emphasis on a broader,
intuitive understanding of potential opponents. As one
recent commentator has noted about the difficulties
involved in the making of strategy in the 21st century:

Patterns do emerge from the past, and their study permits
educated guesses about the range of potential outcomes. But the
future is not an object of knowledge; no increase in processing
power will make the owl of history a daytime bird. Similar
causes do not always produce similar effects, and causes
interact in ways unforeseeable even by the historically
sophisticated. Worse still, individuals—with their ambitions,
vanities, and quirks—make strategy.... Finally, conflict is the
realm of contradiction and paradox.*®

Thus, it would seem the Joint Forces Command has set for
itself a difficult agenda—one that most in the command
have yet to fathom.
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Conclusion.

The problems that confront the U.S. military and the
Army in particular are daunting. In a time of revolutionary
change, driven to a great extent by technological
transformation in the external society, the American
military at the same time confronts the trying business of
preparing for war and carrying the burden of worldwide
strategic responsibilities. There is a real reason why the
U.S. military became interested in the concept of a potential
“revolution in military affairs” at the end of the Cold War.?’
To a great extent, this situation presents challenges that
the American military have never before confronted.

Moreover, the onrush of technology has exacerbated the
tendency, always present not only in the American military
but American society as well, to dismiss the lessons of the
past as irrelevant to the challenges of the future. The
problem with such approach is that, since military
organizations cannot replicate the conditions of war, the
past represents the only laboratory available for
understanding the actual conditions under which war will
always occur. A recent paper on thinking about joint
warfare has commented on the implications of the Prussian
victories in 1866 and 1870 in the following terms:

[T]he adaptation of military method to changing requirements
and capabilities is neither automatic nor trivial. At stake are
not only expensive and difficult to replace weapons and
equipment, but also the ingrained mental sets of soldiers and
leaders that will give their behavior in battle. And yet . . . even
recognition that change is necessary offers no assurance that
competing military institutions will adapt to it in the same
way or to equal advantage.

Typically, . . . those militaries that have coped with change
most effectively have grasped the future from a firm foothold
in the past. What many call military revolutions often turn out
on closer examination to have been revolutionary only in
retrospect, and then only to their victims. From the
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perspective of those making the changes in question, what was
taking place was thoughtful and deliberate adaptation.

The crucial difference between adaptive and revolutionary
change, in short, is respect for history. War remains above all a
violent struggle between independent and hostile human wills,
and the essential dynamics of that struggle, however variable
the means by which it is conducted, change as slowly as human
abilities, desires and fears. . . .

Respect [for history], however, need not mean imprisonment. In
1866 and 1870, the Austrians and French were trapped by
history, the Prussians empowered by it. The difference was in
the way history was interpreted, evaluated, and applied. The
Austrians and the French, having taken little trouble to study
the past, were in no position to gauge the effect of new
capabilities on the future. Whereas, the Prussians, steeped in a
meticulous examination of war’s enduring dynamics confidently
could estimate how new tools would alter future military
operations.®

Those thinking about Army transformation over the coming
decade would do well not to forget that the past is crucial to
understanding the future of combat, no matter what
technological changes may occur.
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CHAPTER 2

THE ARMY, TRANSFORMATION, AND
MODERNIZATION, 1945-1991:
IMPLICATIONS FOR TODAY

Colonel Arthur W. Connor, Jr.

All modern military history is filled with these records of
failure in which a nation places its reliance on one single arm
and learns too late that that arm will not suffice. It is a tragic
lesson and its message is clear, but to date we have not learned
it, for we still find political leaders—and plenty in uniform
too—forlornly hoping that we can defend ourselves, save
ourselves, by choosing what appears to be the easiest,
cheapest way.

General Matthew B. Ridgway'

From the end of World War IT in 1945 until the collapse of
the Soviet Union in 1991, the Cold War dominated
American strategy and policy. For the U.S. Army, the Cold
War defined its roles, missions, and organizational
structure. Prior to World War II, the Army was a small and
dispersed force of battalion- and company-sized units,
scattered throughout the United States. After the war, the
exigencies of a changed strategic landscape dictated a large
standing army for the first time in the history of the
Republic. Throughout the decades bounded by the Cold
War, the Army attempted to transform itself several times
and fight several conflicts, all the while searching for the
proper organizational structure to meet the nation’s
threats.

By dividing the Cold War into distinct periods that
correspond with the changes in the Army and the nation, it
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is possible to examine transformation and modernization.
There are several themes that are common to each of these
periods and how they relate to the Army, including the
impact of national strategy, especially nuclear strategy and
the concomitant rise of the Air Force; the impact of budget
and the economy; technology and its seductive promise of
“cleaner war”; and the endless quest within the Army for
relevancy.

Since the end of World War II, the Army has not
transformed. Transformation refers to dramatic changes in
organization, employment, and/or doctrine that affect
dramatically structure and purpose. Transformation is not
modernization, although technological advances are
important to both. In contrast, modernization is the
constant process of upgrading current weapons and
weapons systems, vehicles, and the general conventional
accoutrements of war needed by every army. Technological
advances make it possible to produce rifles that are lighter
and more accurate, trucks that can haul more cargo farther
and more efficiently, tanks that are deadlier, and artillery
that is more lethal and accurate. Modernization is a
constant imperative for all armies. The history of the Cold
War bears stark witness to an army that evolved slowly and
carefully through a series of incremental weapon’s
modernization programs, minor organization changes, and
doctrinal changes. Transformation was not needed, norisit
likely to be needed in the future. It is modernization—the
introduction of new technologies and upgrades in command
and control and weapon’s systems—that is the imperative of
the future for the Army if it is to remain viable as the
primary instrument of the nation’s policy decisions.

Therefore, the period from 1945-91 is important as it
illustrates the many variegated issues that affected the
Army as it tried to transform and modernize during the Cold
War. The implications for the future are enormous, as many
of the issues facing the Army and transformation today are
the same issues faced in the previous 50 years.
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The Post-War Army 1945-1950: Occupation and
Malaise .

On September 2, 1945, the representatives of the
Emperor of Japan signed the surrender documents on the
deck of the U.S.S. Missouri, ending the most devastating
conflict in human history. In commenting after the
ceremony, General of the Army Douglas MacArthur was
succinct: “We have had our last chance. If we do not devise
some greater and more equitable system, Armageddon will
be at our door.”® If Armageddon were to come, it would
come, of course, in the guise of nuclear bombs and ballistic
missiles. For the U.S. Army in September 1945, however,
nuclear warfare with all its attendant complexities was not
the most pressing issue. KEurope, both victor and
vanquished, was in ruins. Japan was equally devastated.
The territories of the former colonial powers seethed, while
an “Iron Curtain” was inexorably descending on Europe. To
fill the void created by the war, the Army embarked on a
vast system of military government led by Generals Joseph
T. McNarney and Lucius D. Clay in Germany, and Douglas
MacArthur in Japan.® As it had in the aftermath of all
previous wars, the Army looked to demobilize its victorious
formations that triumphed from the Rhine to Tokyo Bay
and treat the war in many respects, as if it were merely an
“Indian raid writ large.”

Demobilization was a daunting task. On August 15,
1945, General of the Army George C. Marshall made it the
Army’s primary mission. From a wartime high of more than
8 million soldiers, the Army mustered only 684,000 troops
on July 1, 1947.° Underpinning this rapid decline was the
assumption by Marshall that Universal Military Training
would become law, requiring all young men to spend a year
in the service after graduating from high school. Universal
Military Training would, Marshall hoped, allow for the
rapid expansion of the Army in the event of war. Congress
and the budget, however, never provided for the cost of such
an expensive system, dooming it and clouding even further
the structure of the post-war Army. Most congressmen, like
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most Americans, assumed that the days of massed armies
were a relic of the past.®

In making demobilization its highest priority in 1945,
Marshall only was reflecting the wishes of President Harry
S. Truman. On September 6, 1945, Truman sent Congress
eight specific policies he intended to follow in reestablishing
the peacetime functions of the nation. The first policy listed
is instructive: “Demobilize as soon as possible the armed
forces no longer needed.”” Truman merely was reflecting
the mood of most Americans. The real question that
remained unanswered was the last part of the
policy—“forces no longer needed.” To demobilize effectively
and retain those forces needed to affect American security
aims, the second half of the policy must precede the first.
Without knowing what armed forces were needed, more
accurately what the national security strategy was, there
was no way to judge which forces to demobilize, and which to
retain.

From the beginning of the post-war demobilization,
Truman faced continuous domestic pressure to “bring the
boys home,” even while Army strength dropped
precipitously. From September 1, 1945, through June 30,
1947, the number of Army divisions fell from a war-time
high of 89 to just 12. A year later the Army could muster
only ten active divisions on its rolls.® Truman and Congress
received numerous letters and telegrams pleading for the
release of soldiers every day.? Even the soldiers themselves,
fresh from victories in Europe, gathered in town squares
protesting their retention in service. To General Matthew
Ridgway, such “disgraceful exhibitions” undermined
discipline and caused him nothing but anger and disgust.*°
Disgraceful though they may have been, the soldiers only
reflected the desires of the American public to demobilize
even faster. Despite his misgivings, Truman empathized
with “parents still waiting for their sons, and with the wives
and children longing to see their husbands and fathers
again.”'! Domestic politics overshadowed any careful
examination of the proper size and mission of the post-war
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Army by ensuring the demobilization would be frenetic.
The failure of Congress to consider funding Universal
Military Training exacerbated the difficulties.

Despite the seemingly chaotic activity associated with
demobilization, the Army had a sizable task to perform in
occupying Germany and Japan. As demobilization played
havoc with the divisions and units still on active duty; the
Army formed the U.S. Constabulary force from the
remaining units in Germany to execute law enforcement
responsibilities and to support civil authorities.’? In Korea
and Japan, demobilization had equally deleterious effects.
Of the three divisions sent to Korea in 1945, two were
deactivated and the third was sent to Japan in 1948, leaving
only a military advisory group on the peninsula. In Japan,
the 1st Cavalry Division operated at only 25 percent of its
authorized strength during its first year of occupation duty,
with minimally trained teenagers coming to the division as
replacements.'

Overwhelmed with demobilization and occupation
duties, the Army nonetheless tried to capture the
organizational and tactical lessons of the war. The
European Theater of Operations established the General
Board to examine all aspects of the Army’s experience. Its
committees focused on the division, with three types
recommended for retention in the Army: infantry, armored,
and airborne. Over the next 3 years, various conferences,
committees, general officers, and the Army staff all tinkered
with divisional organizations. In 1948, the Department of
the Army published the new tables of organization for each
of the three divisional types.!* The end result was an Army
that looked much like its World War II counterpart,
equipped with the same weapons, though undermanned,
and looking to a future in which it seemed increasingly
irrelevant.’® The newly achieved independence of the Air
Force and unification of the Armed Forces in 1947 only
served to reinforce this seeming irrelevance.
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As the Army continued to help in rebuilding Germany
and Japan, Truman faced the harsh reality of Soviet designs
in Europe and elsewhere in the world. George Kennan’s
“long telegram” of February 1946 forced the U.S. leaders to
confront their failure to provide a national strategy. Just
over a year later, on March 12, 1947, the Truman Doctrine
was born with the proclamation by the President that “it
must be the policy of the United States to support free
peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed
minorities or outside pressures.”'® Yet, how was the United
States to do this, when the Army would continue to
demobilize through June of that same year? At the same
time Truman, a fiscal conservative, was steadily reducing
the financial resources available to defense. Defense
expenditures declined from $81.6 billion in 1945, to $44.7 in
1946, to a paltry $13.1 billion for 1947.}" Faith in the Air
Force and America’s nuclear monopoly allowed Truman to
dwell in an unreal world of flawed policy, while the Army
continued an inexorable slide into oblivion.

With a dearth of funding and no draft to replenish its
ranks, the Army numbered only 538,000 soldiers on June
30, 1948. Congress reluctantly passed the Selective Service
Act 0f 1948, but a difficult budget battle increased Army end
strength by only 100,000 troops. With U.S. policy fixed on
atomic power, Secretary of Defense Louis Johnson
continued to cut defense expenditures below the ceiling set
even by Truman for 1949." Johnson’s actions precipitated
the “Revolt of the Admirals” when he canceled the aircraft
carrier United States. But his cuts also affected the Army.
Facing reality, Army Field Forces Headquarters issued
reduced Tables of Organization and Equipment, cutting
division strength by a third. The 2nd Infantry Division at
Fort Lewis, Washington, numbered only 12,000 men in
1949, but kept every unit in existence by making
across-the-board reductions, while overseas commands cut
one battalion per regiment.!® In essence, Truman’s
contradictory military and foreign policies forced the Army
to eat itself. Asthe 1940s ended, the Secretary of the Army
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still considered occupation as the organization’s biggest
single task. Many problems remained unresolved,
including serious shortages of modern equipment and a
nonexistent research and development program.?’ World
events would not wait for the Army to fix these problems.

The Shock of the Korean War: 1950-53 .

When North Korean forces crossed the 38th parallel on
June 25, 1950, the U.S. Army numbered 591,000 soldiers
out of an authorized strength of 630,201, organized in ten
divisions.?! Containment as a national policy was limping
badly, and Truman himself sensed this many months prior
to the invasion of the South by the North Koreans. In
response to the Soviet Union’s explosion of a nuclear device,
the victory in China by the communists led by Mao
Tse-Tung, and the rising tide of anticommunist sentiment
in the Congress, Truman directed the Secretaries of Defense
and State to reexamine U.S. objectives and plans on
January 30, 1950. The resulting document, National
Security Council (NSC)-68, was a watershed in how the
United States would prosecute the Cold War.?> When
NSC-68 arrived on Truman’s desk in June 1950, it
recommended large increases in defense spending to build
up the American military and allies in order to balance the
Soviet Union’s growing world power and ambitions.
Characteristically, Truman refused to allow publication of
the document and decided to wait until after the November
elections before approaching Congress with any budget
increase.?® Truman chose to equivocate; the North Koreans
did not.

During the first few days of fighting, the United States
struggled to respond. In Washington, Matthew Ridgway
observed that senior military and civilian officials hoped air
and naval forces alone could contain the North Koreans.
The “bright delusion” of scaring the North Koreans with an
air and naval display quickly collapsed as the Republic of
Korea (ROK) Army crumbled under the hammer blows of
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the enemy’s far more numerous tanks and better prepared
infantry.** In Korea, MacArthur cabled Washington in the
early morning hours of June 30, asking to commit two
divisions to the fighting. Truman authorized the movement
of a regimental combat team to Korea immediately, while
acceding to MacArthur’s full request later that morning.?
Task Force Smith led the U.S. Army’s effort to stop the
North Koreans in early July 1950—with disastrous
results.”®

The commitment of this under-strength task force was
not the product of rational analysis of the capabilities of the
Army in Japan to stop the North Koreans, or a testament to
its readiness and ability to deploy quickly. It was, in fact,
born of the desperation of domestic politics. American
politics in the Spring of 1950 was “infected by [a] sense of
betrayal” and by an ugly national mood of the fear of
communist conspiracy. Senator Joseph McCarthy of
Wisconsin was leading the charge to find communist
collaborators at all levels of the government and
bureaucracy. Faced with charges that the Democrats had
“lost” China to Mao, the explosion of an atomic bomb by the
Soviets in August 1949 and their boldness in blockading
Berlin, and the convictions of Alger Hiss on perjury and
Klaus Fuchs on passing atomic secrets to the Soviets in
early 1950, Truman had no choice but to commit America to
the defense of Korea.?"

While the personnel decreases inherent in the penurious
defense budgets of the years 1945-50 ended with Task Force
Smith, there were many other problems that were not as
visible. The most serious problems facing the Army at the
start of the Korean War were the twin issues of supply and
training. There had been no Army modernization or
transformation in the 5 years after World War II; only an
attempt to refine the divisional organizations developed
during the war, while concentrating on demobilizing the
Army during the occupation. Army procurement stopped in
1945 with the exception of food, clothing, and medical
supplies. Units had to operate with equipment left over
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from the war despite increasing obsolescence. Maintenance
became problematic as the Army failed to procure repair
parts, leaving equipment of all types in a deplorable state of
disrepair. Reductions in personnel and facilities allowed
only for minimal maintenance on most equipment, while
budgetary restrictions reduced the amount of spare parts
and assemblies available. Of the 3,202 medium “Sherman”
tanks in the United States in 1950, 1,326 were
unserviceable. The vast majority of the Army’s motor
transport was 6 or more years old, with conditions even
worse in Eighth Army in Japan.?® Since the end of the war,
Far East Command had received no new equipment of any
kind, including tanks and vehicles. Authorized 221
recoilless rifles, Eighth Army fielded only 21. While 13,780
two-and-a-half-ton trucks were on hand, only 4,441 were in
running condition; of the 18,000 “jeeps” in the command,
10,000 were unserviceable.? Equally distressing, however,
was the state of other classes of supply in the theater.

Ammunition of all types was in short supply, and stocks
were out of balance. The vast quantities of ammunition
remaining from World War Il rapidly declined from training
requirements, transfers to allies, and normal deterioration.
Since penurious budgets prevented new ammunition
acquisitions, there were inadequate amounts of most
types.?® Artillery ammunition, in particular, was always in
short supply throughout the Korean War, especially in the
last 2 years. As Ridgway (and later General James Van
Fleet) emphasized, American firepower was the major
counter to the massed attacks of the Chinese Communist
Forces. It was not unusual to have numerous artillery
battalions firing simultaneously in support of beleaguered
U.S. and United Nations (U.N.) soldiers. One battalion
fired 11,600 rounds in a 12-hour period, a rate of one round
per howitzer per minute. Ammunition for heavy artillery
battalions was always insufficient and had to be rationed;
this forced commanders to build special ramps for tanks so
that they could fire their main guns as artillery.*’ While
ammunition was a problem, the lack of training in the
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combat units fighting the war was an even bigger problem.
The sad tales of the 8064th Heavy Tank Platoon
(Provisional) and the 8066th Mechanized Reconnaissance
Platoon (Provisional) reflect both the training and
equipment problems facing Eighth Army.

Desperate to get some armored force into the fight in
Korea to counter the North Korean T-34 tanks, Eighth
Army formed the 8064th and 8066th platoons on July 10,
1950.>> During the nearly 5 years of occupation duty,
Eighth Army turned in all of its M-4 “Sherman” medium
tanks and reduced the tank battalion of each division to a
single company of 17 M-24 “Chaffee” light tanks. When the
M-24 tanks proved to be of dubious value in fighting the
North Korean T-34s, Eighth Army scoured its depots and
found three M-26 “Pershing” heavy tanks. All three tanks
suffered from a variety of mechanical problems after 5 years
of neglect. Desperate for anything that could stand up to the
North Korean tanks, it was decided to rebuild the
Pershings, form them into a provisional tank platoon (the
8064th), and crew them with men from the tank company of
the 1st Cavalry Division. Additionally, another provisional
unit, the 8066th, was formed from men out of Kobe Base,
Japan, who had previous armor experience. The platoon
consisted of five M-8 “Greyhound” armored cars used by the
military police in Tokyo for crowd control. The 8066th
arrived in Pusan in the middle of July, with the 8064th
following on July 16, 1950.

The 8064th Heavy Tank Platoon went into combat
almost immediately, moving northward from Pusan by rail
to Chinju in the southern sector of the now rapidly
diminishing U.N. perimeter. Arriving at the station in
Chinju at 0300 on July 28, the tanks’ engines overheated
immediately, as their fan belts stretched out of shape after
running only a few hours. Since there were no M-26 fan
belts in theater, attempts were made to fabricate new belts
in Japan. After 3 days, all efforts failed, and Eighth Army
ordered the tiny force out of Chinju and back to Pusan.
Unfortunately, the North Korean 6th Division beat the
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evacuation train into town, forcing the 8064th to fight its
way out. After a brieffire fight, the tankers abandoned their
overheated machines, leaving 13 men killed or captured.

The 8066th Mechanized Reconnaissance Platoon
suffered a similar fate only 2 days later. Attached to the 1st
Battalion, 29th Infantry Regiment, the 8066th was
ambushed while participating in a reconnaissance in force
westward from the village of Chungam-ni back toward
Chinju on August 2, 1950. The North Koreans destroyed
four of the five armored cars of the platoon and killed the
platoon leader.

The two provisional platoons led an evanescent life in
combat in Korea. They were the product of a desperate
command seeking a solution to the North Korean armored
threat. Hastily organized, operating equipment they had
never trained on, and haphazardly committed to combat,
the 8064th and 8066th failed to achieve even a modicum of
success, despite the heroics of individuals. A provisional
tank battalion was formed in August, and the Army scoured
the old Pacific battlefields in search of any Sherman tanks
left over from the war. The 70th Tank Battalion, formed at
Fort Knox, Kentucky, actually equipped its C Company
with M-26 Pershing tanks sitting on concrete pedestals
around the post. All of these problems, and the wastage of
men and materiel, were due to the hasty nature of the
post-war demobilization.

Building a tank requires a long lead time. Thousands of
parts must be manufactured and assembled. Specialized
tools and dies are required, as are skilled engineers and
workers. Because of the extensive time required to retool
and reenergize American tank production during the
Korean War, more troops were using the World War II
vintage Sherman tank than the newer M-46 “Patton” as late
as October 1952. The M-46 was not a new tank from the
ground up. It was simply a new turret mated to existing
M-26 hulls. Had the Army not been in the process of
converting 800 M-26s into M-46s, it is likely that only World
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War II era tanks would have reached the battlefield prior to
1953.

Throughout the 5 years preceding the Korean War, the
time and quality of basic training provided to the incoming
Army private fluctuated wildly depending on funding
levels. At the end of World War II, a 17-week training cycle
was standard. Within a year, this had dropped to 8 weeks,
followed by another temporary cut to a mere 4 weeks in
November and December of 1946, as the Army struggled to
fill overseas occupation units. In May 1947 the cycle
increased to 13 weeks, only to fall once again to 8 weeks less
than a year later.®® The training cycle in the years prior to
Korea caused considerable upheavals in the training and
readiness of all Army units. Adding to the training
deficiencies was the lack of live-fire training. Immediately
following the end of World War II, General Jacob Devers,
Chief of Army Field Forces, suspended all unit live-fire
training, even though the Army had a well-developed,
wartime tested series of live fire exercises for squads,
platoons, and companies. His rationale, and that of his
successor, General Mark Clark, was simple: safety. Safety
was a greater concern to the Army’s peacetime leaders than
training readiness. A mere 12 days after Task Force Smith’s
destruction, the Army reconstituted live fire training.?*
With the safety of peacetime shattered and the Korean War
seemingly validating the tenets of NSC-68, the fiscal
restraint of the Truman administration became another
casualty. For the Army, innovation and desperation
reigned as it struggled to get trained units and more
equipment into the fight.

The first order of business was to fill the divisions
fighting in Korea, while providing MacArthur the
reinforcements needed. The Army evolved a simple
strategy: fill the divisions fighting as quickly as possible,
while rebuilding the general reserve to meet threats that
might arise elsewhere. Eighth Army came up with a similar
solution. It cannibalized the 7th Infantry Division both of
people and equipment to fill out the three divisions fighting
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in Korea. With the Army staff unable to send sufficient
replacements to the Far East to replace the heavy losses in
the initial fighting, the Army assigned South Koreans to
each division. As the fighting increased, MacArthur asked
for more and more troops. He received the 2d and 3d
Infantry Divisions, the last two divisions in the General
Reserve, from the United States. The Army continued to
expand piecemeal, and asked for and received permission
from Truman to federalize four under-strength National
Guard divisions in August 1950. It was not until the
Chinese intervention in November 1950 that the President
declared a national emergency. Within a year-and-a-half of
the war’s outbreak, the U.S. Army doubled in divisions from
ten to twenty.35

Ultimately, the Army mobilized nearly three million
men, stopped the combined North Korean and Chinese
armies, restored the status quo ante bellum, and continued
to defend against other threats, most notably in Europe.
There was, however, little in the way of transformation or
change in the Army. Instead, it adapted the weapons and
tactics of World War II to the enemy and terrain of Korea.
The division itself changed little, and the tactical innovation
of the first year of the war gave way to the enervating tactics
of firepower dominance in the positional warfare of the last
2 years of combat. The only real change occurred in a
personnel rotation policy that moved individuals rather
than units out of Korea. The program, designed by the
Army to share the combat burden, did keep experienced
staffs in Korea, but left platoons, companies, and battalions
bereft of cohesion or esprit de corps as soldiers rotated in and
out. The average tanker and infantryman rotated back to
the States after 9 and 10 months respectively, while service
support troops could stay as long as 18 months.*

As the war ended in 1953, so too did the Truman
administration. For 5 years following the surrender of
Japan, Truman tried to wage a Cold War by starving the
Army and relying on atomic supremacy. The shock of the
North Korean invasion of the South itself was not enough to
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loosen Truman’s grip on the economy—only the
intervention of the Chinese in the war could do that. The
end result was a gigantic rearmament program—the
building of the hydrogen bomb, many different types of
lesser atomic weapons, new supercarriers, the B-52 bomber,
and missiles of all types.®” The Army spent the years
1945-53 in demobilizing initially, occupying Germany and
Japan, expanding during the Korean War, reinforcing
Europe, and, finally, fighting a limited war. At no time,
however, did the Army seriously contemplate more than
minor changes to its organization or approach to war. The
official position was that there was no need for doctrinal
changes.®® Bereft of ideas and the desire to change, the
Army entered the mid-1950s facing the same issues that
were extant in the mid 1940s.

An Uncertain Trumpet: The Pentomic Army,
1954-1960.

The inauguration of Dwight D. Eisenhower ushered in
the end of the Korean War and another national military
strategy based on the atomic bomb and airpower. If anyone
in the Army hoped for a more sympathetic attitude towards
its problems, they were dashed almost immediately by the
administration’s announcement of the “New Look”
defensive policy. Despite reservations from the Army, the
Eisenhower administration formalized its policy in July
1953 when it issued NSC-162.2° There was nothing really
that new about the New Look. The basic structure of the
policy was an expanded strategic air force and reliance on
technology, which allowed for a severe reduction in
conventional forces. Reductions in conventional forces also
meant lowered defense costs and savings to the nation. To
Eisenhower it was simple. “If we should proceed recklessly
and habitually to create budget deficits year after year, we
have with us an inflationary influence that can scarcely be
successfully combated. Our particular form of economy
could not endure.”® Eisenhower was convinced that the
kind of force he led across the channel in 1944 offered no use

38



whatsoever in the world of the atomic bomb. “Now, our most
valued, our most costly asset is our young men. Let’s don’t
use thﬁm any more than we have to,” he told the Washington
Post .

For the senior leadership of the Army, the lessons and
hardships of the Korean War seemed not to matter. When
he presented his first budget as Army Chief of Staff to
Secretary of Defense Charles E. Wilson in 1953, Ridgway
had an epiphany: “[The] military budget was not based so
much on military requirements, or on what the economy of
the country could stand, but as on political
considerations.”*® This is a timeless and important
observation that is just as true today. Political
considerations, both domestic and external, will always
supersede any logic for force structure requirements,
especially for the Army. Only the requirements of a “hot
war” dull the tendency to find economies in the
unglamorous and seemingly nonstrategic role the Army
plays in American security. Once the war is over, however,
the long knives of the bureaucrat and politician return to
carve away excess “fat.” To General Maxwell Taylor, now
commanding Eighth Army in Korea, the ultimate effect of
the Korean War was not to show the weaknesses inherent in
the reliance of the United States on airpower and atomic
weapons, but just the opposite. Faith in “atomic airpower”
was strengthened, not reduced. To Taylor, the New Look
was little more than the old air power dogma set forth in
Madison Avenue trappings.*® How would the Army
respond?

Facing another series of seemingly endless cuts with no
apparent role in national strategy other than civil defense,
tested Army leadership. The Army ended the Korean War
with 20 divisions and 1.5 million men. By 1955, however,
Army strength was 1.1 million, dropping steadily to 859,000
and 11 combat divisions during the last year of the
Eisenhower administration.** During his 2 years as Chief of
Staff, Ridgway fought against large troop cuts by arguing
that U.S. commitments to the nascent NATO, South Korea,
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and other allies precluded the types of reductions sought by
the administration. The French crisis at Dien Bien Phu in
the Spring of 1954 gave the New Look its first real test.
Sending in an Army survey team, Ridgway argued that five
to ten divisions and billions of dollars in infrastructure
improvements would be needed to fight and defeat the Viet
Minh. The Army did not have that combat force ready in the
United States, and Eisenhower was unwilling to drop
atomic weapons.*® Despite the apparent failure of the policy
of massive retaliation, the Army budget continued to shrink
as did Ridgway’s influence. By the end of his 2 years as
Army Chief of Staff, Ridgway was persona non grata in the
Eisenhower administration. His replacement, Taylor,
brought a sophistication and understanding of the
Washington political landscape his predecessor lacked. He
also brought a determination to keep the Army in the public
eye.

As Chief of Staff, Taylor faced the mounting problem of
an Army with an image problem. The seemingly indecisive
nature of the Korean War only further worsened the public
opinion of the Army. Taylor decided the olive-drab uniform,
worn since World War I, had to go. After a series of “fashion
shows,” Taylor decided to field a new Army green uniform.*®
An Army spokesman predicted that the newly clad soldier
could “appear beside the other services without apology for
his appearance.”’ Uniforms, however, were the least of the
Army’s problems, but Taylor’s efforts at least signaled that
changes were coming for the senior service. A more tangible
effort came immediately from Taylor in the form of a paper
entitled “A National Military Program” in which he outlined
his ideas that came to be known as ”"Flexible Response.”
Taylor proposed giving the limited war forces (the Army
and, to a lesser extent, the Navy and Marines) equal priority
with the nuclear deterrent forces (the Air Force, specifically
the Strategic Air Command).*®

Taylor presented his program to the Joint Chiefs of Staff
in March 1956. It was promptly ignored and led the
chairman, Admiral Arthur Radford, to propose his own
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program calling for radical reductions in the strength of the
Army. Embracing fully Eisenhower’s policy of massive
retaliation, Radford proposed reducing the Army to 575,000
men, leaving most of the ground combat to the Marines and
American allies.*® Radford’s proposal simply fit the
outcome of the spring 1956 3-year examination of defense
requirements initiated by Wilson. While calling for
sufficient deterrence to counter the growing Soviet nuclear
arsenal, the study also called for a defense budget ceiling of
$38 billion for the next year’s budget. By making drastic
cuts in personnel in the Army, Radford sought to meet this
ceiling.”® Taylor, faced with these reductions, embarked on
aninteresting and somewhat disingenuous course of action.

Prior to becoming Chief of Staff, Taylor forwarded a copy
of his ideas on flexible response to the Army staff. The
document made it into the hands of a small group of five
colonels in the Operations Directorate who embraced the
Taylor position. The group divided themselves into an
“inside team” led by Brigadier General Lyal Metheney,
responsible for informing the Army on the aspects and
implications of Flexible Response, and an “outside team” led
by Colonel George Forsythe, responsible for being Taylor’s
and the Army’s media watchdogs, bringing the Army
message to the public and Congress.’’ While Taylor battled
with Wilson, Radford, and Eisenhower on the proper role
and mission of the Army in official channels, Forsythe and
Metheney battled on other fronts. The members of the
“colonel’s revolt” knew they were on their own but enjoyed
the tacit support of Taylor, who emphasized that he
wouldn’t know them if they were ever uncovered.?® The first
volley from the clandestine group came in the form of a
“leak” to Anthony Leviero of the New York Times. On July
13, 1956, Leviero published an article detailing the Radford
plan and its massive personnel cuts, as well as the reduction
of Army units in Germany to small atomic task forces.’® The
resulting uproar in Europe over the implications to NATO
in the Radford plan caused Eisenhower to scrap any idea of
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reducing the Army to a mere civil defense force, and saved
the Army temporarily. Taylor knew he had to do more.

Before he left his post as Chief of Staff, Ridgway started
the Army on the path towards its first real transformation
since World War I. In April 1954 he directed the
development of smaller, more mobile divisions that were
capable on the nuclear battlefield. The study, Atomic Field
Army (AFTA-1), was ready by the fall of 1954, and tested
throughout the next 2 years. Instead of creating smaller
units, however, all of the recommendations from the field
actually called for larger divisions than those of post-World
War I1.°* Discarding AFTA-1, Taylor seized upon the work
done at the U.S. Army War College entitled “Doctrinal and
Organizational Concepts for Atomic-Nonatomic Army
During the Period 1960-1970,” PENTANA for short. The
PENTANA concept called for small, 8,600-man divisions
that were built around five small self-sufficient battle
groups. Taylor approved the study in June 1956, and used
the newly reactivated 101st Airborne Division as the test
bed.”® Showing his appreciation for the nuances of the
political and social climate, Taylor conjured up the
“Madison Avenue adjective, ‘pentomic,” to describe the
changes to the division.”

In September 1956 the 101st Airborne was organized
under the pentomic concept, and by December 1956 the
Army recommended reorganization of all divisions to both
the Secretary of Defense and the President.’” After a series
of unit evaluations, the new design was considered suitable
for short duration, and the Army embarked on its most
ambitious reorganization since the start of World War 1.
Over the next 4 months, new tables of organization and
equipment were designed and issued, and Taylor himself
visited the school commandants to discuss and sell the
reorganization.”® With a glamorous new name for its
divsions, Taylor began his second major effort to make the
Army more relevant when he created the Strategic Army
Corps (STRAC), centered around the XVIII Airborne Corps,
the newly formed 101st Airborne Division, and the 82d
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Airborne Division at Fort Bragg, North Carolina. STRAC
was a mobile reserve for use supposedly on a moment’s
notice and maintained at a high state of readiness.’® New
divisions and a new strategically employable corps were not
enough, however.

Facing a Congress and nation fascinated with all things
atomic, Taylor directed the Army to embrace atomic
technology. New divisions still did not make the Army
budget more glamorous or more palatable, whatever
Madison Avenue labels were attached. Earlier, Wilson
returned the Army budget to Taylor, directing him to
substitute “requests for newfangled items with public
appeal,” instead of much needed small arms, trucks, and
tanks.®® Accordingly, Taylor embraced the development
and employment of tactical nuclear weapons and delivery
systems along with missile technology. Soon Army
literature was filled with ideas like the convertiplane and
flying platforms for the individual soldier. In a briefing on
May 12, 1956, by the Army staff to Taylor, he directed the
Commander of Continental Army Command to develop an
atomic capability for direct support artillery, because it was
“increasingly difficult to visualize a general war without the
use of tactical atomic weapons.”! To Taylor the move was
clear, given the climate in Washington and the nation.
“Nuclear weapons were the going thing, and, by including
some in the division armament, the Army staked out its
claim to a share in the nuclear arsenal.”®® There was a
tremendous price to pay, however, for this move toward
atomics, and it came in conventional weapons moderni-
zation.

By embracing missiles and battlefield nuclear weapons,
Taylor was relegating conventional modernization to the
bottom of the Army priority list in the 1950s. Under the
guidance of Lieutenant General James Gavin and the
engineering team of Werner von Braun at Redstone Arsenal
in Alabama, Army missile technology was second to none. A
massive continental air defense program gave the Army
some relevance, but caused bitter inter-service fighting
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with the Air Force over the control of missile technology. At
the end of June 1959, there were 62 surface-to-air missile
battalions on site around various cities and key
installations in the continental United States alone.®®
While the Army won some and lost some of these
inter-service battles, the real impact was to see even more of
the Army budget drained away from modernization
programs.®* Battlefield atomic weapons also contributed to
the Army budget drain. In May 1953, the Army fired a small
nuclear shell from the 280-mm cannon and immediately
began production of the weapon. Throughout the 1950s, the
Army deployed nuclear cannons to Europe even though they
were obsolete as soon as they arrived. Weighing 83 tons, the
cannon could not be airlifted and took two tractors to move
its road-bound bulk. It was a glamorous weapon to be sure,
but it did not fit into the Pentomic structure of the Army,
and it siphoned off precious funding that the Army
desperately needed for modernization.®

As the 1950s and the Eisenhower administration came
to an end, so too would the Army’s great stillborn
transformation, the Pentomic Era. Despite the Madison
Avenue labels, exciting developments and accomplishments
in missile technology, atomic cannon, and even nuclear
tipped rockets, the size of the Army continued to decline.
Budgets never increased sufficiently, making the Army
choose between modernization and transformation. The
Army of 1959 was not mechanized, and most soldiers still
carried the World War II era M-1 Garand rifle, even though
the more modern M-14 was available. In 1957, the Army
devoted more than 43 percent of its research and
development budget to missiles and nuclear weapons and
only 4.5 percent to new vehicles.®® Conventional weapon
and equipment modernization, though desperately needed,
could not take place in conjunction with the transformation
to the Pentomic design without additional infusions of cash
that were not to come from the Eisenhower administration.
The end result was an Army more unprepared for limited
war than the one Taylor inherited. A fixation with
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technology, and rapid organizational changes without
possessing the requisite weapons and equipment, was the
legacy of the Pentomic era. Changes in Washington were
coming, as were changes in the Army.

The ROAD Army and the Coming of Vietnam,
1961-75.

I am directing the Secretary of Defense to undertake a
complete reorganization and modernization of the Army’s
divisional structure, to increase its non-atomic firepower, to
improve its tactical mobility in any environment, to facilitate
its coordination with our major allies, and to provide modern
mechanized divisions in Europe and new airborne brigades in
both the Pacific and Europe.

So spoke President John F. Kennedy on May 25, 1961, to a
joint session of Congress.®” Embracing the ideas of Taylor
and Flexible Response, Kennedy eschewed the Massive
Retaliation policy of the Eisenhower administration. The
Army was ready. InJanuary 1959 General Bruce C. Clarke,
commanding general of Continental Army Command,
directed the start of a new study, Modern Mobile Army
1965-70 (MOMAR I). Clarke wanted a design that was
capable of fighting anywhere in the world in a nuclear or
non-nuclear environment. MOMAR I increased tactical
mobility and maneuverability, as well as greater
conventional firepower in the division.®® Optimized for
limited war, the forces envisioned under the MOMAR were
capable of applying graduated combat power as events
dictated from “a fist to a megaton.” One of the key features
of the MOMAR 1 field army was the inclusion of separate
completely air transportable brigades. These brigades were
to be multi-capable and transportable on a minimum
number of air force strategic lift aircraft to anywhere in the
world in a matter of hours. There were two division designs,
medium and heavy, with the medium division also designed
to be air transportable.?? MOMAR I met resistance within
the Army and was never tested or adopted, but it served as a
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reference point for the next phase—Reorganization
Objectives Army Division (ROAD) 1965.

The ROAD concept was approved quickly by the
Secretaries of the Army and Defense, followed by Kennedy’s
approval and announcement of the changes in May 1961.
The basic features of the ROAD concept were a common
division base, three brigade headquarters, with battalions
added in a building block fashion.” For the first time in its
history, the U.S. Army would field a truly mechanized
division that could rapidly assemble and disperse on both
the conventional and nuclear battlefield. The three brigade
headquarters reflected the influence of the old armored
division combat command and had no units permanently
assigned. Brigades could control two to five maneuver
battalions, and this inherent flexibility meant that the
division could task organize brigades and battalions as it
saw fit. Although there was some criticism that the ROAD
division was too flexible, the Army approved the design
without testing. It concluded that the concept was merely a
return to a wartime proven design.”” The ROAD division
was merely the logical evolutionary successor to the World
War II armored division structure.”” The only true
transformation of the Army since the end of the Second
World War, the Pentomic Division, was dead. International
events, however, would keep the Pentomic formations alive
for a few more months, launch a major transformation with
the helicopter, and prove the soundness of structuring the
Army to fight non-nuclear wars.

In May 1961 conditions in Laos and South Vietnam
deteriorated to such a degree that a presidential task force
set up to analyze the situation recommended a massive
increase in U.S. forces in South Vietnam. In Laos, Secretary
of State Dean Rusk recommended preparations for military
action as part of the South East Asian Treaty Organization
(SEATO) to defend Indochina. The SEATO plan called for
30,000 combat troops from the treaty signatories, but both
Britain and France had no intention of sending troops.
Facing increased Soviet intransigence in Berlin, Kennedy
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opted not to send any more troops to Southeast Asia.” The
Army, structured to fight on the nuclear battlefield and
suffering from the deleterious effects visited on it by the
“New Look,” was in no position to operate in Vietnam and in
Europe simultaneously, where Soviet Premier Nikita
Krushchev once again threatened the security of Berlin. On
August 13, 1961, Berliners awoke to find a barbed wire
barricades separating the Soviet sector from that of the
three Western Powers. Concrete, guard dogs, watchtowers,
and land mines followed quickly, as the Iron Curtain took
physical form in the historic capital of Germany. The limits
of massive retaliation were tested once again, with the
Kennedy administration finding their options
unpalatable.” The need for an Army capable of flexible
operations in limited wars became paramount. The
Pentomic Army lacked flexibility in its small, untested,
tactically immobile battle groups.

On July 25, 1961, JFK asked Congress for additional
funding to bring the understrength pentomic divisions up to
strength and modernize their equipment. In response to the
crisis in Berlin, Robert McNamara authorized the five
divisions posted to Europe an additional 1,000 soldiers each,
allowing them to finally mechanize completely with
armored personnel carriers. Additionally, new M14 rifles
replaced the venerable M1 Garand, the new light machine
gun M60 made its way to Europe while the production of the
M60 main battle tank accelerated.” A major deficiency was
rectified in the Pentomic divisions with the fielding of the
armored personnel carriers, but the divisions were still
weak. The Army now modernized with zeal, a process
impossible when it transformed to the Pentomic structure
just 5 years prior. Although ready to implement the
reorganization of its divisions to the ROAD structure, it was
not prudent to try and convert in the midst of crisis.
Accordingly, McNamara approved the activation of two new
Regular Army divisions in January 1962 and delayed the
conversion of the rest of the Army until early 1963. On
February 3, the 1st Armored Division activated at Fort
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Hood, and 2 weeks later the 5th Infantry Division activated
at Fort Carson. The discovery of Soviet missiles in Cuba 3
months later caused 1st Armored Division to move to Fort
Stewart where it had access to the port of Savannah. “Old
Ironsides” conducted a series of amphibious exercises
throughout the fall, serving notice that the revitalized
ROAD Army was indeed an effective instrument of national
policy. The remainder of the Army reorganization was
complete by May 1964.° A changed national security
strategy, coupled with the impetus of international crisis,
exposed the weaknesses of the Pentomic Army.

Although the ROAD concept was a return to the
traditional divisional concept of World War II and Korea, it
was different in scope and structure making it relevant for
the 1960s and beyond. The modernization program so
desperately needed by the Army accelerated in tandem with
the ROAD reorganization. Choked off from money and
personnel the previous 10 years, the Army gained strength,
tactical mobility, firepower, and relevance in the Cold War
arena. In two other areas of major importance,
counterinsurgency and air mobility, the Army also
advanced. On November 30, 1961, Kennedy summoned all
of the Army’s major commanders to the White House for an
extraordinary summit on counterinsurgency. “I want you
guys to get with it,” Kennedy admonished the Army officers.
Most Army officers thought that the Army could handle
guerrilla problems without special emphasis if the funding
and manpower issues of the previous administration were
rectified. Nothing else was needed outside of the already
hard working Special Forces units.”” While it is debatable if
the Army was prepared to fight the type of war it faced in
Vietnam, it embraced fully the other area of major
emphasis, air mobility.

Asearly as 1956 the Army was testing the helicopter and
the concept of “Sky Cavalry”™® at Fort Rucker, Alabama.
Under the out-spoken leadership of Brigadier General Carl
I. Hutton and Colonel J. D. Vanderpool, the Army conducted
a series of tests on the utility of the armed helicopter.

48



Fearing bureaucratic interference from the Air Force,
Vanderpool and his troopers conducted the tests with
volunteers on the weekends and in the evening. Touring the
country, both Vanderpool and Hutton met with industry
representatives and managed to get them to provide
expertise at no cost to the government. Scrounging through
Navy and Air Force depots, weapons and gun-sites made
their way to Fort Rucker and Fort Benning. Vanderpool met
with Farell T. Mayhood, chief engineer at a General Electric
branch plant in Vermont and got the engineer to agree to
fabricate a rocket kit for a helicopter at no cost to the Army.
The organizational concepts for Sky Cavalry came from the
1936 horse cavalry doctrine manual with helicopters
substituting for the horses.” The Sky Cav experiment died
in 1958, another victim of the struggles of the Army to both
modernize and transform during the Pentomic era. The
seeds of success, however, were sown by those early sky
troopers and needed only a sympathetic person in the
administration to flower. McNamara was that unlikely
person.

In April 1962 McNamara sent memorandums to
Secretary of the Army Elvis J. Stahr in which he argued
Army was not doing enough to advance the potential of
helicopter aviation. McNamara instructed Stahr to take a
“bold new look, divorced from traditional viewpoints and
past policies, and free from veto or dilution by conservative
staff review.”® Within a week, Lieutenant General
Hamilton H. Howze, commander of XVIII Airborne Corps,
was appointed president of the Mobility Requirements
Board (Howze Board). For 3 feverish months, the Howze
board tested and evaluated every aspect of air mobility.!
Forty different field tests consumed over 11,000 flying
hours at Fort Bragg. At the conclusion of this frenetic effort,
the Board submitted its report on August 20, recommending
that the Army develop an air assault division following the
ROAD division model. Sky troopers would be carried into
battle by 459 troop helicopters, while armed helicopters
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provided aerial rocket support. The Air Force immediately
objected to the Howze Board findings.%?

The Howze Board was the engine of modernization and
transformation in the post-World War II Army. The board
recommended a 5-year program whereby the Army would
transform into a 16-division force of 11 ROAD divisions, 5
air assault divisions, 3 air cavalry combat brigades, and 5
air transport brigades. Air assault divisions, air transport
brigades, and air cavalry brigades were envisioned as
extremely mobile reserves for Eighth Army in Korea,
counterattack forces in support of NATO in Germany, and
as part of the Strategic Army Corps in the United States.®
The flexibility and utility envisioned by Taylor in
developing the Pentomic division now was possible. The
helicopter would radically change how the Army moved men
and material on the battlefield. Coupled with the new wire
guided anti-tank missile technology emerging in the early
1960s, the helicopter had the potential to be a hard-hitting
mobile reserve in a general war with the Soviet Union. In
the growing war in Vietnam, Howze saw the helicopter
providing the “most effective” way to augment the fight in
South Vietnam. U.S. forces would be free “from local
limitations to surface transportation,” and that “their
extreme mobility will permit a flexibility of employment
much to be desired, perhaps as a counterattack reserve or as
a blocking or enveloping force.”® The Army had answered
Kennedy’s call to “get with it” in combating guerrillas—and
the helicopter would be central to the approach.

Despite Air Force objections, McNamara ordered Army
Chief of Staff General Earl Wheeler to test the Board
recommendations. Wheeler ordered the formation of the
11th Air Assault Division (Test) at Fort Benning in
February 1963 under Major General Harry Kinnard. After
2 years of extensive tests, the 11th Air Assault Division
exchanged its colors for the 1st Cavalry Division and
prepared to deploy to South Vietnam.®® The tests of the new
air assault division did not occur in a cocoon insulated from
the events transpiring in Southeast Asia. For several years,
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Army helicopter pilots had learned how to handle their
machines in a counterinsurgency environment. In fiscal
year 1963 alone, Army helicopters flew 100,000 sorties,
transported 275,000 Vietnamese soldiers, and 2000 tons of
cargo.’® Many airmobile concepts were combat tested in
Vietnam, while the 11th Air Assault Division continued to
explore the employment of an air assault division.” The
“First Team” deployed to Vietnam in the summer of 1965
and fought its first major engagement in the Ia Drang
Valley in November 1965, validating the concept of the air
assault division.®®

As the Army turned its full attention to fighting the war
in Vietnam, it was the ubiquitous helicopter that came to
symbolize American power during the war. The helicopter
freed the Army from enervating forced marches, and
allowed deep incursions by battalions and brigades into
enemy held terrain at nearly a moment’s notice. The new
national strategy of “Flexible Response,” coupled with the
support of McNamara, allowed the Army to overcome the
deleterious effects of the penurious defense budgets of the
1950s. Transformation, misguided under the PENTOMIC
concept, came to partial fruition with the ROAD division
and the concepts inherent in the air assault division and the
helicopter. The Army could now completely mechanize,
field new rifles, machine guns, tanks, and vehicles of all
types, as well as integrate the helicopter into every division.
Helicopters were vital instruments of war in every division,
with entire infantry battalions moving in a single lift of
helicopters. Fighting throughout Vietnam in 1966, the 1st
Infantry Division regularly had 90 lift helicopters available
to it on a daily basis.®

But it was the new family of helicopters, specifically the
Bell UH-1 series, which facilitated the partial
transformation of the Army. Despite the urgings of the
Howze Board, the Army never abandoned the traditional
divisional design, nor did it replace armored and
mechanized divisions with air assault divisions, air
transport brigades, or air cavalry brigades. The Vietnam
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War required helicopters, air mobile units, and light
infantry formations, but the threat to the nation was still in
Europe. The same units and helicopters that were so
important in operations in Vietnam, were of marginal
utility in fighting the massed armored formations of the
Warsaw Pact. The Army prudently retained the
capabilities of the helicopter as espoused by the Howze
Board and demonstrated in war, but rejected a complete
transformation to a helicopter based force. The helicopter,
like the tank and machine gun before it, was integrated into
the Army writ large, making it only a partial
transformation. Indeed, the helicopter can be viewed as
simply the logical extension of Army modernization to the
air medium following the independence of the Air Force in
1947, and not truly transformational at all. The Army and
the nation regained the ability to fight limited wars, giving
the President more options than simply massive retaliation
or capitulation. The war in Vietnam, however, dragged on
for the next 10 years, sapping the Army’s strength and
savagely mauling its morale. The fall of Saigon in April
1975 saw the Army enter a new phase of reflection and
search for relevance.

Cold War Triumph, 1975-91.

Even before the first North Vietnamese tank rumbled
through the streets of Saigon in April 1975, the U.S. Army
was re-examining its roles and structure. As the last Army
combat units were departing Vietnam in 1973, the Arabs
and Israelis fought the devastating Yom Kippur War of
October 1973. The lethality of modern anti-tank weapons
supplied to the Arabs by the Soviet Union, and the
incredible devastation of the tank battles on the Golan
Heights served as a necessary corrective to the enervating
years of the war in Vietnam, and as a stimulus to doctrinal
change within the Army.” The necessity of fighting the war
in Vietnam after 1965 stunted the continued modernization
of the Army as it required more and more of the nation’s
budget to fuel the expansion of the war. Consequently, the
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Army faced a situation in 1973 where a generation of
modernization was “lost” from 1965 to 1972, while the
Soviet Union substantially modernized and strengthened
its forces.”’ Understanding the severity of the situation, the
new Army Chief of Staff, General Creighton W. Abrams,
spurred the development of a new tank, a new infantry
fighting vehicle, and new cargo and attack helicopters.

Supporting combat operations in Vietnam pillaged the
Army in Europe. Abrams moved to correct the personnel
deficiencies facing these “hollow” divisions. Additionally, he
moved to restructure the Army by revitalizing the Army
Reserve forces, with the result that the Regular Army could
not go to war without mobilizing the reserves.”?

While the Army sought to modernize and stabilize its
manpower, there was a concomitant effort to examine the
divisional structure and Army doctrine. The first effort at
divisional reorganization was titled the Division
Restructuring Group. Under the concept recommended by
the group, divisions would still have three brigades, but
each would be substantially larger by fielding more tank
and mechanized infantry battalions. Anti-tank companies
sporting new wire guided missiles and more organic
aviation support rounded out the larger divisions. Wanting
a rapid force redesign that would improve readiness and
improve the capability of the Army’s forward deployed
forces, Army Chief of Staff General Bernard W. Rogers
ordered a 1-year test of the design at the beginning of 1977.
The test ended 18 months later without the adoption of the
new organization by the Army.”® As the decade of the 1970s
came to end, the Army still searched for an organization
that could fight and win on the European battlefield without
resorting to tactical nuclear weapons.

In late 1978, General Donn Starry, commander of the
Army Training and Doctrine Command, moved to extend
the Division Restructuring Group work by initiating a study
titled “Division 86.” As before, the focus was on the heavy
division and the possible fight in Europe. The new division
numbered nearly 20,000 soldiers in ten tank and
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mechanized infantry battalions. An aviation brigade
fielded attack helicopters that could extend the tank killing
ability of the division even further. Approved in August
1980, the Army restructured the heavy divisions even
though the new M-1 Abrams tank and M-2 Bradley Fighting
Vehicle would not be immediately available to every
division.®* The emphasis was on firepower: conventional
firepower that could stem the onslaught of Warsaw Pact
forces through the Fulda Gap and across the North German
plain. Division 86, however, was really nothing more than a
retooled and polished ROAD division. It would take the
election of 1980 to insure its success.

Inaugurated even as the humiliating Iranian hostage
crisis came to end, President Ronald Reagan immediately
labeled the Soviet Union as an outlaw empire prepared to go
to any lengths to obtain its goals. The national strategy of
the United States was no longer détente, but crusade and
conversion.”” As with the election of Kennedy 20 years
earlier, the Army’s modernization program would have
arrived stillborn without the political backing and
increased budgets of the Reagan administration.

With the M-1 tank and new helicopters rolling off the
assembly lines for the heavy divisions, the Army now
directed its efforts toward the “light divisions” (airborne, air
assault, and infantry). Initial efforts focused on the 9th
Infantry Division and new technologies and organizational
concepts in order to design a motorized division capable of
being airlifted anywhere in the world.”® Additionally, a new
focus on the infantry division resulted in a truly light
10,791-man light division capable of movement in 550
sorties in less than 4 days. The new light division cost less
and was easier to maintain than the old infantry division,
and it met the needs of the Army for an easily deployable
formation that enhanced strategic response. Under the
rubric Army of Excellence (AOE), the conversion of the
standard infantry divisions started in 1984.°7 It seems
obvious that the AOE light division was really nothing more
than the logical e