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FOREWORD

The U.S. Army is such a vast institution that change appears to occur
slowly, if at all. Yet when looking back only a few decades, an intelligent
observer can only marvel at how much the Army has changed, indeed trans-
formed, in the period since the end of the Cold War. This reconfiguration
has been due less to any posited “Revolution in Military Affairs” than to the
careful and methodical investment of Army leadership in thoughtful doctrinal
refinement, innovative experiments, and the intelligent adoption of specific
technologies. Evolution is harder to see and track than revolution, but the
result of those decades of thoughtful and gradual change is that the U.S.
Army—flexible, adaptable, and deadly—stands as the most capable ground
force in the world today.

Kevilar Legions: The Transformation of the U.S. Army, 1989-2005, argues
that from 1989 through 2005 the United States Army attempted, and largely
achieved, a centrally directed and institutionally driven transformation rel-
evant to ground warfare that exploited Information Age technology, adapted
to post—Cold War strategic circumstances, and integrated into parallel
Department of Defense efforts. The process not only modernized equipment,
it also substantially altered doctrine, organization, training, administrative
and logistical practices, and the service culture. The resultant digitized expedi-
tionary Army was as different from the late Cold War Army as the late Cold
War Army was from that of the early Cold War or from the mobilization-
based Armies of World Wars I and I1. Keviar Legions further contends that the
digitized expeditionary Army has withstood the test of combat, performing
superbly with respect to deployment and high-end conventional combat and
capably with respect to low-intensity conflict.

Whatever one believes about the author’s conclusions, his discussion of the
history and processes of transformation should prove invaluable to students
of the period and to all who might wish to change the Army in the future.
Brigadier General (Retired) John Sloan Brown served as the Executive Officer
for the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans in 1995-1997, Chief
of Programs and Requirements for the Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers
Europe in 1997-1998, and Chief of Military History in 1998-2005. In these
positions he was privy to many of the deliberations in this volume. Collateral
and subsequent research broadened his grasp. He has exploited a robust mix of
documents, briefings, meeting notes, oral and e-mail testimony, studies, publi-
cations, and comments from veterans. In addition, General Brown consulted
dozens of key players who commented on portions of the manuscript relevant
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to their experiences and responsibilities. Kevlar Legions thus combines partici-
pant observation with solid scholarship. It goes a long way in telling us what
happened in the transformation of the Army over the past twenty years, why
it happened, and who was involved. It also describes hard choices, accepted
risks, processes of decision making, and institutional results.

The U.S. Army Center of Military History is pleased to add Keviar
Legions: The Transformation of the US. Army, 1989-2005, to its inventory
of published titles. The book joins a growing number of publications dealing
with the post-Cold War era and with events subsequent to 11 September 2001.
It perpetuates the Center’s tradition of commenting thoughtfully on today’s
issues while continuing its principal work of interpreting the entire scope of
the Army’s past. Histories written proximate to the events they describe are,
of course, necessarily early drafts. More will certainly follow. And, as always,
the true heroes of this account are American soldiers, tirelessly serving their
country at home and abroad and transforming their Army for the future by
their actions while serving the needs of today.

Washington, D.C. RICHARD W. STEWART
1 August 2011 Chief Historian
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Introduction

The OH-58D helicopter went down hard in the urban sprawl of Tall’ Afar.
The pilots, injured but mobile, escaped the wreckage and made it to the rela-
tive safety of a nearby rock wall. Within minutes a race developed between
American soldiers trying to rescue them and Iraqi insurgents trying to kill or
capture them. Parallels to the book Black Hawk Down, about the infamous
October 1993 incident in Mogadishu that took many lives including those of
Master Sergeant Gary I. Gordon and Sergeant First Class Randall D. Shughart
(both posthumously awarded the Medal of Honor), were immediately appar-
ent to any who had been there, read the account, or seen the movie. The earlier
incident provided ample testimony to the courage, tenacity, and initiative of
the American soldier. It also furnished examples of columns lost in a rabbit
warren of streets, unknown friendly locations, unknowable enemy locations,
huge difficulties bringing firepower to bear, soft-skinned vehicles overmatched
by ubiquitous enemy arms, and confusion. However, the Tall’ Afar helicopter
crash was on 4 September 2004, and things would be different.!

The first to the scene was the Scout Platoon of the Stryker-borne 5-20
Infantry. The OH-58D’s icon had remained visible on the screens of the pla-
toon’s Force XXI Battle Commands, Brigade and Below (FBCB2s), so the
Scouts knew where the helicopter was. Scalable electronic downloadable maps
gave platoon members an exact appreciation of the geography, global position-
ing systems gave precise knowledge of their own positions, and blue force track-
ing showed the locations of friendly vehicles. They knew where they were going
and how to get there, and they got there first. The Scouts won the race but
not by much. Increasing volumes of fire attested to the arrival of the enemy.
Unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) flying overhead detected even more hostiles
on the way, many arriving by automobile and unloading machine guns and
rocket-propelled grenades (RPGs) from their civilian vehicles. Fortunately a
relief column, Company B of the 5-20 Infantry, was already churning its way
toward the Scouts through the dusty streets of Tall’ Afar. Ever more numer-
ous insurgents divided their attention between attempts to overwhelm the Scout
Platoon and blocking positions to delay the Stryker Company. The blocking
positions did not last long. They disappeared in dirt plumes raised by precisely
laid GBU31 bombs dropped from F-16s hastily summoned by the 5-20 Infantry’s
Joint Tactical Air Controller. Company B members rolled on, ignoring residual
small arms that pinged harmlessly off the Kevlar armor of their Strykers. When
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Stryker-borne infantry on patrol in Mosul, Iraq

Company B arrived at the crash site, the half-score soldiers clattering out of
the back of each vehicle bore a formidable panoply: Kevlar body armor, laser
designators, Single Channel Ground and Airborne Radio System (SINCGARS)
radios, Rapid Fielding Initiative (RFT) accoutrements, a mix of automatic weap-
ons, and lots of ammunition. The insurgents tried to overwhelm the now rein-
forced position. This was a mistake. Hurricanes of well-aimed fire swept them
off the rooftops, out of the streets, and then out of surrounding buildings room
by room. Americans were hit, but Kevlar body armor minimized the damage
done. With the coolness of troops who completely dominate their battlefield,
the Americans now brought forward a heavy expanded mobility tactical truck
(HEMTT) wrecker and a Palletized Load System (PLS) flatbed truck. The
recovery team sawed off the helicopter blades and loaded the wreckage onto
the flatbed, and then the entire contingent disengaged by stages and drove away.
There would be no bodies dragged through the streets, no hostages, no captured
materials, and no pictures of jubilant insurgents dancing on a downed helicop-
ter. There also would be no book and no movie.?

As capable as the leaders and soldiers of the 5-20 Infantry certainly were,
success did not originate with them alone. Revolutionary technologies they so
ably employed had been a generation in the making and had been progressively
fielded in the last dozen years. Exploiting these technologies—and adapting to
the new circumstances of the post—Cold War world—required changes in doc-
trine, organization, training, administrative practices, infrastructure, and even
Army culture. The process came to be known as Army transformation. Army
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transformation dominated deliberations on the Army Staff and throughout the
Army from 1989 through 2005. It competed for attention with and was mutu-
ally influenced by other hot topics: wrapping up the Cold War, force downsiz-
ing, Somalia, the Balkans, 9-11, Afghanistan, Iraq, and the Global War on
Terrorism. It existed before it firmed up a name. The term Army transformation
evolved over time and retroactively applied to developments as early as 1989.
The term continued in use after 2005 but with a significantly different mean-
ing. A history of Army transformation from 1989 through 2005 should start
by establishing a working definition. It could then canvass history for earlier
examples of such Army transformations and ascertain how these worked and
how they worked out. Armed with this background, one could then attempt the
actual history of Army transformation from 1989 through 2005.

Defining Transformation

Funk and Wagnalls Standard College Dictionary tersely identifies “any
change” as its lead definition for the word transformation. Its second defini-
tion is “the act of transforming . ..” and its third, “a wig worn by a woman.”
It is difficult to argue with Funk and Wagnalls, yet these usages hardly seem
likely to have inspired passionate debate throughout a generation of Army
officers or to have attracted billions of dollars in investment from Congress.
Surely transformation when coupled with Army must mean something more.
By 2000 it did, although in 1989 not so much so. Building on work inspired
by his predecessor, Army Chief of Staff General Gordon R. Sullivan, as we
shall see, did more than any other single person to get Army transforma-
tion as it came to be defined under way. At his June 1991 arrival ceremony
he variously stated that the Army must “change” or “reshape” to face its
future. He used the word transformation once, to describe what was hap-
pening to the environment wherein the Army operated at home and abroad,
not to describe what was happening in the Army. His subsequent addresses
and correspondence similarly advanced such imperatives as adapt, transi-
tion, change, and reshape and did not much employ transform or transforma-
tion. Sullivan’s immediate priority was maintaining Army effectiveness amid
plummeting budgets and force structure and accelerating deployments, so
a little vagueness with respect to long-term plans can be understood. By
1994 Sullivan’s modern Louisiana Maneuvers, to be discussed in Chapter
3, were well under way. An umbrella term was desirable to communicate
their essence. In a 1994 Chief of Staff message Sullivan pointed out that the
Army had undertaken “an enormous and very important transformation,”
and then went on to identify key constituents of that transformation: shift-
ing intellectually beyond the Cold War and the Industrial Age, broadening
training from traditional missions, rescoping modernization, redesigning
doctrine, refurbishing force generation, enhancing strategic mobility, adopt-
ing Information Age management techniques, and more. Transformation in
this context meant more than change alone. It implied breadth, heft, and
vision. Sullivan’s successor, General Dennis J. Reimer, similarly noted the
progress of an Army “transformation” under way and identified a similar
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broad mix of progressive measures to describe that term. Initiatives such as
Division XXI, Force XXI, and Strike Force emerged to advance the Army’s
transformation in a systematic manner. Not everyone picked up on transfor-
mation’s maturing definition, however. More than one pundit commented
that the Army had been transforming for two hundred years and more and
would continue to do so. Air Force planners helpfully advised their Army
counterparts to transform a little bit with each procurement cycle. That
way transformation would never become too big of a challenge. To the first
group, the words transformation and change remained interchangeable, and
to the second transformation and modernization did.?

Chief of Staff General Eric K. Shinseki solidified Army transformation into
a comprehensive Army-wide program, called Army Transformation. It linked into
Defense transformation efforts also under way, figured in Planning, Programming,
Budgeting, and Execution System (PPBES) deliberations, dominated such institu-
tional documents as the Army Strategic Planning Guidance, and inspired its own
hefty Transformation Campaign Plan. The supervisory Army Transformation
Office advanced a definition of sorts. Army Transformation was “the process
of converting the Army’s focus and structure from a Cold War construct to a
full spectrum combat force that is strategically responsive and dominant at every
point on the spectrum of conflict. . . .” The Army Transformation Office went
on to insist that transformation was about more than technology alone and
encompassed doctrine, training, leadership, organizations, material readiness,
installations, and soldiers. The definition fit in well with ongoing adaptations to
circumstances following the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 and the collapse of the
Soviet Union in 1991. It also tracked with efforts to enhance Army deployability
and strategic mobility under way since the same period. Shinseki’s intent state-
ment, promulgated on his first day as Chief of Staff, listed increasing strategic
responsiveness, improving operational jointness, and fully integrating the active
and reserve components as three of six stated objectives. Each would allow the
Army to do more with less anywhere in the world at any time. Adaptations to
post—Cold War circumstances had also figured prominently in lists Sullivan and
Reimer had used to explain Army transformation as they employed the term.
Adaptation was intrinsic to Army transformation. Shinseki and others spoke of
the Army’s need to remain “relevant” in changing circumstances. In due course
broad ranges of adaptation were characterized as transformative: redeploying
from Europe to the continental United States (CONUS), acquiring additional
airlift and sealift, improving railheads and airfields on stateside posts, reengineer-
ing medical facilities, relocating Army and Air Force Exchange Service (AAFES)
and commissaries, reducing unit weight, redesigning military assistance programs,
courting new allies, rewriting doctrine for the low end of the combat spectrum,
and so on. The world had changed, and transformation would enable the Army
to change with it.*

Asimportant as adaptation to post—Cold War circumstances undoubtedly was,
adaptation alone does not quite explain the fire in the belly of Sullivan, Reimer,
Shinseki, and others as they envisioned the future. The Army Transformation
Office briefing slide that somewhat limply defined Army Transformation as “the
process of converting . . .” had the teasing preface “It’s about changing the way we
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fight, deploy, sustain and use information . . .” and a follow-on bullet promising
“fundamental change in capabilities to better support joint warfighting and opera-
tional objectives.” Sullivan, an enthusiast for history, opined that the Industrial
Age was being superseded by the Information Age and that “Third Wave warfare”
was imminent. Reimer distinguished between advances that “creep ahead” and
those that “leap ahead,” and clearly favored the latter. Shinseki sought a trans-
formation that was “major” and anticipated “dramatic and dynamic” changes.
Sullivan, Reimer, Shinseki, and, perhaps even more important, their subordinates
and staffs were well aware of a rising tide of interest in so-called “revolutions in
military affairs” (RMAs). Depending upon whom one consulted, bronze weap-
ons, iron weapons, pike phalanxes, manipular legions, the longbow as employed at
Crecy, drilled musketry, the national levee en masse, Railroad Age warfare, battle-
ships, combined-arms Blitzkrieg, and aircraft carriers—among others—all repre-
sented revolutions in military affairs. A workable definition described a revolution
in military affairs as “a major change in the nature of warfare brought about by
the innovative application of new technologies which, combined with dramatic
changes in military doctrine and operational and organizational concepts, funda-
mentally alters the character and conduct of military operations.” Just as drilled
musketry had been revolutionary in its day, contemporary advances with respect
to microelectronics, sensors, precision-guided munitions, and information tech-
nologies promised yet another watershed in the conduct of war. The degree of
change associated with a revolution in military affairs was often characterized as
exponential. Technically, this implied something increased by a factor of ten. The
transformed force would be ten times as lethal, survivable, or effective as its former
self. Perhaps when war gamed against a standing adversary, it would come away
with one-tenth the casualties to achieve the same results. Army Transformation,
and the Army transformation that preceded it, clearly sought such dramatic
results. Army transformers were not entirely agreed upon what a revolution in
military affairs was, but all seemed to want one.’

Why did the term revolution in military affairs not figure more prominently
in Army definitions of Army transformation? One consideration is that it
might have sounded pretentious in gritty budget battles before Congress or
even when “selling” transformation within the Army itself. In the relatively
benign defense circumstances of the 1990s, it was better to mollify the par-
simonious or conservative by speaking in less grandiose terms. Another con-
sideration is that the term revolution in military affairs rapidly acquired bag-
gage the Army did not want to embrace. Within the Department of Defense
(DoD) a leading proponent for a possible revolution in military affairs was
Andrew W. Marshall of the Office of Net Assessment. Despite protestations
to the contrary, DoD ruminations took a technologically centric bent, as we
shall see. A popular example of “network centric warfare,” for example, fea-
tured F-15C fighters networked with Joint Tactical Information Distribution
System (JTIDS) terminals in mock air-to-air combat, with other fighters not
so equipped. The JTIDS-equipped fighters had near-perfect friendly and
enemy information and understandably outperformed their opponents. Army
officers doubted that a few planes flying at altitude represented the intricacy
and confusion of ground combat, and they said so. They also spoke of the low
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end of the combat spectrum, where such technical sophistication might count
for less. Some regarded them as troglodytes. In due course Air Force commen-
tators declared their service the leader in “the” revolution in military affairs
and opined on whether they could win future wars without, or without much,
assistance from other services. The Navy was divided as to whether or not it
needed a revolution in military affairs but was comfortable with a techno-cen-
tric vision of its future. Both Air Force and Navy planners tended to perceive
a revolution in military affairs as already embedded in existing modernization
plans—they had already thought of it. Army planners did want to advance
technology but had reservations concerning how far it could take them. They
balanced images of future technologies with icons of the timeless infantrymen
using them: heroic, “on point,” and at risk. Within DoD talk often turned to
reducing personnel to free up funds for research and development and pro-
curement. To the Army, this was scary. Army transformers may have wanted a
revolution in military affairs, but not one that shredded Army force structure
or questioned the Army’s reason for existence.

Army leaders and the Army Staff had yet another caveat with respect to
transformation as a revolution in military affairs. They wanted to control it.
Clearly Army efforts should nest within a national security strategy and a
national military strategy. In this context Department of Defense and Joint
oversight were tolerable, but the service nevertheless sought to substantially
control its own destiny while transforming. The point was philosophical as
well as parochial. MacGregor Knox and Williamson Murray, distinguished
scholars with Army connections, joined others in distinguishing between mili-
tary revolutions and revolutions in military affairs. Military revolutions, as
they described them, are dramatic paradigm shifts embedded in even grander
socioeconomic and political revolutions of which they are part. Examples
include the rise of the modern nation-state, the French Revolution, the
Industrial Revolution, and the generation-long cataclysm that began with
World War 1. Military institutions find themselves swept along by the tide and
at best can hope to adapt capably to changing circumstances. Revolutions in
military affairs are generally constituent within military revolutions and are
more amenable to design and direction. The rise of the modern nation-state,
for example, generated resources that enabled innovators to field standing
units of drilled musketry. The Industrial Revolution allowed the Prussian gen-
eral staff to design campaigns based upon railroads and mass-produced rifles.
The bloody stalemate on the Western Front inspired the eventual develop-
ment of Blitzkrieg to unlock it. The Information Age and related technologies
were on hand and irreversible. How these manifested themselves in ground
combat was yet subject to design. Army planners did believe that there would
be continuities in war on the ground and that usages appropriate in the air or
at sea might not fully translate into their medium. They, veterans of Vietnam,
Just Cause, Desert Storm, and innumerable lesser contingencies, had seen
ground warfare as it actually was. Who could be better prepared to apply new
technologies and develop new solutions for old problems than they were?’

At this point the groundwork has been laid to propose the definition of
Army transformation to be used in this study. From 1989 through 2005 Army
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transformation was a centrally directed and institutionally driven attempt
to achieve a revolution in military affairs relevant to ground warfare that
exploited Information Age technology, adapted to post—Cold War strategic
circumstances, and integrated into parallel Joint and Department of Defense
efforts. This definition is not, to our knowledge, elsewhere agreed upon. It
seems, however, to capture what Army leaders intended. It also seems to have
been tacitly accepted. For six years running and through the administrations
of three Chiefs of Staff, the Army’s Chief of Military History presented a
standard briefing labeled “Army Transformations Past.” The colorful slides
provided a brief but popular introduction to numerous Army Staff delib-
erations, transformation off-sites, Quadrennial Defense Review sessions,
multi-star conferences, and so on. At times the Director of the Army Staff
had the briefing trotted out simply because someone important needed to be
entertained. Each of the historical transformations, discussed in the briefing
and below, were centrally directed and institutionally driven, and all were
revolutions in military affairs. Several were pre-Joint and pre-Department of
Defense, but all incorporated significant technological advances. An organiz-
ing principle of the briefing was that Army transformation simultaneously
represented adaptation to new strategic circumstances, socioeconomic change,
and technological advance. This principle was never disputed, although vir-
tually all of the Army’s most senior leadership and most of the Army Staff
heard the briefing at one time or another. These men and women, collectively
pursuing Army transformation, clearly sought to achieve something on the
order of that accomplished under the leadership of Elihu Root or George C.
Marshall. Whatever the words chosen, the vision was grand.®

Army Transformations Past

To find historical Army transformations as defined above, one would
probably begin with the so-called “Root Reforms” of the early twentieth cen-
tury. Americans had participated in nineteenth-century revolutions in mili-
tary affairs, but not in a manner that was centrally directed or institutionally
driven. The mammoth American Civil War was arguably the first true example
of Industrial Age warfare, and it wedded mass production with the mass social
mobilization inaugurated by the French Revolution. Huge armies deployed
across the breadth of the continent, linked together by telegraph and sup-
ported by rail communications and steamships. Factories and depots churned
out tens of thousands of rifles, thousands of artillery pieces, and uniforms,
supplies, and accoutrements for hundreds of thousands of soldiers. At the
beginning of the war armies marched out in Napoleonic array, by its end they
contested trench lines not unlike those of World War 1. By and large the Army,
War Department, and federal government itself were swept along by the tide
of military revolution rather than actually controlling it. At the war’s onset the
War Department consisted of a handful of clerks, the Army numbered 16,000
widely scattered along the nation’s frontiers, and the defense organization was
a curious patchwork of geographical departments and functional bureaus. The
Regular Army did not much expand, nor did it provide cadre for newly raised
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units. Instead individual states and even cities raised scores of regiments, hast-
ily equipped them, and officered them with elected leaders, political appointees,
and a sprinkling of former military men then in civilian life. Regiments from
all over the continent, north and south, sped by rail to the baptismal battle of
Bull Run. This was not because the military as an institution (as opposed to
individual engineers with military backgrounds) had pioneered with respect to
such transportation, but because in the last dozen years railroads had become
integral to American life. Steamships and telegraphs similarly were commer-
cial phenomena that rapidly demonstrated practical military utility. Indeed,
in some respects traditional military leadership seemed to impede innovation.
Cases in point included the desultory fielding of breech-loading rifles, the
persistence of Napoleonic tactics (to maintain control) in the face of horrific
casualties, and initial resistance to such higher-level organizing principles as
corps headquarters. It is not entirely coincidental that officers like George B.
McClellan and Henry W. Halleck were considered paragons of the profession
before the war and came up short within it, whereas those such as Ulysses
S. Grant and William T. Sherman were embarrassments before the war and
rose to prominence within it. In time—by 1864—President Abraham Lincoln,
his War Department, and his chosen generals did get a grip. Mobilization,
training, and logistics increasingly came under federal supervision. The stra-
tegic leadership team of President Lincoln, Commanding General of the
Army Grant, Secretary of War Edwin M. Stanton, Chief of Staft Halleck,
and Quartermaster General Montgomery C. Meigs provided superb direction
and mobilized extraordinary support. At the operational level generals like
Sherman and Philip H. Sheridan fought brilliant campaigns and were well
supported by the innovative Railroad Construction Corps. Tactics, largely
driven by grassroots adaptation, evolved to accommodate modern weapons.
All this took time, however, at a huge cost in casualties and with considerable
risks to ultimate success. By the time Lincoln and his generals were in control
of events, the military revolution had already occurred. The Civil War was tes-
timony to courage, sacrifice, determination, and improvisation, but not to the
artful management of a revolution in military affairs. Postwar critics mined its
record for examples of how not to implement change and came up with better
ideas of their own.’

In the aftermath of the well-fought but poorly managed Spanish-American
War, the Army did transform itself. Strategic circumstances had radically
altered. The Indian fighting frontier had closed upon itself, and the nation had
assumed quasi-imperial responsibilities overseas. Socioeconomic changes were
equally profound. Industry had eclipsed agriculture as the nation’s principal
money maker, the nation was the world’s foremost producer of steel and other
indexes of industrial might, and overseas trade and investment soared. Far-flung
bases secured maritime access to the Caribbean and Far East. Breech-loading
repeating rifles, metallic cartridges, smokeless powder, artillery hydraulics, and
nascent machine guns were altering the technology of war. Secretary of War
Elihu Root initiated an effort to overhaul the Army, starting at the top. Rather
than the creaking stove-piped department and bureau system that had muddled
through the Indian Wars, Root proposed a general staff under a Chief of Staff
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U.S. infantry fighting the Moros in the Philippines

responsible through him to the President. His new Army War College would
capstone a hierarchy of post-commissioning education, and directly support
operational and long-term planning. The 1903 Springfield rifle, a three-inch gun
with an advanced recoil mechanism, and improved smokeless powder—each
exploited contemporary technology. The Army more than doubled in size from
its prewar precedents and by 1907 took to individual replacements rather than
unit rotations to sustain its strength overseas. The Dick Act of 1903 regularized
relationships between the Army and the “Organized Militia,” now the National
Guard. Guardsmen would be federally equipped, committed to a standardized
program of training, and subject to inspection. In 1908 the establishment of the
Army Medical Reserve proved the first step in developing an expansive federal
Army Reserve. Meanwhile sustained security requirements in the Philippines
encouraged the organization of native soldiers into the Philippine Scouts, who
soon became capable and potent auxiliaries. A reorganized and reenergized
Medical Department took on the potentially catastrophic diseases of the
new areas of operation. In the Spanish-American War the Army lost 932 to
combat and 5,238 to disease. Fear of yellow fever was so palpable in Cuba it
almost aborted operations. Armed with advances in germ theory and preventa-
tive medicine reinforced by their own practical research on-site, Army doctors
counterattacked. In a few years they virtually eliminated yellow fever as a threat
and brought malaria well under control—in both cases by declaring war on the
relevant mosquito. Nowhere was this success more consequential than during
the prolonged construction of the Panama Canal. Interpolating from previous
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experiences, one source reasonably assumed Army medicine saved seventy thou-
sand lives—a figure exceeding the entire strength of the Army at the time—on
this project alone. This is not to mention preventative medicine applied else-
where, or results from the general introduction of clinical thermometers, hypo-
dermic syringes, ophthalmoscopes, vaccines, and special purpose drugs. If one
were looking for advances with respect to this Army transformation that could
be considered exponential, one would certainly include the radically enhanced
medical capability to keep troops alive in the tropics—or anywhere else, for that
matter. As the reforms envisioned by Elihu Root came to fruition, the United
States had a respectable “Army for Empire” and hemispheric defense. A Chief
of Staff supervised a capable Army Staff and an increasingly professionalized
Army school system. The Army had more than doubled in size, acquired modern
weapons, and become expansible both within its units and by the virtue of an
orderly system of reserves. It sustained continuing operations overseas, drawing
upon native troops, individual replacements, and modern medicine to keep its
strength up. It had capably assumed a global role."

By 1910 the Army was well postured to police its overseas responsibili-
ties as they then existed and to undertake colonial wars on the scale of the
Philippine-American War or security requirements on the Mexican border.
It was not particularly postured for mass mobilization. Root was consider-
ably impressed with the writings of Emory Upton and others suspicious
of growth beyond the robust professional framework of established units.
Manageable numbers of untrained privates could be whipped into shape by
seasoned officers and noncommissioned officers (NCOs) in such units while
routine security progressed by virtue of those already trained. A proper expan-
sible Army, a term popularized in the early nineteenth century by John C.
Calhoun when he was Secretary of War, could perhaps double in size during
a training cycle and still retain its quality. The duration of such a cycle was
variously estimated as between six months and two years. Commitment to
the concept of an expansible Army was commitment to amoeba-like growth,
with the Army doubling in size with each mitosis. This seemed adequate in
1910, even with a Regular Army of fewer than one hundred thousand. Given
the breadth of the Atlantic, the relative weaknesses of Canada and Mexico,
and the insular nature of America’s overseas possessions, who would the
Army fight and on what scale? Only the European powers were capable of
mass mobilization in the near term, and the United States had long avoided
“entangling alliances” with any of them. Upton and others studied and even
admired European mobilization mechanisms, built upon peacetime conscrip-
tion, massive reserves, and large standing armies, but their application to the
United States seemed speculative and fanciful. Then strategic circumstances
changed. World War I ground on for years, consumed enormous quantities
of blood and treasure, and sucked the non-European world into its vortex.
The United States, as we have seen, had a large and ever-expanding interest in
international trade. It also grew to be a principal supplier to the Allied powers,
who in turn owed American businessmen a lot of money. The Germans came
across as ruthless, capable, imperialistic, and insatiable, heightening a national
sense of alarm. The Germans resorted to, relented, and then resorted again to
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unrestricted submarine warfare, taking American lives and sending American
ships to the bottom of the sea. They conspired to offer United States territory
to the Mexicans, or seemed to. President Woodrow Wilson, long committed to
keeping the United States out of the conflict, ultimately asked Congress for a
declaration of war on 2 April 1917.1

It is reasonable to characterize the mobilization for World War I, the post-
war retrenchment, and the mobilization for World War II as three separate
Army transformations. It may be more accurate, however, to envision a single
transformation into a mobilization-based Army. In that light World War I
was an imperfect rehearsal for World War II, with a reversion to the Army
for Empire in between. As the vast scope of the European bloodbath became
apparent, the National Defense Act of 1916 expanded both the Regular Army
and the National Guard and rendered both further expansible along Uptonian
lines. It also introduced measures for industrial and economic mobilization.
Most important to our point, it recognized the universal military obligation
of the “unorganized Militia” under federal auspices. This laid the groundwork
for mass conscription, followed by the organization and training of new divi-
sions under the supervision of small cadres of professional soldiers. Veterans
of Civil War volunteer regiments and advocates of such preparedness pro-
grams as the Plattsburg Idea had long campaigned for this more egalitarian
approach. Given that it expanded the pace of mobilization more than tenfold,
it was the only feasible way to field forces large enough and quickly enough
to matter on the Western Front. Eighteen of the new “National Army” divi-
sions joined eight constructed from the Regular Army and seventeen from the
National Guard to tip the scales in Europe. Their battlefield worth remained
incompletely proven, however. General John J. Pershing, commander of the
American Expeditionary Forces, was Uptonian in his thinking. He insisted on
lengthy in-theater retraining even for his Regular Army divisions and summar-
ily broke up six of the National Army divisions to provide individual replace-
ments to units in combat. He designated three others as replacement training
centers rather than combat units, and turned one over piecemeal to the French.
Two never saw serious combat. Of the six that did, the first was not into action
until 11 August 1918, three months before the Armistice. The third-rate status
accorded National Army divisions notwithstanding, the individual draftees
and draftee divisions of World War I performed capably enough to inspire
favorable commentary—even from Pershing himself. Egalitarian theorists such
as John McAuley Palmer seized upon this to advocate a rethinking of roles and
missions. Rather than merely serving as an expansible core, the Regular Army
was of value because it could deploy on short notice. The National Guard
would take longer to prepare but was a readily accessible reserve. Behind
this glacis of early deploying units, a great mass of new divisions under tiny
cadres of experienced officers and NCOs could organize, train, and deploy.
This approach solidified in the National Defense Act of 1920, although inter-
war frugality much diminished the preparedness of the Regular Army and
National Guard. In World War II new Army of the United States (AUS) divi-
sions, supervised by perhaps one professional soldier for forty in the ranks,
drilled through a methodical one-year training program and then competed to
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deploy. The first into combat performed well, cracking the Gustav Line in Italy
after fierce fighting. Subsequent arrivals swelled the accolades for draftees
and draftee divisions. By the end of the war the performance and manning of
Regular Army, National Guard, and veteran Army of the United States divi-
sions were virtually indistinguishable, with draftees dominating the rank and
file throughout. Over two-thirds of the divisions fighting had been activated
after Pearl Harbor, and all had been kept up to strength by drafted individual
replacements. The great American defense gamble had paid off. Even in the
face of modern weaponry, Americans did not need a large Army in time of
peace to have a large and effective Army in time of war.'?

Hotly debated, the transformation to a mobilization-based Army was insti-
tutionally driven throughout. In addition to addressing the strategic shift to
major warfare in Europe and Asia, it also harnessed dramatic socioeconomic
changes. Industrial growth had churned ahead, and scientific advances fielded
such technologies as the internal combustion engine, radio, and general elec-
trification. Meanwhile bouts of economic depression and political movements
such as Progressivism and the New Deal led Americans to expect much more of
their government and to cede it much more authority in return. The Sixteenth
Amendment authorized a national income tax beginning in 1913. The federal
government heavily supervised the economy during World War I, the New Deal,
and World War II. Conscription, a fierce issue during the Civil War, aroused
modest opposition during World War I and barely a whimper during World
War I1. Taken together, these advances and mind-sets enabled industrial mobi-
lization of mind-boggling proportions. During World War II the United States
superbly equipped and supported its own massive armed forces while contrib-
uting heavily to the logistics of its allies as well. Much of the discussion of a
revolution in military affairs beginning in World War I centers on technologi-
cal advances harnessing tanks, airplanes, artillery, radios, storm troopers, and
motorized transportation into combined-arms tactics eventually characterized
as Blitzkrieg The United States Army did not particularly lead in this regard
until late in its transformation. By the time it arrived in France in World War
I, nascent combinations of tanks, artillery, infantry, and planes were already
contesting the battlefield dominance of trench line, barbed wire, and machine
gun. The United States participated, but with tanks, artillery, and planes largely
provided by the British and French. American soldiers did some experimenta-
tion and a lot of reading and writing concerning combined-arms warfare in the
interwar years. Congress took little note until the Germans overran Poland and
France in lightning campaigns, however. As money flowed Army transformers
designed robust panoplies of modern equipment to fit out redesigned divisions,
borrowing heavily from European experiences and practices. Training programs
and logistical procedures adapted as well. The results were breathtaking with
respect to lavishness, scale, and standardization. Whereas the Germans had
mechanized or motorized but a fraction of their forces, the Americans put virtu-
ally everything except infantry in contact on wheels or tracks during their battle
for France. The 1945 American campaigns in Germany and the Po Valley were
the most thoroughgoing examples of Blitzkrieg yet. They looked easy but would
not have been had the Army not transformed."
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World War II witnesses mass mobilization.

The transformation to a mobilization-based Army prioritized organiza-
tion and then applied technology to it. Transformation to the early Cold War
Army, extant from 1949 through 1973, was driven largely by atomic weapons
and the new world order that they had created. Atomic weapons rendered the
strategic bombardment visions of Italian General Giulio Douhet and other
airpower enthusiasts feasible and hastened the departure of the Air Force to
become a separate service. This in turn fueled the National Defense Act of
1947 and the organization of the Department of Defense as the overseer of
three services. Meanwhile the construction of a network of alliances overseas
to contain communist expansion, most famously the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO), embedded American forces within larger security
arrangements. For a period the United States offset emerging Soviet hostility
and intransigence with its atomic monopoly and calculated military assistance.
The Army shrank into a constabulary overseas, with a robust mobilization
base at home should it be called upon to refight World War II. Instead it was
called on to fight a limited war in Korea, shortly after the Soviet Union had
acquired atomic bombs of its own. The fall of China to Mao Zedong radically
expanded the perimeter within which communism was to be contained. The
Regular Army enlarged to fight the Korean War and then remained large to
man the “frontiers of freedom” in Europe and Asia. Renewed conscription
and individual replacement kept up its strength. A tiered mobilization system
stretched down through established National Guard and Army Reserve units
to training divisions and related assets capable of raising altogether new units.
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Cold War “tactical” nuclear weapons included the Davy Crockett.

This allowed for another World War II type of mobilization complete with
draftee divisions. Nuclear weapons proliferated and miniaturized, to include
atomic munitions for tube artillery and intermediate-range ballistic missiles
such as the Jupiter and Pershing. The Army briefly introduced the five-battle-
group Pentomic Division with a much-reduced division overhead, a philoso-
phy of dispersed mobile combat, and integrated nuclear weapons. The design
exceeded the technology of the time, particularly with respect to command
and control, logistics, and sustained mobility. By 1964 the Pentomic Division
had been replaced by the Reorganization Objective Army Division (ROAD),
consisting of an enlarged division base and three maneuver brigade headquar-
ters to which varying mixes of standing battalions could be assigned. ROAD
gave up some nuclear survivability as compared with the Pentomic Division,
but it was far more capable of sustaining conventional and low-intensity con-
flict. This fit in with a progression from nearly complete reliance on nuclear
deterrence prior to 1949 through heavy reliance on nuclear deterrence with
Eisenhower’s “New Look” to the more balanced capabilities of “Flexible
Response” in the 1960s. An enlarged peacetime force structure dictated con-
tinuous industrial mobilization, with generations of equipment cascading
from the Regular Army through the National Guard and Army Reserve into
“mothballs” and obsolescence as technology progressed. President Eisenhower
groused about the emerging power of a “military-industrial complex,” but such
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The Vietnam War saw the widespread tactical use of helicopters.

a phenomenon proved necessary to keep large forces continuously supplied
and consistently modernized. Within North America early warning systems
and matrices of antiaircraft and later antiballistic missile sites ringed key cities
and facilities. Many of these were manned by National Guardsmen, defend-
ing their country from their “own backyard.” Nuclear war implied horrific
casualties. This was all the more reason for the Army to maintain a depth
of reserves and an expansible mobilization base. The early Cold War Army
was relatively large, dependent on conscription, backed by robust industrial
and mobilization bases, nuclear armed, embedded in alliances, partnered to
other services under Department of Defense auspices, and committed to be
the ground component of a flexible response.'

In keeping with notions of flexible response, the Army undertook an
expanding counterinsurgency to hold the line in Vietnam while maintain-
ing nuclear armed deterrence elsewhere. While in Vietnam the Army radi-
cally expanded its use of helicopters, first for mobility in rough terrain and
then as multipurpose platforms for a variety of tactical uses. It also evolved
considerable sophistication in operations at the lower end of the combat
spectrum. As the United States Army withdrew from Vietnam in the early
1970s, however, it by and large walked away from this experience—as we
shall see. It also transformed from the draftee Army of the early Cold War
to the all-volunteer force of the late Cold War. Political leaders determined
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that the American people would no longer support a “peacetime” draft and
that the draft as it existed aggravated socioeconomic tensions within the
United States. Peacetime conscription ended in 1973. The strategic situa-
tion also changed. The People’s Republic of China and the Soviet Union
had visibly fallen out, clashing along their borders while the Vietnam War
was under way. President Nixon courted China with an unprecedented visit
in 1972, and the Soviets committed to a series of strategic arms limita-
tions treaties at about the same time. The threat of nuclear war seemed
much reduced, as did the specter of monolithic communist expansion.
The Arab-Israeli War of 1973 demonstrated the lethality of antitank and
antiaircraft-guided missiles which, with other technological advances,
tilted conventional warfare in favor of the tactical defense. It now seemed
feasible to hold back a Soviet or North Korean conventional attack with-
out resorting to nuclear weapons, buying time to address whatever miscal-
culation had initiated hostilities. A doctrine labeled the “Active Defense”
envisioned highly trained professional soldiers maneuvering quickly in the
face of a mechanized advance, wearing down their adversaries with incred-
ibly accurate fires. Beginning in 1982 the Active Defense morphed into
“AirLand Battle,” achieving more balance between defensive and offen-
sive operations and articulating notions of “deep battle.” Equipment was
to be thoroughly upgraded and modernized, complementing the higher
professional caliber of the soldiers. Cases in point included but were by
no means limited to the so-called “big five”: the M1 Abrams tank, the
M2/3 Bradley fighting vehicle, the AH-64 Apache attack helicopter, the
UH-60 Black Hawk utility helicopter, and the Patriot air defense missile.
Training technology leaped ahead as well, incorporating such advances
as the unit conduct-of-fire trainer (UCOFT), the Multiple Integrated
Laser Engagement System (MILES), and distributed tactical simulations.
Skillful, highly trained volunteers were necessarily more expensive than
draftees and required considerable investment in recruitment and reten-
tion. The Army became smaller, with the active Army numbering 785,000
in 1974—still large by historical standards—as opposed to 1,570,000 in
1968. These reductions were partially offset by increased reliance upon the
reserve component. In accordance with the new Total Force policy over
two-thirds of the Army’s combat support and combat service support
ended up in the reserve component, rendering it unfeasible to sustain sig-
nificant operations without them. Focus on high-end mechanized conven-
tional combat in Central Europe, or a similar setting, dominated tactical
thinking. The basic mobilization structure of the early Cold War remained,
albeit thinned, as did a military-industrial complex cascading generations
of ever-more modern equipment. The draft was programmed for resurrec-
tion, should circumstances require. The active units of the late Cold War
Army were fewer in number, all volunteer, and more professional. They
were designed to preclude a quick or easy Soviet conventional victory and
thus to deter miscalculation. Should circumstances get out of control, the
nation was reasonably prepared to revert to the conscription, mass mobili-
zation, and heavy reliance upon nuclear weapons of the early Cold War.'s
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How Transformation Works

The transformations discussed above were at different times and led to
different armies. However, they shared features in common that may allow
general comments on Army transformation as a process. Each occurred proxi-
mate to a strategic, socioeconomic, and technological watershed. At some
point the leadership of the Army committed itself to centrally directed and
institutionally driven transformation. To succeed, they had to decide on a way
ahead, wrap up debate, and market the transformation inside the Army and
out. Transformation will not occur if Congress has not approved and funded
it. A vision without funding is a hallucination. Thus transformation took time
up front just to get under way. Once under way, a host of secondary and ter-
tiary effects had to be identified and worked through. Technology may have
advanced the ball, but exploiting it required changes to doctrine, organization,
training, administrative practices, and even military culture. Experimentation,
feedback, and trial and error proved necessary. All this took time, perhaps
as much as a generation, because true transformations overlapped, with one
superseding the other across messy temporal boundaries. It can be easier for
historians to identify an Army transformation than it was for the participants.
Let us reexamine Army transformations past in the light of these common
features.

Army transformations have occurred at strategic, socioeconomic, and
technological watersheds. By 1898 the United States had acquired significant
overseas possessions in the Pacific and Caribbean, while the Indian frontier
that had been the Army’s principal area of operations for three hundred
years ceased to exist. Industry surpassed agriculture as the engine driving the
national economy, railroads linked the United States into a socioeconomic
whole, and overseas markets and investments were increasingly essential to the
national well-being. Breech-loading smokeless repeating rifles, breech-load-
ing smokeless artillery with recoil mechanisms, and machine guns emerged
to dominate the land battlefield, and armored battleships were dominant at
sea. In 1917 the United States Army departed for the first of two colossal
wars in Europe alongside allies and against adversaries primed for massive
national mobilizations. It had to raise huge forces, dispatch them overseas,
and sustain them in combat once there. Meanwhile an industrial revolution
based on electrification and the internal combustion engine raced ahead, and
the American people accepted unprecedented socioeconomic discipline and
paid unprecedented taxes as the role of the government with respect to the
economy evolved. Military technology harnessed the internal combustion
engine that appeared in tanks and airplanes and in swarms of combat sup-
port and combat service support vehicles to complement both. By 1949 the
United States accepted the strategic military leadership of a “Free World”
attempting to contain communist expansion along vast frontiers in Europe
and Asia. The Free World represented liberal capitalism and socioeconomic
integration as well as political compatibility. Institutions such as the World
Bank and International Monetary Fund, along with a host of agreements,
policies, and usages, emerged from the Bretton Woods Conference of 1944
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New technology, in this case an antitank missile, required doctrine, training, and
appropriate organization to be useful.

and its successors. Socioeconomic integration merged with military necessity
to embed the United States Army in standing alliances of long duration, most
notably NATO. The preeminent military technology of the era was the nuclear
weapon and systems associated with it, although sustained mobilization also
led to cascades of ever-more modern conventional equipment replacing itself
a generation at a time. By 1973 it was clear that communism was no longer
monolithic, if it ever had been, and the threat of nuclear war had somewhat
receded. The Cold War and containment were still there, but the prolonged
Vietnam War had exposed socioeconomic cleavages within the United States
and exhausted its tolerance for conscription short of a major war. At the same
time radically improved guided antitank and antiaircraft missiles made it fea-
sible to withstand a major conventional attack with a smaller Army without
resorting to nuclear weapons. Each of these complex watersheds had a banner
year—1898, 1917, 1949, and 1973—with a much broader temporal footprint.
What of 1989? Without getting too far ahead of our story, one might suggest
that the end of the Cold War profoundly altered strategic circumstances, the
Information Age marks a socioeconomic revolution, and the military poten-
tial of the microchip is only on the cusp of being realized.'®

Historical watersheds are easier to see in hindsight than they are at the time,
rendering the need for an Army transformation less visible as well. Debate within
the Army family concerning transformation can be fierce and resistance to change
substantial. When Elihu Root perceived the need to remake the Army for its new
world role, he was immediately opposed by Commanding General Nelson A. Miles
and the Army’s bureau chiefs entrenched in Washington. To Miles the transition
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to a Chief of Staff supervising a general staff implied a loss of grandeur, whereas
to the bureau chiefs it implied a loss of influence. They could not accept that
worldwide responsibilities required forward-deployed leadership and improved
integrated management rather than the stovepipe system that had been adequate
for the Indian Wars. Debate and resistance dragged on for at least a dozen years.
The mass mobilization for World War I was grudgingly accepted by some Army
senior leaders and followed prolonged debate between disciples of Emory Upton
and more egalitarian theorists such as Leonard Wood concerning how big a role
citizen-soldiers could play—and how quickly. The conduct of operations during
World War I indicated an enduring professional bias against conscripts, and mus-
ings continued postwar concerning how much of a “Sad Sack™ a draftee would
inevitably be. Only with the Victory Program authored in 1941 did the Army accept
the draftee and the draftee division as full partners, a faith that demonstrated itself
as well placed by mid-1944. With the advent of atomic weapons theorists within
the Army fell into at least three camps. One saw the huge strategic potential of bal-
listic missiles, with the Army in control of them. For these the future of war was
Doubhet-style strategic bombardment sans the manned aircraft, with other ground
forces playing a distinctly subordinate role. This group was largely excised when
President Eisenhower transferred strategic nuclear missiles to the Air Force in the
late 1950s. A second group argued for designing an Army optimized for a tacti-
cal nuclear battlefield while a third group, with limited wars like Korea in mind,
considered nuclear weapons best left to the Air Force and Navy and sought an
Army dominant in conventional ground combat. Transformation landed some-
where between the second and third groups, with the first ascendant during the
Eisenhower administration with the Pentomic Division and the second ascendant
with ROAD after 1960. The Volunteer Army was forced on the Army before it was
embraced by the Army. After initial foot dragging with respect to implementing it
at all, several lines of contention emerged within the context of implementation.
Efforts to improve living conditions, relax disciplinary requirements, and raise pay
in order to recruit and retain high-quality soldiers brought resistance from those
who thought the troops were being “coddled.” The Total Army concept demol-
ished precepts that had been intact for years, threatening vested interests in the
active component and the reserve component alike. The recruitment of women
multiplied several fold and women were admitted to West Point, bringing on a
whole new debate with respect to the essence of soldiering. Transformation has
never occurred without resistance within the Army itself.!”

Army transformations inevitably required funding and thus congressional
support. Ideally debate within the Army would wrap up before Congress became
involved, but this has not happened. Discord complicates the procurement of
funds Congress is often loath to give, particularly when the interests of constit-
uents are at stake. Elihu Root, for example, did not have much trouble convinc-
ing Congress to expand the standing Army from its pre—Spanish-American
War strength of 28,000 to its post—Philippine War strength of 70,000, adding
five regiments each of infantry and cavalry in the process. The greater secu-
rity requirements and greater national means were both obvious. His desire to
consolidate units at fewer locations and close down tiny “hitching post” forts
scattered across the former frontier met much greater resistance. These figured
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in local economies and were also destination points for resources generated by
the Army’s antiquated bureau system. So great was the leverage of the bureaus
in Congress that Root’s promulgation of a thoroughly empowered general
staff was only partly achieved. Similarly the landmark Dick Act of 1903 rep-
resented compromises between the Uptonian direction Root was trying to go
and the political influence of the National Guard. The transformation to a
mobilization-based Army pitted Uptonian notions of professionalism against
more egalitarian views held by Generals John A. Logan, Leonard Wood, and
others. Congress came down on the side of the egalitarians by default; it was
so unwilling to consider a peacetime expansible Army of the scale a great
war would have required that Army planners inevitably fell back on a cadre
system when great war was thrust upon them. Ironically, congressional parsi-
mony totally reversed itself when war arrived. This prompted Chief of Staff
General George C. Marshall’s famous remark that before Pearl Harbor the
Army had unlimited time and no money and after it unlimited money and
no time. Following the war congressional parsimony returned, complicated
by the reorganization of military forces into three services and a department
of defense. The so-called “Key West Agreement” (actually the policy paper
Functions of the Armed Forces and the Joint Chiefs of Staff) defined roles and
missions for the services and particularly apportioned air assets. The Navy and
Air Force received far more planes and strategic nuclear weapons and inevi-
tably were dependent on more costly platforms and technologies. As the Cold
War continued, this reverberated in the budget, year after year. Business allies
of the Navy and Air Force seemed more potent in Congress than those of the
Army, given that the Navy and Air Force budgets were dominated by costly
procurements whereas that of the Army was dominated by personnel costs.
The Army’s sense of being a budgetary third priority became particularly
acute during the period of Eisenhower’s “New Look.” With the all-volunteer
Army of the late Cold War, congressional deliberations over personnel costs
took a new twist. Now recruitment and retention were high priorities, and cash
incentives were mobilized to facilitate both. Military pay competed with civil-
ian pay to maintain end strength. Arguments over force structure became even
more acute, with ever more powerful financial incentives for trimming it. Each
Army transformation evolved through the wickets of congressional funding
processes, with setbacks and compromises along the way.'®

Army transformations drive and are driven by changes in doctrine. At the
dawn of the twentieth century breech-loading repeating rifles, breech-loading
artillery with recoil mechanisms, and machine guns partnered with battlefield
experience to require greater dispersion, even at the risk of degrading com-
mand and control. Soldiers shed traditional “Army Blue” uniforms for drab-
ber shades of brown. During the world wars the mobilization-based Army
raced to catch up with doctrine that was already being applied by allies and
adversaries, transitioning to the new equipment necessary on the fly. Pershing
aspired to restore maneuver warfare to the Western Front, but instead got
better at hammering away with massive artillery fires, fierce infantry assaults,
and a sprinkling of tanks and planes. Much of his heavy equipment was
British and French. American military leaders were as shocked as anybody
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else by the early World War 11 effectiveness of Blitzkrieg in Poland and France
and rushed to make their own Army capable of such tactics. After some hard
knocks and lessons learned they succeeded, liberally borrowing combined-
arms tactics from ally and adversary alike. This doctrinal ecumenism inspired
the iconic scene in the motion picture Patton where the triumphant hero shouts
across the battlefield to the defeated Rommel “. . . you magnificent bastard,
I read your book!” The early Cold War Army strove mightily to weave tacti-
cal nuclear weapons into the combined-arms doctrine it inherited from World
War II. Subject matter experts down to the company level, generally nuclear,
biological, and chemical (NBC) officers and NCOs, shepherded detection Kkits,
dosimeters, and gas masks and balanced downwind safety diagrams against
vehicle protective factors to determine defensive positions and schemes of
maneuver. At higher levels appropriately trained officers plotted targets for the
introduction of friendly nuclear weapons and anticipated targets the enemy
would select. With the late Cold War this preoccupation with nuclear weapons
faded, and attention shifted to the battlefield effectiveness of conventional
guided missiles and computer-assisted gunnery. Admonished that “What can
be seen can be hit, and what can be hit can be killed,” company command-
ers designed layers of kill zones wherein each of their weapon systems came
together at optimal ranges. At higher levels commanders were to shuffle units
in such a manner that kill zones and engagement areas stretched across a
continuous front. In accordance with “AirLand Battle” they capitalized on
aircraft, guided missile-bearing helicopters, and intermediate-range ballistic
missiles to plan “deep battles” well within ground controlled by the enemy, and
protected their own forces from interdiction with an equally thoughtful “rear
battle.” Each Army transformation featured its unique doctrine adapted to
anticipated tactical circumstances and the technology of the time."

Changing doctrine drives changes in organization. Root aspired to gather
a scattered frontier constabulary into larger units, and his successors designed
nominal division organizations to tie them together. In 1913, for example, the
2d Division efficiently mustered on the Mexican border after having received a
message of only five lines, reflecting a degree of coordination that would have
been impossible ten years earlier. Overseas security was considerably enhanced
by newly organized native units such as the Philippine Scouts and the Puerto
Rico Regiment. The mobilization-based Army radically enlarged command
hierarchy to control much increased size. Divisions solidified in World War I
and corps and armies were added to them. To these higher headquarters World
War IT added army groups. Division composition changed with doctrine. In
World War I the massive two-brigade, four-regiment quadrangular division
was organized into four division corps supported by masses of artillery and
provided a relentless battering ram for the Western Front. Leading regiments
were replaced by fresh regiments and leading divisions by fresh divisions as
offensives ground on. World War II placed more emphasis upon maneuver, and
armored divisions and separate battalions were added. A stripped-down three-
regiment infantry division with artillery served as a base to which separate
battalions of other arms could be added. Armored divisions featured combat
commands that were even more readily tailored, and the war introduced the
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all new airborne division. The early Cold War Army, as we have seen, flailed to
adapt to the nuclear battlefield. The Pentomic Division optimized a capacity
to disperse units and mass fires, although its success depended on technol-
ogy that did not yet exist. It was replaced by the ROAD, which had tailorable
brigades and a division overhead better able to sustain conventional combat.
With the late Cold War Army the proliferation and miniaturization of guided
missiles morphed organization. Mechanized infantry and armored task forces
became more interchangeable as every vehicle sported long-range tank-killing
weapons. Rocket batteries proliferated, dispersed to the rear, and added new
dimensions to division and corps battle spaces. Swarms of missile-armed
attack helicopters came into their own as maneuver task forces and brigade
combat teams, controlling ground rather than merely serving as occasionally
useful auxiliaries. Each Army transformation featured new patterns of organi-
zation unique to the circumstances and technology of its time.?

New organizations must be trained. The Army War College was the most
tangible product of the Root reforms. It drove the training and education of
the general staff while also serving as the capstone to a refurbished hierarchi-
cal Army school system. Perhaps the most important feature of the Root-era
Dick Act was the training relationship it established between the active Army
and the National Guard. Newly envisioned as a tiered reserve, the National
Guard was to be routinely drilled against federal standards in peacetime to
improve its efficiency should war occur. The mobilization-based Army was
predicated on the notion that small cadres could train large units to appro-
priate standards within reasonable periods of time. This approach worked
satisfactorily in World War I and well in World War II. The rigorous year-
long Army Training Program of World War II systematically drilled draftees
through basic, individual, unit, combined-arms, and large-unit maneuver
phases. The new units by and large performed capably in their first combats,
and got better from there. World War II infantry divisions particularly drilled
artillery-infantry teamwork, and their battlefield performance demonstrated
that strength. The integration of air and armor with infantry was less well
rehearsed in the Army Training Program, which led to embarrassments and
then adaptations overseas. The early Cold War Army was forward deployed
and evolved a robust capability to conduct basic and individual training in
stateside institutions in order to dispatch trained soldiers as individual replace-
ments overseas. Units reinforced individual training and assumed full respon-
sibility for collective training. Tank battalions were by now organic to infantry
divisions, so combined-arms unit training received appropriate emphasis from
the outset. The training of the early Cold War drove skills necessary to survive
on the nuclear battlefield down to the individual and crew level. The largely
drafted early Cold War Army featured high turnovers, and the volume of its
training programs took this into account. The all-volunteer late Cold War
Army heavily emphasized reenlistment and featured generally longer tours
and less turnover. It refined and standardized the Noncommissioned Officer
Education System (NCOES) to get the most out of retained soldiers at all
levels. Increasingly sophisticated equipment and smaller units argued for the
increasing percentages of noncommissioned officers the late Cold War Army
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deployed. Each Army transformation evolved a training paradigm of its own
to accommodate its unique circumstances.?'

Transformation implies changes in administrative practices. We have dis-
cussed the prolonged contention beginning with the Root reforms between
the general staff system and the traditional bureaus of the nineteenth century.
During this period the Army also shifted to an individual replacement system
to maintain the strengths of units overseas. With the mobilization-based Army
elaborate civil and military mechanisms to control the draft and direct the flow
of draftees evolved. Huge masses of manpower were to be efficiently accessed,
sorted through, distributed, and ultimately released. Standardized testing
came into its own, with profound effects on both individuals and institutions.
Terms such as Category III or 4F acquired social as well as administrative
importance. Units and agencies competed to get their fair share of individuals
with purportedly desirable characteristics. Adjutants and personnel officers at
every level codified, managed, and tracked human capital with unprecedented
levels of detail. The early Cold War Army creditably supervised the recon-
struction and reintegration of Germany and Japan and settled in with major
units forward deployed to defend these and other allies. Even when combat
operations were not ongoing, this forward-deployed posture and reliance
on an individual replacement system implied massive personnel movements.
Recruits and draftees were inducted, trained, deployed, and released or reen-
listed. Career soldiers cycled through assignments in the United States and
overseas, each being expected to take his or her fair share of “hardship” tours,
accompanied overseas tours, stateside tours, and professional school assign-
ments. An elaborate bureaucracy emerged to supervise all this traffic, as did
personal relationships between professional soldiers and their career managers
(also affectionately known as career manglers) in the National Capital Region.
With the late Cold War Army new bureaucracies emerged to better manage
recruiting and retention. District Recruiting Commands (later battalions)
scattered recruiters and recruiting stations across the United States in ubiqui-
tous bids to “make contact.” Mass media were mobilized, most famously with
the long-standing slogan “Be All That You Can Be, in the Army.” To manage
retention full-time Retention NCOs were assigned down to the battalion level.
These scheduled reiterative interviews with eligible soldiers and then vectored
in with the reenlistment options that seemed most likely to appeal to each.
Commanders and staffs monitored reenlistment closely, and relevant com-
ments almost inevitably appeared in officers’ efficiency ratings. Each Army
transformation evolved administrative practices to keep pace with the newly
morphing Army.?

Some aspects of Army transformations are best described as cultural.
During the Army for Empire perhaps the profoundest cultural shift was new-
found deference to preventative medicine and medical advice. As late as the
Spanish-American War commanders often ignored doctors and characterized
the smell of excrement around their camps as the “patriotic odor.” In a few
short years Army doctors bested historically debilitating tropical diseases,
catapulted in prestige and influence, and controlled major aspects of soldiers’
lives with prescribed health and welfare routines. A rare commander ignored
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medical advice, whether with respect to his unit or his person. The mobiliza-
tion-based Army swept away much of the isolation that had traditionally sepa-
rated the American Army and its people. Enlisted men and officers alike were
far more representative of the American people as a whole. With this greater
openness came greater exposure of service practices to outside scrutiny. The
theretofore somewhat arbitrary disciplinary system evolved toward the far
more circumscribed Uniformed Code of Military Justice (UCMYJ). Citizen-
soldiers expected to retain their rights as citizens, and an energetic media was
on hand to assist. Patton’s infamous slapping incident in Sicily illustrates this
cultural evolution. What other army—or what previous American Army—
would have relieved a military superstar because he had slapped a soldier?
The early Cold War Army remained mobilization-based and egalitarian, albeit
with a more cosmopolitan tone. Soldiers of all ranks routinely served overseas
amid diverse cultures, and most could expect a tour in Germany, Japan, or
Korea. Intermarriage with locals became common enough that virtually every
company had a few wives born overseas in its family. Local languages were
similarly familiar to at least a few of the NCOs. It is true that soldiers spent
most of their time in isolated enclaves, but few escaped the notion that they
were somehow ambassadors for their country and for democracy in general.
In this context racial discrimination became awkward at first, and then posi-
tively embarrassing. Social mores were already progressing toward integration
when President Truman’s executive order integrated the Army. The Army that
invaded Germany and occupied Japan was ferociously segregated. By the late
1960s officers and NCOs were canvassing local bars, retailers, apartments,
and the like, identifying which refused to provide service regardless of race,
and placing offenders off-limits to all soldiers. If racial and ethnic discrimina-
tion was the greatest social challenge for the early Cold War Army, gender
discrimination was the greatest social challenge for its successor. As we have
seen, percentages of women in the Army multiplied several fold when the draft
ended and the shift to an all-volunteer force began. The separate Women’s
Army Corps (WAC), venerated by many who served in it, was disestablished
in 1974 to allow for a broader and more egalitarian distribution of women
throughout the force. Restrictions on women'’s service disappeared one by one,
until only a relative few remained. Each Army transformation proved to be in
part cultural.?

It should perhaps be noted that each of the historical transformations
discussed above involved a slightly different cast of institutional players. Root
seems to have been virtually alone when launching his principal reforms. Those
bureau chiefs who were not actively hostile were preoccupied with day-to-day
responsibilities, and the Commanding General of the Army was actively hos-
tile. An improvised War College Board served as a surreptitious staff, and Root
got valuable help before Congress from such distinguished retirees as Generals
John M. Schofield, Wesley Merritt, and Grenville M. Dodge. The transforma-
tion to a mobilization-based Army was largely authored by the general staff
Root had envisioned. Secretaries of the Army and Chiefs of Staff worked
Congress in concert for funding and legislation, and staff officers coordinated
details. Remnants of the bureau system remained to work the routine within
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Army transformations include administrative and cultural change.

their purviews, but long-range planning increasingly fell to the general staff,
and it grew more specialized and refined over time. The War College retained
an active role, largely to shepherd and sort through good ideas. The early Cold
War Army inherited this refined general staff. One particularly notable addi-
tion was the Vice Chief of Staff in 1947. This critical officer generally took
charge of the day-to-day running of the Army, freeing the Chief of Staft to
deal with external players and longer-term visions. With the National Security
Act of 1947 critical external players had been added, namely the Departments
of Defense and of the Air Force. The Department of the Navy had long been
there, but acquired a new and different relationship with the Army now that
both received funding and supervision through the Department of Defense.
Given that technology muddied once clean boundaries between land and sea,
and that air was everywhere, there was much to sort out. The late Cold War
Army added the Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), the Army
Materiel Command (AMC), and a number of other agencies to deliberations
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envisioning the future course of the Army. These cooperated with and occa-
sionally competed with such Army Staff components as the Deputy Chief of
Staft for Operations and Plans (DCSOPS) or the Deputy Chief of Staff for
Logistics (DCSLOG). The increasing elaboration of staffs and commands was
paralleled by increasing structure and sophistication in agencies given over to
analysis, testing, and “consumer” evaluation. Army transformations became
ever more multiorganizational, influencing the precept that they would be cen-
trally directed and institutionally driven.?

Army transformations take time to mature, and the resulting forces overlap
considerably. The Army for Empire arguably lasted from 1898 through 1941.
The constituent shift to a general staff did not tip the balance with respect to
the control of the bureaus until 1912, with the dramatic resolution of the so-
called “muster-roll controversy.” Overseas units settled into a steady rhythm of
forward deployment supported by individual replacements and trained units
of Philippine Constabulary at about the same time. The mobilization-based
Army rehearsed in 1917-1918 and lasted from 1940 through 1973. As we have
seen, the status of draftees and draftee divisions was not fully settled until
1944. The appliqué revolution in military affairs applied to the mobilization-
based Army went considerably faster, but this was largely because of time
gained by drawing upon European experimentation and experience. The early
Cold War Army lasted from 1945 through 1973. It was sufficiently dependent
on conscription and mobilization plans to end about the same time as the
mobilization-based Army, although it was, as we have seen, conscientiously
atomic. The late Cold War Army began with the commitment to end conscrip-
tion in 1969. It is a matter of debate whether this Army remains with us today.
One purpose of this study is to define the extent to which the Army of 2005
had changed from its late Cold War predecessor, and to ascertain whether the
differences were enough to characterize as a transformation—and as a revolu-
tion in military affairs. Lest the timelines described seem too lengthy and the
overlaps too extensive to qualify as transformative or revolutionary, one might
consider other historical examples. Many historians consider the European
introduction of drilled musketry as revolutionary. The proportion of French
musketeers/fusiliers to pikemen evolved from two to three in 1622 through one
to one in 1630, two to one in 1650, three to one in 1680, and four to one in
1695. Pure fusilier battalions did not appear until about 1705, and even these
did not make the logical leap to deploying as integral companies until about
1750. Similarly, the Prussian revolution in military affairs that so benefited
Chancellor Otto von Bismarck arguably extended from 1836 through 1871,
the dreadnaught revolution from 1837 through 1917, and the harnessing of the
internal combustion engine to military purposes from 1909 through 1944. To
employ a nonmilitary analogy, the American Revolution was not conceptually
complete until an elected government first superseded an opposing incumbent
in 1800—twenty-four years after the Declaration of Independence. Timelines
characterized as transformative or revolutionary are necessarily relative.?

Given the discussion to this point, what might one expect to find if an
Army transformation indeed occurred between 1989 and 2005? First, the
front end of that period would mark a broad strategic, socioeconomic,

26



Introduction

and technological watershed forcing the Army into major changes, if
only to adapt. Second, this watershed would not be unarguably apparent
or uniformly agreed upon, provoking debates within the Army and the
Department of Defense concerning appropriate responses. Unresolved
debate would complicate overtures to Congress for funding, once decisions
internal to the Army had ostensibly been made. Third, transformation would
not be modernization alone, nor would the harnessing of new technologies
alone complete it. Instead doctrine, organization, training, administrative
practices, and service culture would change substantially as well. Fourth,
transformation would involve multiple actors, inside the Army and out. If
the pattern established over previous transformations continued, even more
individuals and institutions would be players this time than had ever been
the case before. Finally, temporal boundaries would be indistinct and the
institutional overlap with legacy forces considerable. The very existence of a
transformation might be debatable—and thus worthy of a study.

Conclusions

From 1989 through 2005 Army senior leaders attempted a centrally directed
and institutionally driven revolution in military affairs relevant to ground war-
fare that exploited Information Age technology, adapted to post—-Cold War
strategic circumstances, and integrated into parallel Joint and Department of
Defense efforts. Were this transformation to succeed, it would be as dramatic
and consequential as the shifts to an Army for Empire around the turn of the
last century, to a mobilization-based Army to fight World Wars I and II, to
the atomic-armed early Cold War Army, and to the all-volunteer late Cold
War Army. As had been the case in these earlier transformations, they would
have adapted to radically altered strategic, socioeconomic, and technological
circumstances. They also would have driven the Army to dramatic doctrinal,
organizational, training, administrative, and cultural changes relevant to the
Army’s new circumstances. The purpose of this study is to ascertain the origins,
nature, and relative success of the Army transformation attempted between
1989 and 2005. Hopefully the results will enlighten and inform and also will
be of use to those called upon to author yet another Army transformation at
some future point in time.
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CRAPTER 2

The Tectonic Shift, 1989-1991

We have characterized historical Army transformations as redesigns in
response to radically altered strategic, socioeconomic, and technological cir-
cumstances. The United States Army has not changed for the sake of change
alone but has proven creditably adaptive when pressed. It would again find
itself pressed by dramatic developments during the period 1989 through 1991.
Within these few years strategic, socioeconomic, and technological changes
occurred or became apparent whose cumulative effect would be tectonic. Army
leaders recognized the imminence of a paradigm shift, even though its direc-
tion and ultimate dimensions remained unclear. They solidified a framework
for change, initiated relevant planning, and undertook some changes that had
immediate effects. Let us examine the Army as it existed in 1989, discuss the
dramatic events of 1989-1991, and describe the Army’s initial efforts to adapt
to its newly emerging circumstances.

The United States Army in 1989

Going into 1989, the United States Army had focus. Chief of Staff
General Carl E. Vuono unequivocally stated “the Soviets continue to present
the most dangerous threat to our interests and allies throughout the world.”!
Not only that, the Soviet threat continued “to grow and become more sophisti-
cated.”? Only the Soviet Union had the capability to destroy the United States
and deployed forces requisite to do so. In Europe, confrontation between the
superpowers had been visible and direct for forty years. In the Middle East,
American war plans envisioned a Soviet drive south for oil and saltwater
access. Cuba and North Korea remained afloat by the virtue of Soviet largesse.
Perturbations in the Third World were generally painted in some shade of
red. Only Communist China posed a significant threat external to the Soviet
umbrella. China’s threat boiled down to the Taiwan Straits, however, and that
was a Navy problem.’

The Army’s disposition reflected the threat. The Commander in Chief,
United States Army, Europe (USAREUR), and Seventh Army, General
Crosbie E. Saint, began his annual report in the Association of the United
States Army’s Green Book with the words “general defense plan,” thus giving
the “GDP” pride of place in the priorities of his command.* More than
200,000 of the Army’s 770,000 active-component personnel were assigned to
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Heavy forces deploy from the United States to Europe
for REFORGER exercises.

Europe: two corps, four heavy divisions, three separate brigades, two armored
cavalry regiments, and numerous supporting units. These served alongside six
corps of similarly heavily equipped allied units. In case of crisis, the Americans
were to be reinforced in accordance with a national commitment to provide
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) ten divisions within ten days.
Units rapidly flown in from the United States would draw Pre-positioning of
Materiel Configured to Unit Sets (POMCUS) equipment from sites in Belgium,
Germany, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands, and then race to their deploy-
ment areas. Procedures were rehearsed in massive annual Return of Forces
to Germany (REFORGER) exercises, wherein thousands of combat vehicles
streamed along the Autobahnen and into the German countryside. Beyond
these early arrivals, the remainder of the Army’s twelve active-component and
ten reserve-component divisions stationed in the United States—and many
smaller units besides—figured somewhere in the war plans for Europe, as did
further divisions to be activated and trained by the reserve component’s twelve
training divisions in accordance with mobilization plans. The European allies
were similarly committed to national mobilization on a gigantic scale. Beyond
Europe, war plans existed based upon the Army’s two remaining active-com-
ponent divisions—an infantry division each in Korea and Hawaii—and upon
contingencies in the Middle East. These were, by comparison with those per-
taining to Europe, modest.’

The GDP was not just stacks of papers locked in the safes of obscure staff
officers. They were organizing principles for a way of life. From them units
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at every level derived mission essential task lists (METLs) defining what they
were to prepare for. USAREUR platoon sergeants and leaders in the chain
above them sported “battle books” with maps, diagrams, photographs, and
checklists detailing where they would go and what they would do “when the
balloon went up.” Monthly readiness tests spilled soldiers out of homes and
barracks in races through the darkness. Woe be to the unit that did not “bust
the gate” of its motor pool on time or could not readily achieve the cher-
ished status of “REDCON One.” Training was a continuous rehearsal for the
envisioned future battle. Home station training stressed requisite individual
skills and drills at the small-unit level. Once or, more happily, twice a year
USAREUR combat battalions trekked to major training areas at Hohenfels
and Grafenwohr. At Hohenfels they maneuvered through tough terrain against
an experienced opposing force and engaged their adversaries with Multiple
Integrated Laser Engagement System (MILES) gear under the watchful eyes
of seasoned Observer Controllers (OCs). At Grafenwohr they tested their
marksmanship, time after time, target after target. A tank commander’s sense
of self-worth, for example, was largely associated with how quickly and with
how few rounds his crew dispatched two moving targets from beyond twelve
hundred meters, along with the nine other specific engagements prescribed by
Tank Table VIII. Soldiers in other branches had similarly well-defined tasks,
conditions, and standards to govern their training. Heavy units stationed in the
United States mirrored this studied preparation for a Soviet-style opponent,
capping their training year with gunnery and maneuvers against Soviet sur-
rogates in the expansive and thoroughly modernized National Training Center
(NTC) at Fort Irwin, California. “Stateside” commanders sported their own
“battle books,” elaborating on their POMCUS sites and anticipated races down
the Autobahnen into GDP positions. There was also a Joint Readiness Training
Center (JRTC), then at Fort Chaffee, Arkansas, designed for the Army’s more
lightly equipped units. Even here the diminished threat had Soviet-inspired
adversaries in mind.°

The Army of 1989 had as much reason to be proud of the quality of its
personnel as it did the rigor of its training. Over 98 percent of its soldiers were
high school graduates, and fewer than 5 percent tested as the less desirable
Category IV. A decade of stressing personal and vocational development—*“Be
All You Can Be”—in recruiting for the all-volunteer Army had attracted young
people intending to make something of themselves. In the preceding ten years
the percentage of active-component accessions with high school diplomas had
almost doubled, and the percentage of Category IV accessions plummeted
tenfold. The notion of developing socioeconomic opportunities through mili-
tary service appealed most to those whose opportunities outside of the Army
seemed circumscribed. Thirty-three percent of the enlisted strength was black,
for example, up from 14 percent in the draftee Army of 1971. The percentage
of women had leaped from 1.5 percent to 10.5 percent during the same period.
Soldiers may have joined the Army intending to serve a single tour, learn a
vocation, and take advantage of the Montgomery GI Bill’s educational oppor-
tunities thereafter, but many stayed. Of 87,232 first-term soldiers eligible to
reenlist in Fiscal Year (FY) 1989, for example, 42,911 reenlisted—almost half.
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Reenlistment rates for more senior soldiers exceeded 90 percent. Such robust
retention provided an ample supply of noncommissioned officers (NCOs),
and a thoughtfully layered Noncommissioned Officer Educational System
(NCOES) guaranteed that these officers received appropriate training as they
advanced into each level of rank. Each military occupational specialty (MOS)
featured a hierarchy of skill qualification tests (SQTs) that further defined the
expectations of every soldier. For some time active- and reserve-component
soldiers had been enabled to focus on soldiering proper, since Department of
the Army (DA) civilians carried the lion’s share of the weight for depot, logisti-
cal, communications, and training support functions. At the end of FY1989,
487,852 DA civilians were on the books, of whom 71,431 were foreign nation-
als. Of the foreign nationals, about 48,000 served in Germany.’

The 594,000 soldiers of the United States Army Reserve (USAR) and
467,000 soldiers of the Army National Guard (ARNG) reflected the superb
qualitative potential of their 770,000 brethren in the active component, but
enjoyed far less training and preparation. Their 38 or 39 days a year for unit
training was perhaps a sixth of the time active units spent, and geographical
dispersion proved problematic as well. National Guard battalions averaged a
geographical footprint 150 miles in radius, with constituent units averaging
130 miles to their major equipment storage sites. “Late deploying” units were
equipped to a standard of 65 percent or less, further complicating training.
Since the advent of the Total Army concept in the 1970s reserve-component
units had been integral to the war plans of active-component units, however,
and many combat support and combat service support specialties dispropor-
tionately resided in the reserve component. For example, 97 percent of the
Army’s civil affairs and 87 percent of its psychological operations capability
was in the Army Reserve. Tens of thousands of Guardsmen and Reservists
participated as individuals or small units in overseas deployment training
(ODT) to sharpen skills and enhance coordination with active-component
counterparts with whom war plans associated them. There nevertheless was a
broad understanding that the “citizen-soldiers” of the reserve component were
a mobilization asset more so than an immediate capability and were to be com-
mitted “in time of war or national emergency.” The Army Reserve sustained
24 percent of the Total Army force structure with 4 percent of its budget,
and the National Guard contributed 46 percent of the Total Army’s combat
strength even more parsimoniously. This had profound implications for train-
ing, sustainment, and—perhaps most topical at the time—modernization.®

Modernization was on the mind of the United States Army in 1989. To sol-
diers in the field the term was more often associated with something they were
wrapping up rather than with something yet to come. A post-Vietnam “renais-
sance” with respect to training and doctrine, and radically increased defense
spending during the 1980s, led to the development and fielding of the so-called
“big five”: the M1 Abrams tank, the Bradley infantry fighting vehicle, the
AH-64 Apache attack helicopter, the UH-60 Black Hawk utility helicopter,
and the Patriot Missile System. Advanced munitions such as the Hellfire mis-
sile, the Copperhead artillery round, and the Multiple Launch Rocket System
(MLRS) promising quantum leaps in accuracy and firepower were also being
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fielded. Major “end items” such as tanks or helicopters required a panoply of
auxiliary and constituent equipment: radios, sights, machine guns, diagnostic
equipment, and so on. This had to be replaced as well. A “modernized” bat-
talion was one that rolled or flew with this latest hardware. Each division had
a force modernization office, generally under the supervision of its operations
and training officer (G—3), overseeing the “rollover” of constituent units from
antiquated to new equipment.’

“Rollover” was an elaborate and carefully coordinated process. A battal-
ion “stood down” from an active training status for ninety days and prepared
its legacy equipment for turn-in. The legacy equipment, destined for units
the GDP characterized as “late arriving” or for war reserves, was inspected
and its shortcomings identified by specialist teams external to the battalion.
The battalion corrected the shortcomings, brought the equipment to a fully
operational status, serviced it, submitted it for reinspection, and shipped it
out for disposition if it passed. The process was neither easy nor cheap. The
first USAREUR battalion to roll over from the M1 to the M1A1 tank, for
example, complied with ninety-five “turn-in standards” on each tank and sub-
mitted over $1,200,000 in requisitions. Once shorn of its heavy equipment, the
battalion “covered down” on a “unit set” of the new equipment intended to
replace it. The unit set was an intimidating array of end items and auxiliary and
constituent equipment, all of which had to be inspected, inventoried, serviced,
and signed for. The battalion next took to the field to familiarize itself with
its new equipment. Rigorous training progressed from individual skills such
as licensing drivers or safety-proofing loaders through challenging fire and
maneuver at the company level. Leaps had to be made with respect to doctrine,
organization, and logistics as well as mechanical technique. A Bradley infantry
battalion performed altogether differently than one borne by M 113 personnel
carriers, for example, and thermal sights totally altered the nature of night
combat for those equipped with them. The M1A1 tank guzzled diesel to the
tune of two gallons per mile, and logisticians had to reorganize and reequip
to accommodate such consumption. High-tech repair components were often
“black boxes,” items organizational mechanics simply replaced rather than
attempted to repair. This in turn increased the technical complexity of diag-
nostic equipment and the volume of repair parts shuttling forward and back.'

Some in the Army worked toward technologies beyond those embedded
in the “big five” and other systems already being fielded. Soldiers and scien-
tists under the auspices of the Army Materiel Command (AMC) envisioned
future conflicts featuring robotics, directed energy, advanced materials and
materials processing, advanced power generation and storage, biotechnology,
microelectronics, photonics, acoustics, signal processing, artificial intelligence,
low observables, and space technology. The AMC Commander, General Louis
C. Wagner Jr., postulated a 2010 scenario wherein American soldiers armed
with such capabilities defeated a Warsaw Pact invasion of Central Europe.
Interestingly, neither the deliberations nor the vision particularly anticipated
the Information Age as we now define it. The dramatic breakthroughs of
hypertext markup language (HTML), hypertext transfer protocols (HTTP),
and practical browsers remained in the future. Concerning these, more later.
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It should also be noted that the Army was already doing a great deal digitally,
even if the term “digital” was not yet in its lexicon as such. Trainers drilled with
such computer-driven simulations as the Battle Command Training Program’s
(BCTP’s) Corps Battle Simulation System (CBS), Army Training Battle
Simulation System (ARTBASS), and unit conduct-of-fire trainer (UCOFT).
Logisticians retailed through the Tactical Army Combat Service Support
Computer System (TACCS), accounted through the Standard Property Book
System—Redesignated (SPBS-R), and maintained through the Standard Army
Maintenance System (SAMS). Personnel managers relied upon the Standard
Installation/Division Personnel Reporting System (SIDPERS) and were devel-
oping a computerized Company/Battalion Administrative System (CBAS)
and an Optical Digital Image Military Personnel Records System. Network-
centric warfare was a phenomenon of the future, but the soldiers of 1989 were
already gaining experience with bits and pieces that would be relevant to it."
The United States Army of 1989 was a muscular, well-organized machine
poised to take on its Soviet adversary around the world. Robust forward-
deployed forces were trained to the highest standard and supported by war
and mobilization plans directing rapid and sustained reinforcement. Soldiers,
whether active or reserve, were of unprecedented quality and thoughtfully pre-
pared for roles they were to play. Long-term modernization plans were coming
to fruition, depositing cascades of advanced equipment working from the
Army’s front line back. The Army was committed to the Cold War for the long
haul, envisioning mammoth conflict with the Soviets at least as far as twenty
years out. It was comfortably on an azimuth it had been on for forty years.

Defense Reorganization

The Army’s senior leadership could take comfort that it had both near-
term modernization programs running on their own momentum and long-
term visionaries contemplating potential new technologies. The issues
dominating its immediate attention that most likely might be characterized
as transformational were not technological, however. The Department of
Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 (Goldwater-Nichols Act), the FY 1987
National Defense Authorization Act (establishing the United States Special
Operations Command, among other provisions), and the Intermediate-Range
Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty ratified on 27 May 1988, substantially altered the
role of the Department of the Army.

Defense reformers had long aspired to reduce the autonomy of and
improve coordination among the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force.
The Goldwater-Nichols Act was a dramatic demonstration of congressional
authority directed toward that purpose. It reinforced the authority of the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff over the Joint Staff and singularly iden-
tified him as the voice of the uniformed services. It enhanced the control joint
theater commanders overseas had over forces assigned to them, focusing their
chain of command through the Secretary of Defense rather than the Joint
Chiefs as a body. It expanded the Joint Staff from 1,400 to 1,627 and from
five to eight directorates. Headquarters, Department of the Army, was to be
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reduced from 3,653 to 3,105, and the other services similarly trimmed. The
act established the four-star position of Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, assuming additional seasoned leadership would be necessary to drive the
enlarging Joint Staff, to coordinate with the newly more autonomous theater
commanders, and to bring recalcitrant services to heel. Future generations of
officers would be inoculated against service parochialism by prescribing joint
training and experience from an early age. In due course promotion to flag
rank would require at least one extended joint assignment as a field-grade offi-
cer, and blocks of joint instruction would enter the curriculum of all service
schools. Goldwater-Nichols did not change existing war plans, however, and
sharp lines separating service responsibilities for training, sustainment, and
readiness from theater responsibilities for operational control were not always
easy to draw. The Army in the field continued on its Cold War azimuth; the
effects of Goldwater-Nichols outside the “Beltway” were yet to be seen.'

Somewhat less visible than Goldwater-Nichols’ emphasis upon joint
integration was its emphasis upon civilian control. Functions that had previ-
ously resided wholly within the uniformed Army Staftf migrated to the Army
Secretariat or the Office of the Secretary of Defense. These included acquisi-
tion, auditing, budget, comptroller, information management, inspector gen-
eral, legislative affairs, public affairs, and research and development. This was
to tighten the Secretary of Defense’s grip on processes whereby services might
slink back into parochial nonconformity. As the Department of the Army
reorganized, political appointees newly in charge of such functions found
themselves teamed up with nominally subordinate career civil servants who
had been at their jobs for years and with senior officers enjoying a breadth of
uniformed experience. The resultant teams generally worked out, and a three-
star Director of the Army Staff (DAS) assumed the mission of coordinat-
ing the activities of the uniformed Army Staff with those of the increasingly
empowered civilian Secretariat. The Chief of Staft’s control over procurement
and sustainment had been diffused, however, and he now had to consult with
the Secretary or Secretariat rather than commit on his own authority with
respect to them. It remained to be seen whether the parochialism precluded
trumped the delay and inefficiencies introduced. It may be worth noting that
the ongoing “modernization” functions of getting such items as the M1A1
Abrams tank or AH-64 Apache helicopter to units in the field remained
largely under uniformed control, whereas more distantly focused research and
development migrated to the Secretariat.'

A provision of the FY 1987 National Defense Authorization Act established
the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special Operations and Low Intensity
Conlflict (ASD SO/LIC). Another provision split off the United States Special
Operations Command (USSOCOM), envisioning it as a joint command in its
own right, with a budget independent of the services. Ultimately such “special
operators” as Army Green Berets, Navy SEALs, and aviators in various classi-
fied programs would migrate here. The idea was to achieve more effective coor-
dination of such special operations forces across service lines, especially when
operating at the low end of the combat spectrum. The failed 1980 hostage rescue
mission in Iran offered an example of the price paid absent such coordination,
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as did some features of the Grenada
intervention in 1983. The Special
Operations Command would be
analogous to a theater with respect
to command and control-—and rela-
tively autonomous once forces had
been committed to it. Unlike a the-
ater command, however, its area of
operations would be worldwide. The
overwhelming majority of Special
Operations Command manpower
would come from the Army. The
redesign removed the Army—and to
a lesser extent the Marine Corps—
from primacy with respect to envi-
sioning and executing low-intensity
conflict. Now another headquarters
would be responsible for operations,
resource planning, and, increasingly,
training. This threatened the Army’s
standing argument for multipurpose
forces—forces prepared for the high
end of the combat spectrum that The Pershing missile gave the U.S.
could adapt when necessary to the Army a nuclear punch.
low end—in favor of forces tailored
for the low end.™

The Army’s role was diminishing at the top end of the combat spectrum
as well. The INF Treaty ratified on 27 May 1988 eliminated all ground-
launched and cruise ballistic missiles with ranges between 500 and 5,500
kilometers. This struck the Pershing II missile from the Army’s inventory
and took long strides toward eliminating the Army as a nuclear player. Since
the 1950s the Army had fielded somewhat euphemistically labeled “non-
strategic nuclear weapons” in the expectation they might prove necessary to
offset numerically superior Soviet forces. One 1987 Department of Defense
study credited the Soviets with 211 divisions." In the thawing atmosphere of
the late 1980s American diplomats eagerly embraced a mutual destruction
of nuclear weapons and were negotiating treaties restricting conventional
forces as well. The numerical disadvantages that had been the original logic
for “tactical” nuclear weapons had not yet actually disappeared, however.
In late FY1988 the Army secured Department of Defense approval for a
new 270-mile-range nuclear missile. This would extend the deterrence still
provided by artillery-fired atomic projectiles and the venerable seventy-mile-
range Lance missile out to the limits permitted by the INF Treaty. Like the
GDP, tactical nuclear weapons drove a culture and a way of life. Generations
of artillerymen had grown up in the zero defects mind-set of the nuclear
surety program. An excruciating regime of exercise and inspection assured
soldiers were up to their tasks and that nuclear materials were never in the
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wrong hands. The Army remained a nuclear player for the moment, but its
nuclear capabilities had been considerably reduced. !

The uniformed Army’s sense of prerogative and autonomy was eroded
by the Goldwater-Nichols Act. The near simultaneous establishment of
USSOCOM and ratification of the INF Treaty, reducing responsibilities at
both the high end and the low end of the combat spectrum, seemed likely to
focus the Army on conventional warfare even more so than it was already. As
long as adversaries and war plans remained unchanged, however, what differ-
ence would these perturbations make?

The Collapse of the Warsaw Pact . . .

On 9 November 1989, crowds of elated Berliners poured through holes
battered into the walls that had for so long divided their city. The youthful and
nimble among them danced along the top of the wall, celebrating their newly
arrived freedom to move between east and west in a miles-long street party
that lasted late into the night. That same day the foreign minister of Bulgaria,
Petar Mladenov, led reform-minded colleagues to promise free elections and
summarily replace the repressive leadership of Todor Zhivkov. Eight days later
Czech police truncheoned student demonstrators in Prague and provoked
massive strikes by Czech citizens. For ten days huge crowds paraded “Down
With Communism” banners through Wenceslas Square, and on 24 November
the Czech Communist Party leader and his entire Politburo resigned. Poland
and Hungary had already passed tipping points several months before. In
Poland decades of generally surreptitious Roman Catholic, nationalist, and
independent trade union resistance to communist rule burst into the open, and
the trade union turned political party Solidarity swept up 80 percent of the
vote in parliamentary elections on 4 June. The ballot had been rigged for com-
munists to sustain a majority, but voters scratched out the names of commu-
nist candidates—giving them a negative vote even if effectively unopposed. In
Hungary change came from the top, with communist party officials authoring
reform plans of their own, establishing a stock exchange, encouraging foreign
investment and entrepreneurial initiative, allowing freedom of expression, and
resigning themselves to an eventual multiparty system. If there was a singular
galvanizing moment in Hungary, it was the massive 15 June funeral service
in honor of former Prime Minister Imre Nagy and other martyrs of the 1956
Hungarian uprising. Their memory had long been proscribed by communist
authorities. By and large the collapse went bloodlessly; in Romania it did
not. A secret police raid on the Inner City Reform Church in Timisoara pro-
voked protests followed by street fighting. Army units changed sides, leading
to further savage conflicts with the dreaded security police. Dictator Nicolae
Ceausescu—in power since 1965—provided a rallying point for diehards until
he and his wife Elena were gunned down by a firing squad on Christmas Day."”

The United States Army’s initial reaction to the populist tsunami sweeping
Eastern Europe was cautious and operational more so than grandly strategic.
What needed to change in the war plans? Uprisings against communist rule
had occurred before: East Germany in 1953, Hungary in 1956, Czechoslovakia
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in 1968, Poland in 1956, 1970, 1976, and 1980. Some of these episodes were
prolonged; the “Prague Spring” of 1968 lasted eight months. Time and again
the Soviets had crushed popular movements with overwhelming force. They
invented the so-called “Brezhnev Doctrine” to legitimate themselves:

When forces that are hostile to socialism try to turn the development of
some socialist country towards capitalism, it becomes not only a problem
of the country concerned, but a common problem and concern of all
socialist countries.'®

Thus the Soviets asserted a right to intervene to protect “socialism” within
socialist countries. At least as far back as its refusal to assist Hungarian
revolutionaries in 1956, the United States had tacitly accepted the separate
spheres of influence implied by the Brezhnev Doctrine. It was not likely to
risk nuclear war now on the behalf of dissidents in what many still viewed
as Soviet “territory.” As recently as June 1989 the United States and other
democracies had done nothing but complain when the Communist Chinese
brutally suppressed pro-democracy demonstrators in Tiananmen Square. It
was true that the democratization of Eastern Europe was a long-term goal.
An underlying premise of the decades old Containment Policy was that the
contrast between liberal capitalist regimes defended by the United States and
communist regimes imposed by the Soviet Union would become so stark that
oppressed peoples would take a hand in liberating themselves. Whether this
moment had actually arrived remained to be seen, however."”

General Vuono celebrated developments in Eastern Europe but cau-
tioned that “the struggle is not yet over” and went on to point out “History
teaches us that the collapse of great empires seldom takes place without
great upheaval . . . revolutionary changes in regimes, however benignly they
may begin, often quickly dissolve into massive conflict.”? Secretary of the
Army Michael P. W. Stone was even more wary, pointing out “Another
area of major concern is the increasing instability in Eastern Europe and
within the Soviet Union.”?' The Soviets had sacrificed twenty million lives
to secure hegemony over Eastern Europe in World War II; would they give it
up now without a fight? General Saint counseled “the need to consider the
capabilities of potential adversaries, not just their announced policies. The
world still is unpredictable. . . .”2? If hard-liners determined to reassert Soviet
authority once again seized the reins of power in the Kremlin, was it not
possible they would blame the West for their troubles and overreact? A book
popular at the time, The Third World War by General Sir John Hackett and
other prominent NATO senior officers, had posited such a scenario, as did a
number of USAREUR training exercises.” The fate of Eastern Europe was
not yet settled and the success of its popular revolts not yet irreversible. The
immediate responsibility of the United States Army remained the defense of
the United States and its allies.

If the grand strategic vision of a democratized and peaceable Europe
had not yet been reliably achieved, unrest in Eastern Europe certainly tipped
the operational balance in NATO’s favor. About a third of the ground forces
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available to the Warsaw Pact were from non-Soviet allies, and these were
increasingly recognized as unreliable. Front-line East German, Czech, and
Hungarian units would undoubtedly have to be replaced. Disaffected satel-
lite units securing Soviet lines of communications would have to be replaced
as well. The 10th Special Forces Group had long focused on Eastern Europe.
Among other missions, in the event of hostilities they were to operate
against Soviet lines of communications. This would be by direct action in
the short run and in concert with increasingly organized and well-supported
indigenous forces in the long run. USSOCOM’s highest procurement pri-
ority was long-range aircraft to surreptitiously carry troops into and out
of “unfriendly” territory. Prospects for success—both with respect to clan-
destine operations and with respect to the overall conventional defense of
NATO—immeasurably improved with the alienation of former satellites
from their Soviet masters. The dark side of this otherwise bright picture
was that unfavorable circumstances might encourage the Soviets to “go ugly
early”—to rely upon nuclear weapons from the outset. Was NATO ready?
Planners throughout USAREUR and NATO understandably tinkered with
existing general deployment plans as events developed.?

Opinion concerning the permanence of change in Eastern Europe pivoted
upon an appraisal of the character and grip on power of the General Secretary
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Mikhail Gorbachev. Gorbachev
enjoyed rock-star appeal throughout much of the West. His domestic policies
of glasnost (openness, liberalization), perestroika (restructuring), and demokra-
tizatsiya (democratization) challenged the corruption, secretiveness, and over-
centralization of the Soviet economy and the Soviet state. Abroad he ardently
pursued improved relations, trade, and disarmament. By 1988 four sets of
arms reduction talks—the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, the Intermediate-
Range Ballistic Missile Treaty, weapons-in-space negotiations, and the mutual
balanced force reduction talks—were ongoing. The highest-ranking Soviet
military officer, Marshall Sergei Akhromeyev, visited the Pentagon twice. In
1989 Gorbachev replaced the Brezhnev Doctrine with a policy his foreign
ministry spokesmen playfully renamed the “Sinatra Doctrine.” The term
referred to Frank Sinatra’s famous song “My Way,” and committed to allow-
ing satellite nations to determine their own destinies in their own way without
Soviet intervention. Gorbachev began withdrawing troops from Mongolia
and Afghanistan and committed to withdrawing them from Eastern Europe
as well.»

As welcome as the direction set by Gorbachev might be, American reaction
was equivocal. Gorbachev could be making a virtue out of necessity. The costs
of the arms race, the war in Afghanistan, and the suppression of dissidents
throughout the Warsaw Pact had become more than the moribund Soviet
economy could bear. Retrenchment was inevitable. The communist parties of
Eastern Europe were directed to work out their own national solutions—in
the hopes they would somehow land on their feet. Gorbachev’s reforms in the
Soviet Union were not intended to destroy the Communist Party, but rather to
strengthen it and make it more efficient. Could not Eastern European commu-
nist parties reform themselves in their own way? If former satellites assumed

46



The Tectonic Shift, 1989-1991

a posture akin to that of Finland Soviet influence would be weakened, but
this would be offset if Germany were “Finlandized” as well. The prospect of
reunification conjured up powerful emotions within the German people. If
neutrality were the price of reunification, NATO’s military posture in Central
Europe would collapse. Given that there already was no NATO infrastructure
in France, withdrawal from Germany would confine NATO’s military forces
north of the Alps to the tiny triangle formed by Belgium, Luxembourg, and the
Netherlands. In some future scenario, Soviet forces pouring across the Polish
border would enjoy huge advantages over allies trying to wedge themselves
into Central Europe through a few North Sea ports. Were nuclear weapons
to be introduced, the vulnerability of the compressed NATO footprint would
be even more acute. Thinking deep, General Vuono cautioned, “The Soviet
armed forces may well emerge from their own perestroika both leaner and
more capable than they are now and with a force structure that will be several
times larger than our own.”?

Fortunately for the United States and NATO, the German people
were at this critical moment well served by the chancellor of the Federal
Republic of Germany (West Germany), Helmut Kohl. Kohl would be the
longest serving chancellor since Otto von Bismarck. Like Bismarck he
would steer German reunification through complex international chal-
lenges—albeit without Bismarck’s heavy-handed use of “blood and iron.”
Kohl participated in lengthy talks with the new leaders of the German
Democratic Republic (East Germany), which had overwhelmingly commit-
ted by plebiscite to a unified democratic German nation. He monitored
negotiations among the former occupying powers: France, the Soviet
Union, the United Kingdom, and the United States. Most significantly,
he flew to Moscow several times to conduct intense personal diplomacy
with Mikhail Gorbachev, inching him toward a favorable resolution. There
were concessions: Germany would give up all claims to lands beyond
the Oder-Neisse and in the Sudetenland; Germany would never acquire
nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons; German armed forces would not
exceed 370,000; non-German armed forces (in particular nuclear weapons
and their carriers) would not be permitted in the former East Germany;
Germany, assisted by its allies, would foot the bill for an impressive array
of grants, trade arrangements, and economic aid to assist the ailing Soviet
economy; Germany would particularly assist in financing the relocation
of Soviet forces, due out of their country by 1994. Gorbachev and Kohl
ultimately struck a deal. The Treaty on the Final Settlement with Respect
to Germany was signed in Moscow on 12 September 1990. It was also
called the “Two Plus Four Agreement”—two being the Federal Republic of
Germany and the German Democratic Republic, and four being France, the
Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, and the United States. On 3 October
1990, Brandenburg, Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, Saxony, Saxony-Anhalt,
Thuringia, and Berlin officially joined the Federal Republic of Germany
as constituent states. Notably, Germany remained a member of NATO
and the European Union, and the disposition of American forces within
Germany remained unchanged.?”’
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Elated citizens celebrated the fall of the Berlin Wall in November 1989.

This was a great time to be an American soldier serving in Germany.
German neighbors, and Germans they had never met, stopped soldiers in uni-
form on the street to thank them and their countrymen for having protected
them through the long night of the Cold War. East Germans exploring the
West in sputtering Trabants pulled into American military convoys momen-
tarily halted at Autobahn Rast Platzen to add their thanks in halting English
or incomprehensibly accented German. American soldiers standing in lines
at filling stations reached the cashier, only to find that their bill had already
been paid by the German in line in front of them or was spoken for by the
German in line behind them. Patrons in Gasthausen were eager to share their
tables, make complimentary conversation, and buy the brew. Partnership bat-
talions feted the success of the alliance in celebratory rounds of beer, brat-
wurst, dining, and dancing. Euphoria was in the air. The Cold War was over.
Democracy had triumphed.?

Gorbachev did remain true to his word and allowed the former satellites to
go their own way without Soviet military intervention. Street demonstrations
receded, and nations got down to the gritty business of establishing work-
able multiparty democracies. Gorbachev was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize
in 1990. However, fears of a coup by Soviet hard-liners were not unfounded.
On 18 August 1991, conspirators isolated Gorbachev in his Crimean dacha.
On the following day they declared a state of emergency and rolled tanks and
troops to Russia’s parliament building. The timing was intended to preempt
the signing of a “New Union Treaty” creating a less centralized and more
democratic “Union of Soviet Sovereign Republics”—a concession to both
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nationalists and reformers. Fighting broke out, and a number of civilians pro-
testing the intruding armored vehicles were killed. The president of the Russian
Soviet Federal Socialist Republic, Boris Yeltsin—ironically a long-term rival
of Gorbachev’s—galvanized mass protests to face down the invading troops.
In a trickle, and then a flood, soldiers joined the mobilized citizenry. Other
soldiers redeployed from the area of the parliament building, and the con-
spiracy collapsed. Boris Yeltsin was a Russian nationalist who had declared
the primacy of Russian laws over those of the Soviet Union within Russia. In
this he was not unlike nationalists in each of the other Soviet republics. On
8 December Yeltsin met with his counterparts from Belarus and Ukraine in
Belovezhskaya Pushcha, and together they announced the dissolution of the
Soviet Union and its replacement by a Commonwealth of Independent States
(CIS). Russia took the seat of the former Soviet Union in the United Nations
on 24 December, and President Gorbachev resigned the following day. The
Soviet Union had in fact ceased to exist.”

Critics fault the United States Army for not shedding its Cold War para-
digm more quickly than it did. It was not clear that the changes were irrevers-
ible until Christmas Day of 1991, however. Even with the Soviet Union gone, a
resurgent Russia would be the most dangerous of NATO’s planning scenarios
for at least another decade’*>—concerning which, more later. Even as this book
is written, only Russia realistically has the capability to destroy the United
States, and only Russia and China realistically have the capability to inflict
a strategic military defeat upon its deployed forces. Whatever their relative
likelihood, should not these most dangerous scenarios be taken into account?
As the Army emerged from the Cold War, it could not completely abandon the
genre of battle the Cold War had come to represent.

... and Other Significant Developments

The collapses of the Warsaw Pact and the Soviet Union radically altered
the strategic circumstances of the United States. Even as these dramatic events
unfolded, other developments—strategic, socioeconomic, and technologi-
cal—broadened the paradigm shift. The dissolution of the Soviet Union had
ripple effects on relations with other nations and non-state actors elsewhere
in the world. Demographics at home and abroad crossed watersheds in 1990
that reverberated as well. The term “globalization” took on a new meaning
as economic relationships shifted and breakthrough technologies made their
presence felt. The United States Army would find no lack of threats and chal-
lenges in this dynamically altering world.

During the Cold War the United States had indulged, or even made common
cause with, a number of Third World tyrants and dictators to better focus on
the Soviet Union—then the greatest danger. Of these strongmen, none proved
more embarrassing than General Manuel Antonio Noriega of Panama. His rise
to absolute power had been facilitated by corruption, fraud, blackmail, extortion,
intimidation, drug dealing, and murder. It also had purportedly been facilitated
by a liaison with the Central Intelligence Agency wherein he assisted covert opera-
tions against Central American leftists and in spying on Fidel Castro’s Cuba,

49



Kevlar Legions

allegedly for cash. As the Cold War
wound down, it became harder to over-
look Noriega’s misconduct. A Florida
court indicted him for drug smuggling.
He was suspected of smuggling contra-
band to Cuba and of providing illicit
arms to Colombian rebels. In May 1989
his handpicked candidate for president
was defeated in national elections, and
he declared them invalid. A few days
later thugs from Noriega’s “Dignity
Battalions” savagely beat opposition
candidates in a public setting. American
complaints aroused his ire, and
American citizens in Panama came to
be victims of harassment, intimidation,
and assault. On 15 December 1989,
Noriega declared Panama to be “in a
state of war” with the United States.
The following day his soldiers killed a
United States Marine officer at a road-
block and assaulted a Navy officer and
his wife. President George H. W. Bush
determined to intervene.’!

The 20 December 1989 American
intervention into Panama, Operation
Just Cause, was an operational mas-
terpiece (Map 1). Despite unfavor-
able weather in several staging areas,
13,000 soldiers from multiple posts
in the United States flew in to join
13,000 soldiers and marines already in
Panama in near-simultaneous assaults
on almost two dozen objectives. To
preclude the Panama Defense Forces
and Dignity Battalions from taking to
the jungle for a prolonged campaign,
every enemy unit of company size or
larger was isolated and attacked on the
same night through some combina-
tion of clandestine, ground, airborne,
and air assault. Planning had been
meticulous; in many cases American
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units had already been on the ground they were to seize or secure in the course
of artfully designed “training exercises.” An H-Hour of 0100 allowed optimal
exploitation of night-vision devices and night training. The newly introduced
AH-64 attack helicopter and UH-60 utility helicopter performed superbly, as
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did such aging stalwarts as the M551 Sheridan armored reconnaissance air-
borne assault vehicle and the M 113 armored personnel carrier. Snafus occurred,
but initiative, daring, and competence at the tactical unit level quickly overcame
them. Significant combat terminated within seventy-two hours, all geographi-
cal objectives were secured, and Noriega surrendered after a brief siege of his
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hiding place in the Vatican Embassy. American losses were 23 killed and 322
wounded, as compared with 314 killed and 5,300 captured among their adver-
saries. Post-combat operations proved to be somewhat improvised. Fortuitously,
Panamanians by and large welcomed the Americans as liberators, legitimately
elected Panamanian leadership existed to expediently turn civil affairs over to,
relatively little physical damage to civilian communities and infrastructure had
occurred, and the Americans enjoyed extensive cultural familiarity—to include
the ubiquity of Spanish speakers within their ranks.*

Operation Just Cause is worthy of examination in its own right. For the
purposes of this study it is even more valuable for flagging issues with which
Army transformation would ultimately have to deal. One, as mentioned, was
the embarrassment some erstwhile allies would cause when examined in the
light of their character rather than of their posture toward communism.
Another was drug-enriched international organized crime having become so
powerful as to be a national defense issue rather than a police and judicial
matter. A third was the fluidity with which soldiers found themselves shift-
ing from combat to post-combat roles. Perhaps most sobering was the extent
to which the pervasive presence of casual and civilian Americans overseas
increased vulnerability to those willing to consciously target noncombatants.

One of the most perplexing aspects of Just Cause was the task of protect-
ing noncombatant American civilians. About forty thousand were in Panama.
Military dependents clustered in housing areas and securing these was an early
priority as the intervention commenced. This left several thousand American
citizens without a military connection scattered throughout the country. Most
of these made it to secure areas or were protected by their neighbors. A number
of hostage crises did occur: passengers seized at the Torrijos Airport, tourists
and businessmen seized at the Marriott Hotel south of Panama Viejo, scien-
tists and technicians seized from a Smithsonian Institution research team, and
a college professor abducted from his home. These were happily resolved except
in the case of the college professor, who was killed by his captors. Although
Panama was an extreme case, the presence of American civilians would have
complicated operations anywhere in the world. A mid-1990s Bureau of Consular
Affairs compilation identified 3,142,849 private American citizens residing
abroad—not including military and United States government employees and
their dependents, or tourists and businessmen temporarily traveling. This demo-
graphic footprint manifested itself in some theretofore unlikely places: 9,677 in
La Paz, Bolivia; 8,150 in Mumbai, India; 7,000 in Beijing, China; 6,116 in Kuala
Lumpur, Malaysia; 3,600 in Almaty, Kazakhstan; 1,182 in Bratislava, Slovakia;
1,250 in Kampala, Uganda, and so on.*

The expanding presence of American citizens abroad in part resulted from
the increasing globalization of the American economy, concerning which,
more later. It also reflected changing national demographics. With the 1990
census, the foreign-born of Asian descent and the foreign-born of Latin
American descent in the United States both surpassed the foreign-born of
European descent for the first time.* This was a generation-delayed result of
the landmark Immigration Act of 1965, which removed quotas heavily favor-
ing European immigration. Family ties and possibilities of dual citizenship
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connected Americans to the world more broadly than ever, as opposed to the
largely Eurocentric character of such connections a half century earlier. The
1990 census also established that Hispanic and Asian American populations
in the United States were younger and more fertile than native white and black
counterparts, promising even more diversity in the future. Almost 60 percent of
the nation’s population growth at the time could be attributed to immigration,
more necessary than ever to provide an expanding labor force in an expanding
economy.” America’s European allies were graying even more quickly than
whites and blacks in the United States and thus would be even more depen-
dent on immigration as a source of labor. Millions from North Africa and
the Middle East flooded into Europe. Unfortunately, most European nations
were far less rehearsed than the United States with respect to assimilation,
and many featured blood-related impediments to citizenship. Under these cir-
cumstances the children of immigrants too often perceived themselves as an
underclass and proved prone to alienation. Islamic extremists would find fertile
soil among these disaffected youth. Even as the United States was becoming
more global in its demography and in the distribution of its citizens abroad,
immigration and demographics emerged as polarizing security issues among a
number of its allies.*

The rediscovery of ethnicity as a European security issue related to
immigration in part. It also related to the collapse of the discipline the heavy-
handed communist system had imposed. In January 1990, two months after
the Berlin Wall came down, the 14th Congress of the League of Communists
of Yugoslavia dissolved in a row concerning the relative autonomy of con-
stituent nationalities. In June 1991 Slovenia and Croatia declared their inde-
pendence, precipitating armed conflict with the Serbian-dominated Yugoslav
National Army. In September Macedonia declared its independence as well,
securing the protection of a United Nations observer force that included five
hundred American soldiers. Serbs within Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina
declared their independence of those polities, while Albanian Kosovars
pursued autonomy from Serbia. Hungarian hotheads bemoaned the minor-
ity status of their countrymen across the border in Transylvania (Romania)
and Vojvodina (Serbia). Czechoslovakia gracefully disassociated itself into
independent Czech and Slovak republics. The defections of Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Moldova, Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan from the Soviet
Union were largely ethnic in origin. The Armenians and Azeris immediately
took to fighting with each other over Nagorno-Karabakh, provoking a bloody
war of some years’ duration. Within Russia, disaffected ethnicities such as the
Chechnyans contemplated independence, as did Ossetians and Abkhazians in
Georgia. Islamic extremists in Central Asia and the Middle East, triumphant
after forcing Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan in 1989, fomented religious
and ethnic differences to advance their own purposes.*’

When ethnic rivalries resulted in open conflict, ample arms were found
to fight them. The post—Cold War world was awash in weapons. Huge Soviet
stockpiles passed to successor regimes with little attention and few controls.
Manufacturers and arms dealers competed fiercely in a market that was
shrinking overall, although locally profitable. Weapons the West had provided
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to resistance movements in Afghanistan and elsewhere found their way into
other hands. Through much of Africa and South Asia warfare and illicit arms
traffic were already endemic. Between 1956 and 1995 Angola was at war a
total of thirty-eight years, Ethiopia and Sudan thirty years, and Mozambique
twenty-nine years, for example. By one count fifty-four wars—sustained
armed conflicts over power or territory between organized opponents—were
ongoing in 1990, and that number rose to sixty-five in 1991. The worldwide
refugee population rose as well, up to an estimated 41.5 million in 1990 from
23 million in 1985. Taking advantage of the turmoil, non-state actors such
as criminal gangs, drug lords, and terrorists expanded their grip and armed
themselves heavily, threatening the welfare and stability of the states wherein
they resided. Through all of this the most frightening specter was the fear that
nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons might fall into irresponsible hands.
For all their flaws, the Soviets had kept a firm grip on such weapons of mass
destruction.®

Ironically, even as ethnic strife rent societies through much of the world,
processes of “globalization” increasingly integrated the world’s most prosper-
ous economies representing the majority of its people. Globalization as a phe-
nomenon arguably extends back through Magellan, Columbus, and Marco
Polo. It accelerated markedly with such post—-World War II initiatives as the
Bretton Woods Conference, the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
(GATT), the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development, and
the International Monetary Fund. Relatively steady growth with respect to
economic integration through the Cold War years spiked again as the Cold
War ended. One reason was the energy with which newly liberated Eastern
European and former Soviet nations sought to shed their communist pasts and
become full players in the liberal capitalist system. Another reason was the cul-
mination of some twenty years of economic restructuring by the United States
and other top-tier economies. These transitioned the majority of their work-
forces from industrial to service sectors. Automation rendered the production
they retained increasingly energy and labor efficient, and their labor-intensive
production steadily migrated overseas—capitalized by international corpora-
tions as they moved. This created a new international division of labor and
doubled the volume of the world export trade within two decades. Americans
would buy inexpensive textiles from China rather than North Carolina, for
example. A third reason for the circa 1990 spike in globalization lay in the
so-called Uruguay Round of GATT negotiations, which progressed from 1986
through 1994. By 1990 the major players were substantially agreed on initiatives
to extend international regulation into such services as banking and insurance
and onto such tricky ground as intellectual property rights. This cemented the
emerging international division of labor and was a considerable leap beyond
merely regulating currency exchange rates and tariffs for the seventy member
nations that accounted for 80 percent of the world’s trade. More so than ever,
the health of the American economy and the welfare of its citizens depended
on an expansive worldwide network of commercial relationships.®

A fourth reason for radically accelerated globalization during this period
was the “invention” of the Internet. Computers had existed for some time,
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evolving from the room-sized Electronic Numerical Integrator and Computer
(ENIAC) developed during World War II under an Army Ordnance
Department contract to facilitate ballistic computations. Computers down-
sized with the successive developments of the transistor, the integrated circuit,
and the microprocessor. Computers had been linked together in relatively
small networks, largely hard-wired. Broader networking required conceptual
breakthroughs. Between 1989 and 1991 Tim Berners-Lee, a researcher work-
ing in Switzerland, developed HTML and HTTP. These allowed anyone with
an appropriate connection to gain access to information stored on a computer
server by typing in a specific uniform resource locator (URL). Artfully dis-
tributed computer servers would add up to a worldwide net. Shortly thereaf-
ter Marc Andreessen and Eric Bina, researchers at the University of Illinois,
developed the first practical browser. This was eventually commercialized as
Netscape Navigator. Taken together, HTML, HTTP, and the browser were
to digital communications what the alphabet was to writing or movable type
was to printing. The Internet and the Information Age as we now define them
were born. Within a dozen years 665 million users would surf 40 million Web
sites worldwide, up from zero in 1991. The economic effects, including com-
puter-assisted design, inventory management, wholesaling and retailing, niche
marketing, practical international credit cards, and trillions traded on world
currency markets weekly, were revolutionary.*

Electronic communications were not the only venue wherein microproces-
sors and microchips were making their presence felt. Military uses beyond
communications had been under development for some time. When wed-
ding sensors with computers, microchips promised ever more timely and ever
more comprehensive target acquisition. When wedding advanced ballistics
controls and guidance systems with computers, they promised ever more pre-
cise target destruction. The term precision-guided munition, or PGM, gained
currency. Prototypes arguably existed as early as World War II and certainly
had been used in Vietnam. These earlier variants had not been particularly
consequential, limited in their use and isolated in their effects. Even so, the
sky was no longer the limit insofar as technical ambitions were concerned.
What if accurate space-based photography or signals intelligence could be
dispatched to ground forces in a timely manner? What if triangulation from
satellites could be exploited to reliably establish ground locations—or to guide
munitions to such locations? While such prospects for a “revolution in military
affairs” were debated, the evolution of proven technologies—plastics, lighter
metals, improved automotives and fire controls, night-vision devices, lasers,
better medicines, and others—continued as well. In 1989 these concepts and
possibilities bubbled along in the research and development community and
had resulted in a fistful of fielded weapons. None of these systems and weap-
ons had been tested in combat, however, and their consequences for warfare
remained theoretical. This would soon change.*!

Within months of the Berlin Wall’s demise, the contours of a significantly
altered defense paradigm were beginning to emerge. On the negative side, ethnic
violence erupted in a number of formerly communist countries, and these
threatened international stability. Freed from preoccupation with the Soviets,
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the United States had less excuse for indulging tyrannies or ignoring conflicts
in the Third World, increasing the likelihood of interventions. On a more
positive note, aspirations for global community had leaped forward. A newly
affirmed global division of labor inextricably intertwined the seventy nations
that accounted for 80 percent of the world’s trade. The Internet would sub-
stantially reinforce that interdependence. For Americans, increasingly global
in their composition and patterns of investment, such an agreeably regulated
world order boded well. It suited most of their Cold War allies too, although
these varied in their ability to absorb the immigration that greater openness
implied. Globalization did present a security dilemma, however. There would
be no Iron Curtain—no clearly defined “limes” separating civilization from
barbarism—to police. Rather, a threat to the welfare of any of seventy geo-
graphically dispersed nations would threaten the welfare of them all. Even
before the Soviet Union finally disintegrated, Americans would fight their first
war on behalf of the emerging global community. In so doing, they would col-
laterally unmask revolutionary, albeit theretofore untested, technologies.

Desert Storm

Saddam Hussein of Iraq bested Iran in an eight-year war that ended in
1988 but accrued huge debts as a consequence. The costly victory left him with
a war machine capable of fielding up to a million men and of reliably sustaining
half of that number. Soviet largesse and international arms bazaars enabled
him to equip his forces with a formidable panoply, including 5,500 tanks and
700 fighter aircraft. Kuwait was a small, weak, oil-rich neighbor. Many in Iraq
viewed Kuwait as a nineteenth province purloined by the British, and many
in the Arab world viewed it as a colonial contrivance. Iraq and Kuwait had
squabbled about boundaries and oil rights before, to include allegations of
“slant-drilling” to access a neighbor’s oil. Nevertheless, it came as a shock
when Iraq’s Republican Guards overran Kuwait within a few days beginning
2 August 1990.2

The disruption of Kuwaiti oil supplies had immediate consequences for
the interdependent world economy. The disruption of Saudi oil supplies,
should Saddam Hussein continue his aggression into Saudi Arabia, would
have been catastrophic. Although Japan and several European nations were
more dependent on Saudi oil than the United States was, only the United
States was capable of quickly reinforcing the desert kingdom. Setting aside
traditional antipathy to foreign troops in lands sacred to Mohammed, King
Fahd bin Abdul Azziz approved American intervention, and a brigade of the
82d Airborne Division arrived on the ground on 8 August. Over the next two
months XVIII Airborne Corps—an airborne division, an air assault division,
two heavy divisions, and an armored cavalry regiment, plus supporting troops
and aircraft—arrived in Saudi Arabia. The defense of the peninsula, code-
named Desert Shield, ultimately mustered 120,000 American troops with
700 tanks, 1,400 armored fighting vehicles, and 600 artillery pieces. These were
joined by some 32,000 troops with 400 tanks from local Arab allies. When
complete, Desert Shield presented a formidable defense in depth, command
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of the seaward flank along Saudi Arabia’s Persian Gulf, and air supremacy. It
also featured a growing coalition, as nations rallied to defend the international
system of which they were a part. Wealthy nations like Saudi Arabia, the Arab
emirates, and Japan shouldered much of the expense.*

World order would not be convincingly defended if Saddam Hussein
retained the fruits of his aggression. When United Nations mandates and diplo-
macy failed to dislodge him, President George H. W. Bush resolved to evict him
from Kuwait by force. The campaign to do so would be labeled Desert Storm
(Map 2). To this purpose the VII Corps—three American heavy divisions and an
armored cavalry regiment reinforced by a British armored division—deployed
from Europe following an announcement on 9 November. Two United States
Marine Corps divisions reinforced with a United States Army armored brigade
deployed to theater as well, as did a French light armored division and further
Arab forces. In addition to the United States, Egypt, France, Saudi Arabia,
Syria, and the United Kingdom provided a division equivalent or more to the
fight. Kuwait provided two brigades and Qatar the framework for a brigade
more. The Gulf emirates, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and Turkey provided critical
basing for coalition air, naval, and special operations forces. Disparate coali-
tion membership affected strategic and operational options. The Arabs, with
the possible exception of Kuwait, did not want to invade or operate in Iraq. In
concert with Turkey, they did not want to destabilize Iraq, encourage Kurdish
separatism, or lose Iraq as a bulwark against Iran. European allies were cool
about ambitions greater than liberating Kuwait, although they were willing to
temporarily operate in Iraq to do so. The ultimately agreed-upon coalition objec-
tives were fairly modest: liberating Kuwait, restoring the Kuwaiti government,
freeing prisoners, and defanging Iraq to the point that it was not a threat to its
neighbors—particularly with respect to chemical and nuclear weapons. Regime
change was not specified as an objective, although many hoped someone would
assassinate Saddam Hussein, take over his regime intact, and restore the status
quo ante—perhaps with reparations and apologies.*

Saddam Hussein had confidence he could survive the onslaught. With months
to prepare, his forces dug themselves in depth behind formidable protective bar-
riers: embankments, barbed wire, minefields, and booby traps. Infantry defended
well forward, backed up by capable artillery and local mobile armored reserves.
These were backed up in turn by formidable divisions of the heavily mechanized
Republican Guard, acting as an operational reserve. Stockpiles of munitions and
supplies were built up throughout the theater to support the many units along
the line or reinforcing it. In the open desert Saddam’s forces were exposed to air
attack, but the country was ringed by radar stations integrated into a sophisticated
air defense system bristling with over 7,000 antiaircraft guns and 16,000 surface-
to-air missiles. His forces in Kuwait and nearby southern Iraq totaled 550,000, and
these could draw upon substantial reserves and replacements not yet in theater.
For all of this panoply, Saddam’s greatest source of confidence was psychological.
He had famously opined of Americans, “Yours is a nation that cannot afford to
take 10,000 casualties in a single day.” He did not have to win in the conventional
sense; he only had to make victory so costly that Americans would cease to pursue
it—leaving him in possession of his ill-gotten gains.*
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Fighting began on 17 January 1991, with American strikes on critical
radar stations by laser-guided Hellfire missiles. These were fired from AH-64
Apache attack helicopters speeding undetected through the darkness seventy-
five feet above the desert floor. The helicopter pilots’ daring feat was made
possible by terrain-following radar, satellite navigation, night-vision goggles,
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The Tectonic Shift, 1989-1991

and precision-guided munitions—
a package theretofore untested in
combat. Further technological wiz-
ardry poured into the fray: F-117A
Nighthawk stealth bombers with hull
designs virtually invisible to radar,
EF-111A Ravens with jamming
equipment to spoof or disrupt enemy
electronics, laser-guided GBU27
bombs delivering two thousand
pounds of explosives with extraordi-
nary precision, BGM109 Tomahawk
and AGMS86C cruise missiles skim-
ming along at undetectably low levels,
AGMS88 high-speed anti-radiation
missiles homing in on radar emissions,
E-3 Airborne Warning and Control
System (AWACS) aircraft coordinat-
ing hundreds of aircraft speeding
through the air at the same time, and
Patriot air defense missiles streaking
upwards to intercept incoming Soviet-
designed “Scud” missiles—to cite a
few examples. In a thirty-eight-day
campaign Coalition air forces system-
atically smashed Iraqi air defenses,
secured air supremacy, smothered
Iraqi command and control, isolated
the Kuwaiti Theater of Operations
(KTO), attrited Iraqi ground forces,
and cut off supplies to forward units.
Meanwhile Coalition ground forces
engaged in technologically assisted
siege craft of their own. Dominating
hours of darkness with night-vision
devices, they forced back enemy out-
posts, corroborated satellite imagery
of enemy defenses, and thinned out
Iraqi artillery with effective counter-
battery fire. Most notably, once the
enemy was effectively blinded by the

air campaign they moved the XVIII Airborne Corps and VII Corps deep
into the desert, positioned to outflank direct approaches into Kuwait that ran
along the Persian Gulf or up the Wadi al Batin.*

The ground war began in earnest on 24 February. The XVIII Airborne
Corps rushed to seal off Kuwait from Iraq proper. Its French 6th Light
Armored Division seized As Salman and faced west, while the 101st
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Vehicles of the 24th Infantry Division ( Mechanized) loading
in the port of Savannah

Airborne Division (Air Assault) helicoptered past it to establish a forward
operating base 176 kilometers into Iraq. From these and subsequently
established positions swarms of Gazelle, Cobra, and Apache helicopters
fanned out to interdict Iraqi movements. The 24th Infantry Division
(Mechanized) backstopped these units until they were set, then raced to
the Euphrates River and turned east to join the main attack. Far to the
east the Marines, flanked by a corps-sized contingent of Arab allies on
either side, methodically breached Iraqi defenses along the Kuwait-Saudi
border. Breach teams led by M60A1 tanks with dozer blades and mine
plows bored through minefields and obstacles while sniper tanks and
tube-launched, optically tracked, wire-guided (TOW) missiles picked off
tanks, and artillery suppressed infantry and destroyed artillery. Between
the XVIII Airborne Corps and the Marines the five heavy divisions of
the 50,000-vehicle VII Corps launched the main attack, oriented on the
eight divisions of the elite Republican Guard. Crushing Iraqi forward
infantry divisions in the wake of massive bombardments and methodical
breaches, VII Corps divisions rolled deep into Iraq, hooked east, and came
on line. M1A1 tanks extended from horizon to horizon the forward edge of
armored phalanxes tens of kilometers in depth. Night and day they drove
forward, main guns booming when they encountered worthy targets and
machine guns chattering for targets of lesser import. The attack swept all
before it from the Saudi border to the Euphrates and from the depths of
Iraq to the Persian Gulf. In one hundred hours it was over. Rather than the
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10,000 battle deaths suggested by Saddam Hussein the Americans suffered
146 and their allies 99 more. This compared with perhaps 20,000 Iraqis
killed and 50,000 captured in one of the most lopsided victories on the
historical record.

The striking victory in the Persian Gulf inspired understandable self-con-
gratulation. American equipment, in particular the “big five” that had been the
focus of Army modernization efforts, had performed superbly. The effectiveness
of precision-guided munitions had been breathtaking, auguring a revolution in
military affairs. Traditional virtues had proven their worth as well. The profes-
sionalism, rigorous training, and technical competence of American soldiers,
sailors, airmen, and marines were clearly manifest. A generation of studied
attention to officer and noncommissioned officer professional development,
part of a broader post-Vietnam renaissance, had paid off. American officers
were consistently and demonstrably competent, and American noncommis-
sioned officers were in a class by themselves. There had been warts, however. The
pace of deployment left the earliest arriving forces vulnerable for an uncomfort-
ably long period. Battlefield management and awareness had been imperfect,
as evidenced by episodes of confusion and fratricide. Indeed, fratricide seems
to have caused the deaths of 35 of 146 service personnel killed and accounted
for 72 of 467 wounded. Logistics reached a troubling culminating point near
the hundredth hour of the ground war. Imperfect battlefield awareness and
constrained logistics limited the net worth of precision-guided munitions. The
Army was clearly and immediately dependent upon the reserve component,
without having adequately resourced it in many cases. Operations after combat
ceased were improvised and of uneven quality. Let us address these warts—soon
to be the subject of Army transformation initiatives—in turn.

Wags amid the first brigade of American paratroopers to arrive in Iraq
stoically referred to themselves as “speed bumps,” acknowledging how over-
matched they initially were by Iraqi armor and firepower. Further airborne
forces and combat aircraft flowed into Persian Gulf airfields quickly, but only
the seaborne arrival of the 24th Infantry Division (Mechanized) several weeks
later stabilized prospects for a successful forward defense. Pentagon planners
and soldiers in the field breathed palpable sighs of relief when the mighty
M1 tanks of the heavy division rolled across the Saudi docks. Compared to
precedent, the buildup for Desert Shield progressed quickly and efficiently.
Never before had the United States moved so much so speedily from a cold
start. This historical detail was not entirely comforting. The window of vul-
nerability early on afforded Saddam Hussein significant advantages, had he
dared to exploit them. Forces arriving by air were too light to contend with a
capable adversary on open ground, and forces arriving by sea took too long.
This is not to mention the huge amount of shipping a heavy division and its
supporting slice required, and sealift shortfalls within the Navy and United
States Merchant Marine that had to be made good from other sources. During
the world wars and Vietnam, allied forces carried the fight long enough for
United States forces to deploy. During the Cold War, heavily armored forward-
deployed forces were to bear the brunt of Soviet attack until reinforced. In
the case of Desert Shield, forward-deployed forces did not exist, and allied
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forces were hopelessly overmatched. Within American historical experience,
only the opening months of the Korean War seemed to parallel what might
have been, had Saddam Hussein attacked early on.*

Battlefield management and awareness advanced during Desert Storm,
but not quickly enough to accommodate the pace at which forces moved and
the ranges at which weapons engaged. Strategic intelligence was the product of
agencies external to the Army such as the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA),
Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), and National Security Agency (NSA),
and coordination among them and with the services was imperfect. Division
headquarters and above were reliably served by digital mobile subscriber
equipment (MSE) and satellite-based communications when stationary. From
the division level down, communications relied on a venerable mix of radios
vulnerable to topographical interference and range limitations. When moving
at a modest pace, the leapfrogging of requisite MSE and satellite nodes worked
reasonably well and kept headquarters dependent on radio communications
under a reliable umbrella. As the pace of the advance accelerated, times
required to take down, move, and set up MSE and satellite nodes stretched
effective communications to the breaking point as radio relays insufficiently
bridged ever-expanding gaps. A last-minute infusion of largely commercial
satellite-based global positioning systems (GPSs) dramatically enhanced the
ability of units to locate themselves and navigate the featureless desert. The
reporting of unit positions was still by radio, however, and the tracking of unit
positions within the operations centers of higher headquarters featured grease
pencils, unit tokens and maps—as it had since World War 1. GPSs were seldom
distributed beneath the platoon level, so there was no immediate way to vali-
date the locations of individual vehicles. Logistical vehicles were particularly
likely to have neither radios nor GPSs. Hampered by eroding communications
and increasingly dispersed vehicles, the generally shared picture of the battle-
field became fuzzy. Pursuit and exploitation became particularly fluid in the
aftermath of overrunning the Republican Guard. Advanced sensors, sights,
and munitions allowed crews to engage targets at ranges considerably in excess
of being able to reliably identify them. Virtually all brigades involved in seri-
ous intermingled combat encountered fratricide, or “blue on blue” engage-
ments, and fratricides accounted for a significant proportion of American and
accompanying British casualties. At higher levels, whole units disappeared into
the fog of war. Perhaps the most celebrated piece of battlefield misinformation
was General H. Norman Schwarzkopf’s assumption that Safwan Airfield was
occupied by American ground forces. He designated it as the site whereupon
he would dictate cease-fire terms to the Iraqis with all the world watching, only
to find that the Iragqis still occupied it. Near-comedic bullying by the nearest
American brigade—in the aftermath of the cease-fire—nudged the Iraqis off
the airfield in time for the media event.*

By the hundredth hour of the ground war, concern for fratricide ren-
dered American maneuvers cautious and methodical. The ground offensive
reached a culminating point for logistical purposes as well. The M1 tank was
enormously fuel consumptive, perhaps a mile for two gallons, and tens of
thousands of other vehicles required fuel as well. To ensure that fuel tanks
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sustained optimal levels of fill, heavy battalions and brigades refueled about
every seventy kilometers. Combat battalions were accompanied by organic
modern heavy expanded mobility tactical trucks (HEMTTs) bearing fuel,
ammunition, and supplies of other sorts. These kept up reasonably well with
advancing armored vehicles, but the fuelers among them had to cycle back to
refueling points when empty. Mobile refueling points that were pushed for-
ward to service the HEMTTs depended on antiquated fleets of trucks from
brigade, division, and corps trains to be supplied themselves. Alternatively,
there were stationary refueling points south of the Saudi border—at ever
increasing distances from the leading battalions of VII and XVIII Airborne
Corps. Fuel resupply did not keep pace with the race across the desert, and
MI1s crossing the Basrah Highway on the last days of the war were “run-
ning on fumes.” Ammunition presented an opposite problem. Anticipating
historical levels of expenditure, battalions kicked off with a “basic load”
of ammunition in their vehicles, and another one—and sometimes two—
following along in heavily loaded cargo HEMTTs. Phenomenal American
gunnery, often characterized by one shot per vehicle kills, and the collapse
of Iraqi resistance rendered the huge mass of ammunition excess, yet it took
up precious cargo space that could have gone to other things. Most notably,
units brought fewer Class IX (repair parts) items with them than they might
have wanted. The Army’s shift to modular line replaceable units (LRUs)—for
example, swapping out and evacuating engines to higher maintenance rather
than repairing them on the spot—radically increased the volume required by
prescribed load lists (PLLs). Although units sustained high vehicle availabil-
ity rates throughout the ground war, by the hundredth hour their cupboards
were bare with respect to repair parts. Part of the overall logistical problem
stemmed from the simple mathematics of projecting so much consumption
so quickly through so much distance in a hostile environment. Another part
of the problem was information lag. Units had no practical way to quickly
anticipate and reliably communicate detailed consumption rates, logistical
bases maintained a fuzzy accountability of rapidly moving commodities,
and few had confidence newly identified needs could be quickly filled. The
tendency at all levels was to horde supplies of all types “just in case,” and
to carry them along behind in vast vehicle fleets. At the theater level the
tendency manifested itself in the so-called “iron mountains” of the logis-
tical bases. Indeed, the Army’s ranking logistician in theater appropriately
entitled his memoir Moving Mountains.>

Precision-guided munitions had their limits. At the time they were pricey,
running from fifty thousand dollars for the cheapest through multimillions of
dollars for the more expensive. It did not make economic sense to fire million-
dollar missiles at a ten thousand—dollar truck. It also did not make tactical
sense when combat consumption drove down limited theater inventories and
threatened strategic reserves. Precision-guided munitions were best reserved for
high-value targets. Laser designators, television guidance, and terrain-tracking
radar were vulnerable to atmospheric conditions and could be degraded by
vegetation. Fortuitously, the open desert within which most combat occurred
limited such degradation. Precision-guided munitions did require precisely
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identified targets, and procedures for identifying, tracking, and handing off
such targets remained immature. This immaturity manifested itself most nota-
bly in cat-and-mouse operations in the western desert, wherefrom Saddam
Hussein lobbed Scud missiles into Israel while the Coalition, desperate to keep
Israel out of the war, hastened to destroy the launch vehicles. The launch vehi-
cles proved fleeting targets, and detection by satellites, the Joint Surveillance
and Target Attack Radar System (J-STARS), or overflight seldom resulted in
identified positions retained long enough to bring in a lethal strike. At times 40
percent of the theater air effort was dedicated to neutralizing the missiles, with
minimal effect. Ground commanders, mindful of fratricide, preferred to keep
air strikes well clear of their own formations. Inside of the umbrella served by
tank and observed artillery fire, such strikes seemed superfluous in any case.’!

During the Desert Storm buildup the active Army achieved a total
mass of 871,948, of which 60,427 were activated members of the National
Guard and 79,118 activated members of the Army Reserve. Of the 227,800
soldiers deployed to Southwest Asia, 37,692 were members of the National
Guard and 35,158 members of the Reserve. In earlier wars, the reserve
component had generally added like type mass to a steadily growing mobi-
lization. In Desert Storm the contribution was more often complemen-
tary, deploying individuals and units with skill sets not on hand in the
active component in sufficient quantity. Significantly, more Reservists and
National Guardsmen served in activated units than were individually called
up. The performance of the National Guard and Army Reserve overall was
a success that strikingly affirmed the validity of the Total Force policy
that had been in effect and improved upon since the 1970s. However, given
that this was the largest mobilization of the reserve component since the
Korean War, miscarriages with respect to notification, disposition, medi-
cal screening, and deployment understandably occurred. Differences with
respect to post privileges and the processing of pay inquiries grated on
activated soldiers. Family support proved problematic, since the families
of the reserve component were scattered over wide geographic areas rather
than concentrated in the vicinity of capable installations. Roundout bri-
gades filling out active-component divisions were not ready to deploy as
quickly as their active-component counterparts would have liked, although
they were prepared as quickly as existing mobilization plans envisioned. A
number of “CAPSTONE” units designated in advance for specific missions
or active-component headquarters also demonstrated readiness shortfalls.
With the reserve component now so central to the success of even the
earliest deploying units, a candid postwar reassessment of resourcing and
readiness would be called for.*

When fighting ceased, Coalition forces had liberated Kuwait and occupied
a significant fraction of Iraq. Postwar operations were largely improvised. In
Kuwait they went well enough, buoyed by a friendly population, helpful allies,
host-nation support from wealthy neighbors, and international goodwill.
Significant challenges included putting out fires in oil fields retreating Iraqis
had set aflame, clearing minefields and munitions, reconstructing infrastruc-
ture, and processing refugees. Refugees proved to be an issue in Saudi Arabia
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as well, most notably at a camp an American infantry battalion constructed
virtually overnight near Rafha. In Iraq the situation was trickier. American,
British, and French forces remained present for coercive diplomacy, garri-
soning the oil fields until the Iraqis agreed to and complied with cease-fire
terms. Interaction with the local population was minimal, and units gener-
ally remained clear of the settled areas. Although regime change was not a
Coalition war aim, it seemed sufficiently agreeable to the Americans to inspire,
if not directly encourage, Shi’as in the south and Kurds in the north to revolt.
America’s Sunni Arab allies argued for nonintervention on the behalf of the
Shi’a, thought to be agents of Iran, and the sensitivities of the Turks limited
options in Kurdistan. The Coalition stood by while resurgent Saddamists
slaughtered the Shi’a, and it provided belated and circumscribed succor to the
Kurds—concerning which, more later. Saddam Hussein accepted the cease-
fire conditions, negotiated the withdrawal of Coalition forces, and survived.>

A Framework for Change

In two short years the comfortably defining strategic focus of the Cold War
had dissipated. Going into 1991, Army Chief of Staff General Carl E. Vuono
acknowledged that “the conditions that have undergirded our nation’s security
strategy for more than four decades are being rendered obsolete . . .,”>* and
flagged up alternatives to resurgent Soviets as security concerns: instability
in the Middle East; upheavals in the former Warsaw Pact, North Korea, and
Iraq; interstate rivalries in the developing world; ethnic and religious strife;
arms traffic; insurgencies; terrorism; drug traffic; natural disasters; and others.
Neither he nor anyone else knew what the future would bring, but it seemed
obvious that the United States would need a rather different Army than it then
had. The lessons of Desert Storm, in the process of being digested, would
suggest further change. With the tectonic shifts of 1989-1991 not yet complete,
the Army developed a framework for changes that would inevitably occur.

Vuono was a good choice to position the Army for change. An artilleryman,
he had commanded at every level from battery through division—to include
two tours in Vietnam. He also had commanded at several levels in the Training
and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), to include commanding the Combined
Arms Center and Fort Leavenworth and commanding TRADOC itself. These
educationally oriented positions immersed him in theories of warfare, modern-
ization, and change as discussion progressed with respect to them at the time.
Earlier in his career he had earned a master’s degree in public administration,
served as an operations research systems analyst, assisted the project manager
for the reorganization of the Army, and was chief of the budget division in the
plans, programs, and budget directorate of the Army Deputy Chief of Staff for
Personnel. These complex staff positions gave him a fuller appreciation of the
defense bureaucracy and what it takes to move it. As a colonel he served as the
executive officer to the Chief of Staff of the Army, perhaps the best single posi-
tion from which an officer of that rank can gain an appreciation of the Army
as a whole. The sum of his experiences suggested to him that thoughtful change
entailed the complex interplay of multiple variables. In particular, Vuono was
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Vr wary of overly emphasizing tech-

)’ nology as the driving force. He also
} believed transformational delibera-
tions could not be confined to small

—

groups if the organization as a whole
was to progress. An educator, he dis-
tilled his thinking into six “impera-
tives,” promulgated these widely in
his own writing and speaking, and
had them taught throughout the
Army school system. The impera-
tives provided a framework within
which conceptualization of change
progressed. Veterans of the era may
remember a wallet-size card with the
imperatives listed and defined on it,
available lest junior leaders forget the
direction in which the Army needed
to be going. Vuono’s six imperatives
were doctrine, force mix, moderniza-
tion, training, leader development,
and quality people.*

Doctrine is the body of agreed-upon principles and common language
that governs the use of forces in war and operations other than war. It provides
a vision of how units at every level will employ weapons and other assets. At
the time Army doctrine was labeled AirLand Battle, taught throughout the
Army school system, rehearsed time and again by units training in the field,
and promulgated through dozens of field manuals and other publications.
Anticipating geo-strategic and technological change, deliberations concerning
an AirLand Battle Future were already under way on the Army Staff and
within TRADOC. Doctrine could drive technology as well as be driven by
it. The vision of how future battles were to be fought governed the distribu-
tion of research and development funds, and these in turn governed the pace
at which technologies of military provenance were developed and fielded. In
similarly reciprocal relationships, doctrine governed the development of force
mixes best designed to employ it, leadership development necessary to apply
it, training programs necessary to rehearse it, and the recruitment of quality
soldiers capable of implementing it.%

Force mix defines the organization and composition of the forces that
will implement the doctrine. One criterion is the weight and lethality of their
armament. Heavier forces will be best able to slug it out with a like type
opponent, but they lack strategic mobility. Lighter forces are more strategi-
cally mobile but lack staying power. Special operating forces deploy unique
skills against unique challenges. For any given scenario some mix of the three
will be optimal, complementing one another’s strengths and offsetting each
other’s weaknesses. For the Army as a whole, the mix should match up with
the most probable and the most dangerous scenarios. Another criterion with

General Vuono
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respect to force mix is balance among combat, combat support, and combat
service support forces. Operations will collapse if logistical support is inad-
equate. Attacks may fail if fire support is insufficient to suppress the enemy.
Movement will stop if obstacles remain unbreached—and so on. A final cri-
terion with respect to force mix is the relative inventory of active and reserve
units. At the time, active-component units were more immediately available
but were so at the cost of sustaining high standards of training and readiness.
Reserve-component units were cheaper to sustain over time but took longer
to prepare, invoked political costs to mobilize, and could be less frequently
used. Desert Storm-vintage concerns with respect to the CAPSTONE and
Roundout programs have already been mentioned. Force mix decisions accrue
at every level, from the weapons mix in a rifle squad through the numbers and
types of divisions in an army. The force mix of 1989 was designed for Cold
War scenarios; the force mix beyond 1991 would be designed for others.*’

Modernization preserves technological advantages and defers obsoles-
cence. Falling a generation behind in technology can lead to horrific battlefield
results, as Saddam Hussein’s army amply demonstrated during Desert Storm.
Some technological developments emerge outside of the Army’s purview and
must be recognized and exploited. Other technologies are driven by research
and development resourced or encouraged by the Army. Modernization is
more than developing and fielding new equipment. Total package fielding
envisioned updating doctrine, refining organization, training operators, and
guaranteeing sustainment to ensure that the new equipment was employed to
best effect. An M1A1 tank, for example, was more than just a new tank. It was
the capstone in a system of systems revolutionizing armored warfare. Doctrine
had to be updated to accommodate its radically improved engagement ranges
and night-vision devices. Maintenance organizations had to be redesigned to
accommodate their potpourri of diagnostic equipment and “black box” LRUs.
Recruits to the armor force had to be capable of handling its computerized
technology and checklist operator’s maintenance procedures. Their leaders
had to govern engagement and maneuver boxes that had quadrupled in area.
Training had to refine all of this disparate activity into rehearsed and routine
procedures. Fortuitously, veterans of the “big five” fielding were familiar with
the expansive nature of modernization efforts. This did not mean that they
would ever become easy.*

Training converts the theoretical into the practical. There is a huge gulf
between knowing what an organization should achieve and causing the orga-
nization to actually achieve it. Training progresses at every level. Individuals
must learn skills all soldiers should have and also skills unique to their MOS
and grade. Small units learn and rehearse their battlefield responsibilities.
Training progresses through units of increasing size as the organization as a
whole becomes better prepared and more proficient. The rigors of combat and
the fog of war should be introduced into training insofar as practical. Changes
in equipment, organization, or doctrine force training revisions at every level.
This in turn forces a cascade of republished manuals, memorandums, and
training aids. Training technology advances as well, offering better ways to
simulate the challenges of combat. The Army of 1989 was the beneficiary of
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a recent revolution in training technology. Tank and Bradley crews rehearsed
individual and crew gunnery skills in computerized UCOFTs. Units of larger
size maneuvered against each other and registered hits with multiple integrated
laser engagement systems (MILES). Battalions and brigades deployed to
such capstone training centers as the National Training Center in California,
the Joint Readiness Training Center (JRTC) in Arkansas, and the Combat
Maneuver Training Center (CMTC) in Germany. Here trained opposing
forces engaged them in MILES battles, while a hierarchy of observer control-
lers mirroring their chain of command monitored their actions. Excruciating
after-action reviews (AARs) featured observer controller testimony, partici-
pant self-examination, taped conversations, and vehicle dispositions captured
electronically. Brigade, division, and corps staffs with leadership running
two levels down exercised in the virtual environment of the Battle Command
Training Program. Here after-action reviews mixed comments from seasoned
“grey beard” observer controller mentors with participant self-examination
and recoverable electronic files. Fortuitously, these virtual environments could
be modified to anticipate—or test—battlefield circumstances that did not yet
exist. As we shall see, this characteristic would soon be brought into play.®
The integration of new equipment, force structure, and doctrine into an
effective training program requires capable leadership. The Army acts on the
premise that leaders are made more so than born, and Vuono consciously
involved himself in leader development throughout his career. His recent pri-
ority had been to bring NCO professional development (NCOPD) on line with
the structure and expectations of officer professional development (OPD). The
three “pillars” of leader development were institutional training, operational
assignments, and self-development. Beginning with basic training or the officer
basic course, NCOs and officers periodically cycled back through schools pre-
paring them for positions of increasing responsibility. For officers this institu-
tional training hierarchy had for some time been solidified as the officer basic
course, the officer advanced course, the Command and General Staff College,
and the Army War College. In 1982 a nine-week Combined Arms Service
Staff School (CAS3) was added to hone staff skills at the captain and junior
field-grade level. A constellation of specialized schools supported the basic
hierarchy with more narrowly focused educational and preparatory offerings,
and a number of assignments or career transitions included attending civilian
institutions as well. The School of Advanced Military Studies at Leavenworth,
for example, was particularly noteworthy from the mid-1980s on in developing
selected officers into broadly educated operational planners with an accredited
Master of Military Arts and Sciences (MMAS) degree. School of Advanced
Military Studies graduates, playfully called “Jedi knights,” were instrumental
in the planning for Desert Storm. In 1990 Vuono approved an NCO leader
development action plan that brought NCOPD more on line with the formal
training and educational progression expected of officers. Operational assign-
ments gave officers and NCOs the opportunity to put theory into practice.
A mix of line and staff positions of increasing responsibility was preferred,
to ensure a requisite breadth of preparation as a leader advanced. Branch
career managers—affectionately renamed “career manglers”—shepherded
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officer assignments from the Total Army Personnel Command in Arlington,
Virginia. Much of the time they assigned officers into specific positions; at
other times—particularly in the case of junior officers—they assigned them
to commands or agencies that in turn were responsible for determining appro-
priate billets. NCOs received similarly centralized treatment when senior, but
through the rank of E-6 were effectively in the hands of battalion command
sergeant majors with respect to career management. A third pillar of leader
development was self-development. Schools and commands promulgated
professional reading lists, professional organizations encouraged the exchange
of ideas among colleagues, and during some assignments civilian schooling
facilitated by Veterans Affairs (VA) benefits was practical. Senior officers and
NCOs were expected to mentor those junior to them—in particular their own
subordinates—to ensure career development remained on track.®

Quality leaders come from quality soldiers. We have already described the
impressive quality of the Army’s human material in 1989 and the considerable
success the Army enjoyed retaining it through reenlistment. Here we might
add the Army’s growing realization that it had to recruit and retain families
to sustain a quality force. Over 50 percent of the Army’s active-duty soldiers
were married in 1989—a percentage that rose markedly at higher ranks and
in the reserve component. Family members outnumbered their active-duty
sponsors by a factor of three to one. Over half of the career soldiers’ spouses
worked outside of the home, and these brought in a third of the family income.
The leading reason soldiers who chose to leave left the Army was that their
spouses, generally wives, were not happy. Recognition of these consequences
of the shift to a volunteer army during the 1970s crystallized in Chief of Staff
General John A. Wickham’s The Army Family White Paper of 1983. From
that point family issues became a priority, with worldwide spousal represen-
tation at annual conferences in accordance with the newly institutionalized
Army Family Action Plan (AFAP) providing a mechanism to smoke them out.
Beginning with the XVIII Airborne Corps in 1984, commanders directed units
subject to deployment to organize family support groups for mutual support.
This process was largely complete by Desert Storm. During General Vuono’s
watch the Army and its sister services pressed for and secured the Military
Child Care Act of 1989. This landmark legislation cleared away a thicket of
resourcing and policy issues concerning the Army’s hottest family issue. Broad
mandates to recruit and retain quality soldiers had expanded to include their
families as well.®!

The Army is a large organization. Concepts as complex as General Vuono’s
imperatives could not survive without proponents—individuals and agencies
driven by their mandates to advance them. Vuono recognized this and fixed
responsibilities in such a manner that each of his imperatives had bureaucratic
champions. For these champions, career success would be in part defined by
the insight and energy with which they advanced their imperatives in the face
of necessary change. In most cases proponency was the logical extension of
traditional responsibilities. In a number of cases several agencies shared pro-
ponency, generating a hopefully creative interplay among them. Doctrine was
clearly in the purview of the four-star TRADOC commander. He presided over
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a constellation of two-star branch schools, each of which generated doctrine
within its area of expertise. The TRADOC commander integrated branch
efforts, developed service-wide doctrine, and coordinated joint doctrine, leaning
heavily on the three-star Combined Arms Center and the two-star Combined
Arms Combat Developments Activity at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, and on the
three-star Combined Arms Support Command at Fort Lee, Virginia, as he did
so. TRADOC also had much to do with force mix, since units ideally should be
designed to match the doctrine that applied to them. Senior commanders in the
field had their own strong ideas concerning the force mix they needed, however,
and were authorized to modify tables of organization and equipment (TOEs)
into MTOESs. The distribution of forces among the active Army, the National
Guard, and the Army Reserve had a significant political dimension. Reconciling
the force mix views of TRADOC, commanders in the field, and the major com-
ponents fell to the Army Staff, and in particular the three-star Deputy Chief
of Staft for Operations and Plans (DCSOPS). He supervised a robust two-star
staff division specifically addressing this responsibility and enjoyed immediate
access to the Chief of Staff. Modernization fell to the four-star Army Materiel
Command insofar as it was a matter of providing new equipment and sustain-
ing it in the field. The AMC commander was a primary player with respect to
developing new equipment and led a dozen systems-oriented commands and a
Test and Evaluation Command to do so. TRADOC had the important respon-
sibility of envisioning the future and defining requirements, and the Department
of the Army retained a significant role with respect to weapons development,
concerning which, more later. Training split between institutional training,
individual training, and unit training. TRADOC governed institutional train-
ing and commanded most of the institutions wherein it occurred. TRADOC
also promulgated guidance for individual and unit training and commanded
such capstone institutions as the National Training Center. Commanders
in the field determined the actual content of individual training in units and
unit training, consistently reviewed through quarterly training briefs (QTBs) at
each level of command. The four-star United States Army Forces Command
(FORSCOM) was particularly significant in this regard, since it commanded
virtually all stateside deployable units. Leader development split between insti-
tutional training, operational assignments, and self-development. TRADOC
again governed institutional training. As we have seen, operational assignments
were the result of give-and-take between the Total Army Personnel Center, a
two-star field operating agency of the Army Staff, and commanders in the field.
The mission of recruiting quality people remained under Department of the
Army purview, with the three-star United States Military Academy, the two-star
Army Recruiting Command, and the one-star Army National Guard Personnel
Center and one-star Army Reserve Personnel Center serving as Army Staff
field operating agencies. The Reserve Officers’ Training Corps (ROTC) Cadet
Command aligned under TRADOC, however. The retention of quality people
through reenlistment was expected of commanders in the field, and unit perfor-
mance in that regard was reported monthly.®

The above discussion is incomplete, but it does identify the most significant
players and illustrates the institutional proponency sustaining Vuono’s imper-
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atives. In addition to traditional relationships, the recently passed Goldwater-
Nichols Act introduced the Joint Staff and the Army Secretariat into the
working mechanics of Army processes to an unprecedented extent. Reinforced
primacy of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff over the service chiefs
extended beyond operations alone. The new position of Vice Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff provided an ideal chair for the service vice chiefs, who tra-
ditionally administered service staffs day-to-day. It also provided a focal point
through which Defense Department agencies with responsibilities for admin-
istration, acquisition, or budgeting could more directly influence the services.
Given emphasis on streamlining administration and reducing redundancy, the
forum of vice chiefs chaired by the Vice Chairman, and the expanded Joint
Staft, soon became significant factors in Army deliberations with respect to
doctrine, force mix, and modernization. Stipulations within the Goldwater-
Nichols Act, previously discussed, mandated joint education and experience
and bore heavily upon training and leader development.*

The Army Secretariat became more involved in change as well. Secretary
of the Army Michael P. W. Stone had a strong business background and
had served as Assistant Secretary of the Army for Financial Management
from 1986 through 1988 and as Under Secretary of the Army after that. In
these positions and as Secretary he played a leading role implementing the
Goldwater-Nichols Act within Department of the Army headquarters. As
previously discussed, Goldwater-Nichols migrated the Secretariat into more
direct control over acquisition, auditing, budget, comptroller, information
management, inspector general, legislative affairs, public affairs, and research
and development. Implementing recommendations of the so-called Packard
Commission, Stone and his colleagues streamlined acquisition management
and inaugurated a centrally administered Army Acquisition Corps of mili-
tary and civilian specialists. Project managers would report through program
executive officers to the Army Acquisition Executive. They would be funded
directly from the Department of the Army rather than through their tradi-
tional commands. The Army Acquisition Executive was to be the Assistant
Secretary of the Army for Research, Development, and Acquisition, a politi-
cal appointee. Other members of the Army Secretariat experienced similarly
expanded authority into similarly deeper levels within the organization.
Collectively considered, these realignments considerably increased the voice
of the Secretariat with respect to Vuono’s imperatives of modernization, force
mix, and the acquisition of quality people.*

One of the primary objectives of the Goldwater-Nichols Act was to
reduce friction and redundancy among the services. Streamlined leadership
exerted by the Chairman and streamlined administration chaired by the Vice
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff would bring unruly services in line,
whereas functions that migrated to the Secretariat would enhance the grip of
the political administration upon Pentagon policy. Arguments would be inter-
nal and firmly resolved; Congress and the public would no longer be exposed
to the cacophony of service rivalry. As attractive as such centralization can be
with respect to efficiency, it can stifle the broad debates that have contributed
much to American military effectiveness. It is hard, for example, to imagine
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the revolutionary leap to carrier-borne warfare had there not been a creative
tension between the Navy and the Army over airpower, the American lead in
amphibious warfare had the Marine Corps not been determined to preserve its
autonomy, or America’s simultaneous lead in both tactical and strategic air-
power absent strident dispute between the World War II Army Ground Forces
and Army Air Forces.® With the services potentially muzzled, privately funded
professional organizations heavily populated by retirees preserved the preroga-
tive of open debate. In the case of the Army, the most notable such organiza-
tion was the Association of the United States Army (AUSA). Founded in 1950
to provide a voice for Army interests broadly defined, by 1990 it sported a
capable staff, prestigious trustees, a dozen interlocking advisory committees,
and respectable access to both the administration and Congress. Its Institute
of Land Warfare facilitated and encouraged education, dialogue, and debate.
Corporate membership wove representatives of the defense industrial base into
its deliberations. AUSA’s resolutions committee carried advice and counsel to
members of Congress and the administration alike.®® Periodic conventions,
most notably an annual convention in the National Capital Region in October,
drew active Army, National Guardsmen, Reservists, retirees, representatives
of industry, and political figures into days of demonstration, discussion, and
deliberation. Here debate was freewheeling and the sensitivities of other ser-
vices not particularly protected; naval personnel continued to be affectionately
referred to as “squids,” marines as “jarheads,” and pilots as “fly-boys.” On a
parallel course, Congress also preserved its access to potential debate by asking
candidates at confirmation hearings if, when asked a question by a member of
Congress, they would answer with what they truthfully believed rather than
parrot the position of the administration. The answer had to be “yes” to be
confirmed, and virtually every position three-star or above required confirma-
tion. Given the ferocity with which the uniformed services inculcated personal
integrity into their service culture, this simple measure of holding officers to
their word gave Congress ample access to contrary views, should they exist.*’
Parochial service interests retained a voice of their own while complying with
Goldwater-Nichols and taking advantage of its better features.

Secretary Stone and General Vuono saw change coming and positioned
the Army to deal with it even though the future was far from clear. The Army
headquarters was redesigned into compliance with the Goldwater-Nichols
Act and prepared to accommodate a greater role for the Joint Staff and the
Secretariat in its internal deliberations. Interservice acrimony would be muted,
but service interests would nevertheless find a public voice. A theory of change
existed that recognized the interplay among doctrine, force mix, training, mod-
ernization, leadership, and soldier quality. Each of these imperatives would be
addressed simultaneously, and each had one or more institutional proponents
committed to advance its assigned imperatives to the best effect. Of particular
note, the Army would not allow its transformation to a post—Cold War force to
be dominated by technology alone. There was not yet an overwhelming sense
of urgency, since the final Soviet collapse did not occur until the waning days
of 1991, but change was clearly in the wind. Three items did have to be pre-
pared for immediately: declining budgets, downsizing, and denuclearization.
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Declining Budgets, Downsizing, and Denuclearization

The Department of Defense and the Army had been tightening their belts
with respect to budgets since the peak of the so-called “Reagan Buildup” in
the mid-1980s. The $77.7 billion allotted to the Army in FY 1990 marked the
fifth straight year of modest declines in real purchasing power. Congressional
disgruntlement with rising deficits had led to the passage of the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of
1985, imposing spending caps on the federal government and threatening auto-
matic across-the-board cuts (“sequesters”) should they be violated. This led
to bruising confrontations between the administration and Congress with the
approach of each fiscal year. The most notable of these occurred in October
of 1990, when time and money ran out and the federal government actually
closed down over the Columbus Day weekend. The Army emerged from sub-
sequent negotiations with $73 billion for FY 1991, an effective 7 percent cut
from the previous year. Fortuitously Desert Storm was not compromised
by this parsimony, since its costs to the Army were funded by a supplemen-
tal appropriation outside of the normal budget cycle. Prosperous allies offset
many of Desert Storm’s actual costs with cash or through goods and ser-
vices provided. Indeed, some wags argued that the Department of Defense
had actually turned a profit on the war. The direction that would be taken by
future budgets was clear, however. The imminent end of the Cold War sent a
desire for a “peace dividend” rippling through Congress. The belt-tightening
of the past few years would soon accelerate into dramatic cuts.®® (See Chart 1.)

Vuono sought to conceive a way ahead for the Army in the face of inevi-
table cuts and then to convince his superiors of the merits of his proposed
approach. He was mindful that the Joint Staff and Office of the Secretary
of Defense were undertaking their own studies and galvanized the Army
Staff to stay far enough ahead to influence events. Beginning in 1989 Project
QUICKSILVER examined the TOE units within the Army, and Project
VANGUARD examined the Army’s table of distribution and allowances
(TDA) structure. TOE units broadly encompass deployable units, whereas
TDA defines the institutional structure of schools, depots, supporting
agencies, and the like. More secretively Project ANTAEUS, named for the
mythical titan who remained powerful as long as he touched the ground, had
already examined specific reductions that included the hypothetical loss of
two divisions, a corps, and other units in Europe. It seemed to Vuono and
his staff that the Army’s viable options boiled down to two basic alterna-
tives. One was to maintain something like the present force structure of five
corps, twenty-eight divisions (twenty active component and eight reserve
component), twenty-eight separate combat brigades (five active component
and twenty-three reserve component), and supporting units intact. Budget
reductions could be accommodated by reducing the manning and training of
units, prolonging the modernization of equipment within them, and dimin-
ishing research and development expenditures. Within units, rank structure
would end up top-heavy as the lower ranks thinned out. In times of recog-
nized crisis, increased budgets would allow the Army to infuse manpower,
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training, and equipment into this retained force structure. Such a proposal
would be yet another version of the “expansible army” concept familiar to
the Army since the days of Secretary of War John C. Calhoun and would
mesh well with renewed conscription and national mobilization. A second
alternative was to slash force structure and maintain appreciably fewer units
at high levels of manning, training, and readiness. Savings on manpower
would allow research and development to remain robustly funded. Units
would be recurrently modernized with infusions of new equipment. The
residual force would be small, ever ready, and deployable. Vuono had previ-
ously articulated the merits of deployability, versatility, and lethality in a
modern army. Vuono’s second alternative would maintain such character in
a smaller force.*”

Sobered by the abruptness with which Just Cause and Desert Storm had
come upon them, and mindful that there was no longer a global peer opponent
in the short term, Army planners ultimately favored the second alternative,
as did General Vuono. This signaled an important step away from long-
established tenets of mass mobilization in favor of an immediately available
expeditionary army. For the first time in almost a century, deployable readi-
ness would trump mobilization potential as the highest priority for the Army.
The last time the United States had had a small but ever ready Army, it was
intended to fight Indians. Vuono’s chosen second alternative would get a half
dozen divisions into an overseas theater much faster than his first, but would
get two dozen there much more slowly. Forces beyond that would be generated
even more slowly still. This shift from a big war to a small war paradigm was
seminal. Secretary Stone and Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney concurred
with Vuono. Cheney submitted a plan to Congress envisioning manpower cuts
of 25 percent across the Department of Defense over a five-year period, with
the active Army plunging from 770,000 to 520,000. In accordance with this
plan active-component divisions would drop from eighteen to fourteen by the
end of 1995, a planning figure that further dropped to twelve in FY1991. If
the United States was between wars, downsizing reflected a familiar historical
pattern. What was new was the determination to retain the residual force at the
highest possible standards of readiness and modernization (Chart 2).”°

Downsizing the Army was still a vision in 1991, delayed by Desert Storm
and phased well into the approaching decade. The dramatic shift from being
to not being a nuclear player progressed more quickly. The implications of
the INF Treaty of May 1988 have already been discussed. The effort to wedge
a 270-mile-range nuclear missile under the treaty’s limits proved short-lived.
This initiative, the venerable seventy-mile-range Lance surface-to-surface
missile, and artillery-fired atomic projectiles for 8-inch and 155-mm. how-
itzers were all swept away by a series of “presidential nuclear initiatives.”
Eliminating the Army’s tactical nuclear weapons made sense at the time.
Mammoth Warsaw Pact forces that had been their original logic were dis-
sipating. Nonnuclear precision-guided munitions (PGMs) seemed capable
of many roles envisioned for tactical nuclear weapons, offsetting lesser yields
through greater accuracy. European allies, striving to put Cold War dangers
behind them, were eager to be rid of weaponry that might make them an
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attractive nuclear target. The Goldwater-Nichols Act, emphasizing jointness
and hostile to redundancy, reinforced a notion that nuclear munitions could
best be left to the Air Force and Navy. An expeditionary army would be nim-
bler if unencumbered by nuclear weapons and their attendant support and
security apparatus. Most important, the elimination of American tactical
nuclear weapons was associated with a corresponding elimination of Soviet
tactical nuclear weapons and facilitated further diplomatic engagement. As
the Soviet Union crumbled, defense analysts feared nuclear weapons might
fall into the wrong hands. Tactical nuclear weapons seemed the most vulner-
able to such displacement. The mutual destruction of tactical nuclear weap-
ons made such risks far less likely. Propelled by these incentives, the presi-
dential nuclear initiatives moved swiftly. In 1989 the Army had 141 nuclear
weapons—certified units. In 1992 it had none. Nuclear weapons had been
redefined as strategic, and the Army had been redefined as nonnuclear.”

Conclusions

The world looked very different to the Army in 1991 than it had in 1989.
The strategic focus on the Cold War and the Soviet Union had dissipated,
leaving a diffuse multitude of less dangerous but more likely threats in its
wake. Military technologies that had been untested proved their worth in
Desert Storm. After initial self-congratulation, however, reflections on
Desert Storm flagged up worrisome issues with which the Army had yet
to deal. It seemed a harbinger of future capabilities more so than a dem-
onstration of capabilities that had already arrived. Socioeconomic change
crossed important watersheds during this brief period as well. The United
States was demonstrably more global, and the globe was demonstrably more
integrated. The Internet was just emerging to push this process along. This
new world order required security, and the United States was the only truly
global power capable of providing it.

To their credit, the leaders of the United States Army recognized change
was coming and prepared themselves and the institution to achieve it. Direction
and details were not yet clear, but a framework for change was articulated
and proponency for aspects of that framework established. With respect to
downsizing and denuclearization, planning had advanced to the point that
execution could commence. Some now characterize the events of 2001 as the
pivot point that launched the Army in new directions. As we shall see, the pivot
point was actually 1989, and the Army since 2001 has been following through
and capitalizing on changes that started because of the end of the Cold War.
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CHAPTER &

The Sullivan Years, 1991-1995

General Gordon R. Sullivan was sworn in as Chief of Staff of the Army on
23 June 1991. He was thoroughly familiar with retiring Chief of Staff General
Carl E. Vuono’s vision of the way ahead for the Army and was well prepared to
carry it forward. He had served for a year as Vice Chief of Staff of the Army
when selected to be Chief of Staff and had served as Vuono’s Deputy Chief of
Staff for Operations and Plans (DCSOPS) before that. Such Vuono-era studies
as QUICKSILVER and VANGUARD bore his fingerprints, as did the discus-
sions and deliberations that matured Vuono’s six “Army Imperatives.” Sullivan
adopted these imperatives as his own, featuring them prominently in speeches
and correspondence and in such promotional literature as the Association of the
United States Army’s annual Army Green Book. Vuono and Sullivan had served
together off and on for over a dozen years, and the two men remained close
after Vuono retired. Sullivan included Vuono within the circle of intimates with
whom he sounded out concepts and plans as they emerged.'

This kindredness of vision and spirit assisted in sustaining an azimuth,
but the devil remained in the details—in the formulation of practical measures
to carry the work forward. For Sullivan budget cuts, manpower drawdowns,
and congressional pursuit of a “peace dividend” were not forecasts; they were
crippling contemporary realities. Even as resources drained away, he led the
struggle to maintain quality, sustain morale, and fulfill current mission require-
ments. These immediate priorities could easily have trumped shaping the Army
of the future. Sullivan was determined that they would not. A 1959 graduate
of Norwich University, he had served as an Armor officer before, during, and
after the Vietnam War. In Vietnam he was wounded while serving as an adviser
to the Civil Guard and Self Defense Corps, and he served two additional tours
in Vietnam as well. He commanded at every level from company through divi-
sion and served several assignments each as a personnel officer, operations
officer, and in Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC)—each time
in positions of increasing responsibility. His broad experience included the
Vietnam buildup, the rigors of the war itself, the postwar downward spiral
into a “hollow army,” and the renaissance leading into Just Cause and
Desert Storm. Throughout his tenure as Chief of Staff he kept two books
on his desk: The Seeds of Disaster: The Development of French Army Doctrine,
1919-1939, by Colonel Robert A. Doughty, then Professor and Head of the
Department of History at West Point, and America’s First Battles, 1776—1965,
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edited by Lieutenant Colonel
Charles E. Heller and Brigadier
General William A. Stofft—Stofft
being a former Chief of Military
History. Sullivan was determined to
prepare the Army for the next war,
not to lose its way amid the chal-
lenges of the present.?

The Modern Louisiana
Maneuvers and Processes of
Change

Speaking at his arrival cer-
emony as Chief of Staff on 25 June
1991, General Gordon R. Sullivan
touched upon a perennial dilemma
of global power. Contemporary
responsibilities and missions are
ever present and prone to trump
long-term vision or preparation. In
the aftermath of World War I, for
example, British, French, and German officers alike had been exposed to pro-
totypes of the awesome combinations that would prove decisive in World War
I1. The British and French had empires to police, however, and ongoing mis-
sions to absorb overseas territories wrested from the Germans and Ottomans.
Given peacetime funding, they found it difficult to give much attention to the
more distant future. Indeed, British political leaders went so far as to impose a
“Ten-Year Rule,” forbidding military planners from contemplating great power
wars for at least that period. The German military had no such distractions.
Beginning with postwar seminars shepherded by General Hans von Seekt,
they prepared themselves for future war in a deliberate manner.? Sullivan, at
the head of yet another army with global responsibilities in the aftermath of
a successfully concluded worldwide contest, commented in his speech that
there would be no “time-out from readiness,” and that “the American people
expect us to be a strategic force for our nation’s land battles—today, next week,
and years from now.” His comments proved prescient; during his tenure the
tempo of deployments from home stations increased threefold and continued
unabated thereafter. Amid this steadily increasing busyness Sullivan neverthe-
less resolved to prepare for a more distant future. To further quote his speech,
“at home and abroad the environment in which the Army operates is undergo-
ing fundamental transformation . . . the Army too must change.” In a time of
plummeting budgets, it would be a Herculean task to “reshape the Army while
maintaining readiness.”

The Cold War Army and the Cold War Department of Defense had
designed themselves to evolve: continuously, thoughtfully, and incremen-
tally. Generations of tanks, aircraft, ships, vehicles, and equipment of other

General Sullivan
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types replaced their predecessors in frontline units, cascading older equip-
ment through units lower down in deployment plans and in the reserve com-
ponent before washing it out of the inventory altogether. One motor pool
in Aschaffenburg, Germany, for example, witnessed the M47, M48, M60,
M60AT1, M60A3, M1, and M1A1 tanks during the career-span of a single sol-
dier. During this same period, prospective opponents across the Inter-German
border similarly progressed through the T55, T62, T72, and T80 tanks. The
pattern was much the same for other services and equipment. At the high-
est level the process tied into congressional budget cycles and annual budget
submissions by the administration to Congress. Since the tenure of Secretary
of Defense Robert S. McNamara military input to proposed administration
budgets had emerged from a relatively orderly Planning, Programming, and
Budgeting System (PPBS). PPBS involved the services and defense analysts
in an annual round of threat assessments, discussions of requirements to
counter the threats, comparisons of cost-effectiveness, and determinations of
the priority in which requirements would be resourced and filled. The Army
labeled its own version the Planning, Programming, Budgeting, and Execution
System (PPBES), acknowledgment that the services also had to “execute,” to
actually spend the money once they had obtained it. An important contribu-
tor to PPBES was the Army’s parallel Concepts-Based Requirements System
(CBRS), analysis working down from the agreed national military strategy to
determine the forces necessary to achieve it. CBRS offered a deliberate, albeit
cumbersome, methodology for determining future weapons and force struc-
ture that was familiar to sizable numbers of staff officers who had been trained
in its use. It had been informed and enriched by the incorporation of General
Vuono’s six imperatives. Thus Army modernization reached beyond technical
developments alone to address doctrine, training, force mix, leader develop-
ment, and the retention of quality people as well. The services, increasingly
disciplined by the Joint Staff and the Defense Secretariat in the aftermath of
Goldwater-Nichols, jockeyed with each other as each annual PPBS submission
came due. Prospective submissions also were of great interest to Congress, an
interest further kindled by those of their constituents who represented indus-
tries identified to provide goods and services to the Department of Defense.’
In addition to top-down change, the Army had institutionalized methods
for improving itself from within. The pre—Desert Storm “training revolution”
that fielded Multiple Integrated Laser Engagement System (MILES) gunnery
and sprawling Observer Controller (OC)-shepherded exercises through the
National Training Center (NTC) was predicated on the gritty after-action
review (AAR). AARs were facilitated by mentors and trainers, but their
essence was confessional. Participants reviewed their performances, acknowl-
edged their flaws, and identified ways to do better next time—and there always
was a next time. Assessments were generally candid and blunt, soldiers of all
ranks were encouraged to opine in the presence of superiors and subordi-
nates alike, and defects were inevitably paired with proposed resolutions. The
AAR process pervaded training at every level throughout the Army—from
individual skills through crew gunnery to battalion maneuvers and corps exer-
cises—and dominated operational postmortems as well. Indeed, the guns were
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Participative after-action reviews sharpen the focus of training.

hardly silent after Desert Storm when American units, reflecting on their
battlefield performances, took to the desert to polish up aspects of gunnery
and maneuver. Astonished allies and bemused local civilians wondered at the
restlessness of this triumphant army that never quite seemed satisfied with
itself. In 1985 the Center for Army Lessons Learned (CALL) stood up at Fort
Leavenworth to collect, analyze, and disseminate lessons learned, tactics, tech-
niques, procedures, research materials, and security assessments. Originally
focused on making better use of data being generated at the National Training
Center, CALL quickly expanded its portfolio. It solicited information from
the field during and after Desert Storm and dispatched teams of experts to
drill in on specific topics. During this same period Inspectors General assigned
from division levels through the Department of the Army began to focus less
on enforcing unit and agency compliance with specific policies and more on
assessing Army-wide systems for potential improvement. Personnel policies
reinforced the potentially transformative effect of all this reflection and analy-
sis. Key leaders generally rotated in from eighteen months to two years, thus
exposing their organizations to fresh views and new departures as their suc-
cessors arrived.®

Sullivan initially expressed confidence in the Army’s inherent mechanisms
for change, but he soon had misgivings on at least four counts. First, the evo-
lutionary adaptiveness of CBRS seemed better suited to deal with a known
adversary and specific threats than with the new unknowns. Sometimes derided
as “bean counting,” the process featured recurrent intelligence assessments of
Soviet and Warsaw Pact force structures and capabilities, against which Allied
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force structures and capabilities could be matched up and improved upon.
Research and development endeavored to keep fielded American technology
at least one step ahead of that of the Soviets, but procurement was an intricate
multi-participant process. Sullivan frequently commented that it took fifteen
years to field the redoubtable M1 tank, for example. Insofar as adversaries
other than the Soviets were concerned, Cold War forces and capabilities were
considered so mammoth that they could readily handle contingencies in the
Third World that would require fewer resources than those needed to face
the Soviets. Now the Army’s radically reduced force structure faced diverse
and imprecisely calculable threats. With the paradigm so different, would
incremental adjustments prove adequate?” Second, commanders and agencies
tended to focus on immediate priorities, “pissing on the flames” that would
burn them first rather than on the ones that might burn them worst. Field
commanders were scrambling to inactivate units, process facilities and equip-
ment, sustain training, and support such contingencies as those in Northern
Iraq and Somalia. Within the logistical arena, sustainment and research
and development fell under the same commander for any given commodity.
Harried logistical chiefs were being taken to task for present shortfalls, not for
the future character of their products. TRADOC, the institutional repository
for future thinking, was itself in the throes of downsizing. As schools cut staff,
preserving the quality of classroom instruction took precedence over further-
ing doctrine. For TRADOC as a whole, redesigning institutional training and
resourcing the maneuver training centers to sustain high standards in the face
of significant cuts became priorities.®

Third, the newly assertive Joint Staff and Office of the Secretary of Defense
threatened to get ahead of the Army in envisioning the Army’s future. As early
as 1989 the Joint Staff had undertaken its so-called Base Force Study and
the Office of the Secretary of Defense a Defense Management Review. Both
envisioned substantial cuts for the Army. The effects of these initiatives had
been suspended during Desert Storm, but in the aftermath of that war they
regained their momentum. The Army risked losing its voice in Defense reshap-
ing deliberations if it did not promulgate a cogent and coherent way ahead
for itself.’ Finally, Sullivan sensed that too many in the Army were feeling
sorry for themselves, nonplussed by downsizing, turbulence, and a public that
still envisioned them as Willie and Joe or Beetle Bailey—as juxtaposed to the
Air Force’s Steve Canyon (a long-running hero of the Sunday comics) or the
romantic naval pilots of the movies Top Gun or An Officer and a Gentleman.
Certainly the Air Force and Navy stole a march in taking credit for Desert
Storm, benefiting from audiovisuals creating an impression the Army and
Marines merely cleaned up the battlefield after they won the war. The Army
needed an inspiring vision that advanced both its traditional values and its
place on the high-tech battlefields of the future.'

Sullivan was not alone in his desire to fast-track change or in his angst
that customary means might not evolve it fast enough. The new TRADOC
commander, General Frederick M. Franks Jr., did not believe the Army was
properly positioned to experiment with the changing nature of warfare. Twice
wounded in Vietnam and commander of VII Corps in Desert Storm, Franks
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also had considerable experience
in force development, training
analysis, and the development of
combat doctrine. Through a succes-
sion of TRADOC assignments over
the years, Franks had witnessed
dramatic advances with respect to
electronic simulation. He believed
they offered a virtual means to
experiment with circumstances that
theretofore had only been theoreti-
cal. Franks and Sullivan had served
together before, shared penchants
for brainstorming and historical
musings, and enjoyed each other’s
company. When opportunity per-
mitted, they shared cigars, fishing,
and wide-ranging conversations
aboard Frank’s boat on the lower
Chesapeake. The Army’s Chief of
Military History, Brigadier General
Harold W. Nelson, was another
confidant of Sullivan’s, and an ardent promulgator of his specialty. Historical
grist he provided included the Center of Military History’s recently published
The US. Army GHQ Maneuvers of 1941 by Dr. Christopher R. Gabel of Fort
Leavenworth’s Combat Studies Institute. The book described the gigantic
exercises wherein the Army tested and improved upon doctrine, organiza-
tions, and equipment prior to America’s entry into World War II. Sullivan
and Franks seized upon the metaphor, confident that the Army now needed
a similarly expansive shakeout to redesign itself for the post—Cold War era.
After further deliberation and give-and-take among staff, confidants, and
subject matter experts, Sullivan described his vision of “modern Louisiana
Maneuvers” to the Association of the United States Army (AUSA) Winter
Symposium in Orlando, Florida, on 19 February 1992. This forum allowed
him to simultaneously engage serving Army leaders, thoughtful and connected
retirees, soldiers at large, and captains of the defense industries. A few weeks
later Sullivan detailed “Louisiana Maneuvers 1994” in a “personal for” mes-
sage to his senior commanders. Sullivan personally would lead the initiative.
His deputy exercise director would be General “Fred” Franks."

The modern Louisiana Maneuvers and the Louisiana Maneuvers (LAM)
Task Force, their institutional embodiment, evolved over time. Several key
features relevant to long-term change stand out. First, they mobilized com-
puter simulations on a wide scale to test doctrine, organization, and equip-
ment. TRADOC organized an expansive system of “Battle Labs”: “Battle
Command” was at Fort Leavenworth; “Dismounted Battle Space” at Fort
Benning; “Mounted Battle Space” at Fort Knox; “Depth and Simultaneous
Attack” at Fort Sill; “Early Entry, Lethality, and Survivability” at Fort

General Franks
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Monroe; and “Combat Service Support” at Fort Lee. These labs drilled issues
within their own specialties and linked together through “distributed inter-
active simulations” (DIS) to explore concepts broader in scope. Distributed
interactive simulations enabled the labs to play in theater and major Army
command (MACOM) exercises and even to interplay with tactical units on
real exercises “in the dirt.” Soldiers of the time were amazed to find them-
selves competing with adversaries hundreds—or even thousands—of miles
away in real time. Periodic “General Headquarters Exercises” (GHQx—from
the acronym that designated the Army’s headquarters in 1941) mimicked
the historical Louisiana Maneuvers in their Army-wide scope and implica-
tions. Second, LAM short-circuited customary bureaucracy to quickly sur-
face critical concepts and issues. Some of these announced themselves in the
course of exercises. Others were introduced into exercises because Sullivan
routinely assembled a “General Officer Working Group” (GOWG) repre-
senting all the major commands to debate among themselves and forward
critical concerns to his “Board of Directors”—the Army’s four-star generals
and selected three-stars. Initiatives such as “total asset visibility,” “owning
the night,” “digitization,” “common battlefield picture,” and rapidly fielding
“oft-the-shelf™ technology came under scrutiny more quickly than they other-
wise would have because the most powerful men in the Army routinely came
“out of their lanes” to deliberate collectively on transformational subjects.
Third, the exercises increasingly linked theory with practice as concepts that
showed well in simulation were fielded as hardware and tested “in the dirt.”
“Advanced Technology Demonstrations” (ATDs) provided proof of principle
for technologies jointly defined by Army systems managers, Army users, and
representatives of industry. “Advanced Concept Technology Demonstrations”
(ACTDs) further involved Army users in assessments of emerging technol-
ogy. The “Advanced Warfighting Demonstration” (AWD) and the “Advanced
Warfighting Experiment” (AWE) were mechanisms to experiment with capa-
bilities over even broader ranges of branch and service interaction. Processes
of “spiral development” emerged, wherein technical advances were conceived
in simulation, experimented with “in the dirt,” and returned with comments
to the manufacturer—who participated in the field exercises—for yet another
round of development, experimentation, and critique. Fourth, the momentum
of LAM experimentation propelled the Army irreversibly into the “Information
Age.” In July 1994 the Army Digitization Office stood up to provide further
focus to the development and acquisition of digital communications hardware
and software. This was but a precursor of further institutional commitment to
digital technology. Finally, the modern Louisiana Maneuvers and the LAM
Task Force provided General Sullivan a transformational mechanism under his
personal control whereby he could shepherd—and accelerate—developments
directly. Geographically, the LAM Task Force resided first at Fort Monroe,
Virginia (where it could exploit TRADOC assets to fullest advantage), and
later in Washington, D.C. (where it could most directly influence the Army
Staft, other MACOMs and services, and the Department of Defense). Change
of location reflected a change of focus, as it transitioned from primarily coor-
dinating brainstorming exercises to primarily synchronizing a campaign to
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achieve the vision that had emerged. It was led by a brigadier general and
totaled forty-nine officers and civilians organized into a half dozen functional
directorates when at its prime. It reported directly to the Chief of Staff, who
personally chaired the “Board of Directors” mapping the way ahead for the
Army."?

Sullivan set no particular time frame for the termination of the modern
Louisiana Maneuvers or for the LAM Task Force, but he did not envision
them as permanent institutions. The solution for the inertia of a bureaucracy
is seldom the construction of a parallel bureaucracy. LAM was a means
to galvanize and accelerate processes of change in his time and hopefully
to change the manner in which the Army went about change. Within a few
years the relatively freewheeling brainstorming of LAM crystallized into a
more focused vision of the way ahead for the Army labeled “Force XXI.”
On 8 March 1994, General Sullivan announced the inauguration of a Force
XXI “campaign.” Concerning Force XXI, more later. The LAM Task Force
evolved into an agency synchronizing the milestones and delivery of Force
XXI. Traditional means for developing and executing policy reasserted them-
selves. PPBS and PPBES were still omnipresent, as were the Joint Staff, the
Department of Defense, Congress, and the administration. The give-and-take
of “making things happen” “inside the Beltway” required robust bureaucra-
cies led by powerful men. These powerful men and their staffs were now armed
with a rather different vision of what the Army should look like, and they
could work toward this new vision with their customary determination and
energy. Some features of the modern Louisiana Maneuvers became irrevers-
ible aspects of Army change mechanisms. Sprawling distributive interactive
simulation exercises were embedded forever as a means to test concepts, exer-
cise staffs, and ensure the dynamic interplay of organizations affected by pro-
spective decisions. Digitization had been institutionalized as the way ahead
into the Information Age. Spiral development linked simulators, industrial
representatives, and field soldiers together in reiterative cycles of experimenta-
tion and improvement. A cohort of colonels and young generals had been
encouraged to “get out of their lanes” and “think outside the box,” and would
bring broadened perspectives to future initiatives. Some of the changes they
envisioned—and convinced their bosses to endorse—were immediate in effect
and others were longer term. Collectively considered, the changes shook the
Cold War paradigm and set the Army on a very different course than it had
been on for forty years.'

In Pursuit of Strategic Mobility

A recurrent theme of LAM deliberations—and of broader Department
of Defense ruminations—was the Army’s need for greater strategic mobility.
The early days of Desert Shield, wherein lonely undergunned paratroopers
held a “line in the sand” against vastly superior Iraqi armored forces, haunted
Army planners. A comparable period during the Korean War emerged as a
metaphor for what might have happened had Saddam attacked—or what
might yet happen if a future adversary proved less complacent. Sullivan, ever
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fond of historical analogy to reinforce important points, vowed that there
should be “No more Task Force Smiths,” referring to the Army’s mismatched
first combat in 1950. The pursuit of strategic mobility would work several
avenues in parallel: expanding sealift and airlift, pre-positioning equipment
and supplies overseas, and trimming the weight of units to be deployed. It
would require reeducation and retraining, overcoming cultural impediments
built up during two generations of Cold War service. It would also require
negotiations with the Marine Corps, as operational aspirations for the two
services appeared to converge. Within four years the Army’s capabilities with
respect to strategic mobility would be considerably improved, and it would
demonstrate this improvement under operational circumstances.'

The primary incentive for pursuing greater mobility was grand strate-
gic. Just Cause and Desert Storm illustrated the likelihood that distant
contingencies would emerge with little notice, and subsequent deployments
to Northern Iraq, Somalia, Haiti, the Balkans, and elsewhere reinforced
this insight. Globalization increased American national security interests
everywhere, whereas the collapses of the Warsaw Pact and the Soviet Union
radically diminished the likelihood of a major confrontation in Europe. The
United States Army could no longer concentrate on a few key regions where it
could readily reinforce robust forward-deployed forces. Instead it would have
to be capable of rapidly inserting itself into far more numerous trouble spots
scattered around the world—where it might have little or no prior presence.
Spurred along by Louisiana Maneuver deliberations, contemporary events,
and its own internal staffing, TRADOC revised and republished Field Manual
100-5, Operations, in 1993. The new version gave a great deal more attention
to “power projection,” as well as to such “operations other than war” (OOTW)
as peacekeeping and humanitarian relief.'s

The notion that bases in the continental United States would serve as
sustainable, centrally located “power projection platforms” for worldwide
contingencies had strategic roots, but also happily coincided with congres-
sional interests and internal Army developments. Most congressmen looked
forward to a post—-Cold War “peace dividend,” but few welcomed the idea of
shutting down military facilities in their own districts or states. United States
Army, Europe (USAREUR), commanders did make the case that Europe
was closer to many of the world’s most likely trouble spots than the United
States, and therefore its American infrastructure should be preferentially pre-
served to support future contingencies. This argument made little headway
in Congress, other than perhaps preserving the most critical nodes and bases
amid USAREUR’s plummeting force structure. During Fiscal Year (FY) 1993
alone the Army shed almost two hundred installations, and its plant replace-
ment value, a measure of the relative worth of land and facilities, declined by
$7.4 billion. The lion’s share of these cuts occurred in Europe. By the end of
1995 only 65,000 soldiers were assigned to USAREUR, down from more than
200,000 in 1989. Major troop installations in the United States suffered far less;
indeed, several grew as units from Europe and elsewhere collapsed into them.
The Army’s emphasis on what installations were supposed to do changed as
well. Installations were not only to support resident military populations but
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also were to launch units overseas through state-of-the-art airfields, railheads,
and connections with prospective ports of embarkation. In 1992 the Corps of
Engineers solidified this more comprehensive expectation in a newly rewritten
Army Regulation 210-20, Master Planning for Army Installations. Two years
later the Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management
(ACSIM) stood up as a major Army Staff agency and promulgated its own
visionary Installation Management Action Plan (IMAP). Perhaps most nota-
bly, beginning in December 1993 the Army centrally selected O-5 and O-6 gar-
rison commanders through the Department of the Army Command Selection
Boards. This meant that garrison commanders would be drawn from the same
professional “gene pool” as table of organization and equipment (TOE) bat-
talion and brigade commanders—and presumably would demonstrate similar
talent, energy, and ambition. Newly selected garrison commanders disap-
pointed by a diversion from troop duty were reassured that their commands
would bear the prestige and general officer attention of those of their TOE
comrades and that their careers would remain competitive. These several
trends converged. In a few years’ time a number of major posts sported much
improved deployment infrastructure, the results of installation initiatives and
a congressional infusion of $506 million into railheads, airfields, and ports.
Premier early deployment posts such as Fort Bragg, Fort Stewart, and Fort
Hood benefited particularly in this regard. Congressional delegations from
North Carolina, Georgia, and Texas, respectively, proved capable, diligent,
and artful in steering construction funds into such projects—and into Corps
of Engineer upgrades for such nearby ports as Wilmington, Savannah, and
Beaumont. By concentrating its troop and infrastructure losses in Europe,
redefining its approach to installations, and proving attractive to congressional
allies, the Army did improve upon its stateside “power projection platforms”
despite weathering huge budget cuts overall.'®

An obvious first step in the pursuit of greater strategic mobility was
to increase sealift and the pace at which it moved. During Desert Shield
and Desert Storm, sealift delivered 95 percent of all cargo—and 99 per-
cent of all petroleum products. Sealift was a Joint rather than an Army
phenomenon, of course, coming under the auspices of the United States
Transportation Command (USTRANSCOM). Prior to Desert Storm,
USTRANSCOM had effective control over service-component transporta-
tion assets only in wartime. In peacetime the services controlled funding,
procurement, and maintenance. Sustaining sealift for the Army does not
seem to have been at the pinnacle of the maritime services’ priorities, and
the system had not been challenged on short notice since the Korean War.
During Desert Shield and preparations for Desert Storm only twelve
of the forty-four Ready Reserve Force ships initially activated were ready
according to the timeline, and only six of twenty-seven in a second wave.
Ships scheduled for a five-day breakout averaged eleven days to prepare,
and those scheduled for eleven days averaged sixteen. In one particularly
embarrassing episode the USNS Antares broke down in the Atlantic with
a major fraction of the 24th Infantry Division (Mechanized)’s equipment
aboard. The Antares was towed to Spain; its cargo was trans-loaded onto
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A roll-onfroll-off (ROIRO) ship sped maritime transportation of vehicles.

other ships and arrived in Saudi Arabia three weeks late. After such initial
fumbling the sealift gained its stride, moving more farther and faster than
ever before: over three million tons of dry cargo and six million tons of
petroleum products. In part this success resulted from rapidly chartering
213 commercial ships of various nationalities and from adding contain-
erized freight onto ships—including tankers—routinely en route to the
Middle East. A disadvantage of this additional shipping was that virtually
all was break-bulk or containerized, and such cargo requires considerable
heavy equipment and time to offload—unlike the roll-on/roll-off (RO/RO)
ships in which units ideally would have deployed. Fortunately the Saudis
had the port-servicing heavy equipment, and Saddam Hussein allowed the
time. Another bright spot was the impressive performance of the modern
RO/RO Fast Sealift Ships (FSSs) that did come into play. They sped along
at twenty-seven knots and carried brigade sets of more than seven hundred
vehicles each, a load equivalent to scores of World War II Liberty Ships.
Postwar postmortems determined that strategic lift was too important to
be left to the individual services. On 14 February 1992, the Secretary of
Defense gave USTRANSCOM a greatly expanded charter, including con-
trol over its service components in both peace and war. In addition, the
Ready Reserve Force expanded from seventeen RO/ROs in 1990 through
twenty-nine in 1994 to thirty-six in 1996. The Department of the Navy did
explore the possibility of deferring this significant investment of resources.
The Secretary of the Navy and his General Counsel sought a private ses-
sion with General Sullivan, then the Acting Secretary of the Army, and
sounded out the origins of the requirement, the option of leasing ships
rather than building them, and the prospects for delay. Sullivan, unable to
resist historical drama, responded that the requirement had originated in
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the Spanish-American War, leased ships were inevitably “out of pocket”
when needed, and any delay procuring reliable sealift would be dangerous
to deployed or deploying soldiers. To his credit, the Secretary of the Navy
scrupulously supported the endeavor from that point. His support, the
undistracted institutional focus of USTRANSCOM, and the nearly dou-
bling of the most capable sealift ships promised more impressive maritime
performances in future deployments.'’

Airlift proved less problematic than sealift during Desert Shield and
Desert Storm, although it did carry only 5 percent of the total cargo. The
Air Force Reserve and Air National Guard speedily mobilized to man 118 of
126 C-5 and 195 of 265 C-141 cargo planes flying. Four Navy Reserve trans-
portation squadrons with C-9 aircraft joined the effort. Beginning 17 August
the Civilian Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF) was activated, ultimately providing
seventy-seven long-range international passenger aircraft and thirty-eight
long-range international cargo aircraft of civilian design. Heavy demands on
Saudi ramp space and refueling capability led the Air Force to refuel many of
its strategic lift aircraft from KC-10 tankers in flight. Airlift was crucial to the
earliest deliveries of equipment and also during such emergencies as the hasty
deployments of Patriot missile batteries to Israel and Turkey. Even more sig-
nificant, airlift accounted for more than 500,000 passengers—about 99 percent
of the total. Ready access to passenger aircraft changed the manner in which
deployment progressed, especially during its later stages. Troops remained at
their home station, training and preparing, while equipment moved by sea to
Saudi Arabia. At the right moment the troops flew out to intercept the arriving
ships, radically reducing the time they were exposed without their equipment
in congested ports. Some USAREUR armor units arrived in Saudi Arabia
and offloaded their tanks within days of having fired qualification gunnery
off tanks borrowed from other units in Grafenwohr, Germany. One senior
staft officer from Third Army headquarters, concerned about training readi-
ness, inquired of tank crewmen arriving on the tarmac how long it had been
since they had fully qualified with the weapons and equipment appropriate to
their military occupational specialty (MOS). Referring to wristwatches and
interpolating for time zones, their answer was, “Four days, sir.” This peak of
training readiness upon arrival was a far cry from the weeks or months of
idleness in transit associated with earlier wars. In the aftermath of Desert
Storm, USTRANSCOM assumed peacetime control over its wartime air
component and endeavored to sustain and further improve capabilities. Most
notable in this regard was the procurement of the new C—17 aircraft. The C-17
was robust enough to carry the heaviest armored vehicles, but it could take off
and land on much shorter runways than the C-5 or cargo aircraft of civilian
design. Defense planners also noted that 84 percent of all strategic airlift mis-
sions had passed through Torrejon Air Base in Spain and Rhein-Main Airport
in Germany, underscoring the USAREUR commander’s point that at least
some European bases needed to be retained and secured.'®

Prospects for early deploying units could be much improved by pre-
positioning supplies and equipment close to likely contingencies. Army plan-
ners noted with interest, and perhaps some chagrin, that the first substantial
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The C-17 Globemaster 111 delivered large cargoes to austere airfields.

American mechanized contingent—beyond the 82d Airborne Division’s lightly
armored MS551 Sheridan armored assault vehicles—into Desert Shield
rolled with the 7th Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB). The 7th MEB flew
from California to marry up in Saudi Arabia with a brigade set of equipment
and thirty days of supplies aboard Maritime Pre-positioning Squadron (MPS)
ships that steamed in from Diego Garcia. The marines’ armor was somewhat
antiquated and their amphibious vehicles awkward on shore, but they provided
a potent tactically mobile force early in the crisis. In due course further MEBs
married up with equipment steaming in from Guam, Saipan, and the western
Atlantic. The Army had appreciable experience with pre-positioning under the
auspices of Pre-positioning of Materiel Configured to Unit Sets (POMCUS)
during the Cold War. Several divisions’ worth of equipment and supplies were
pre-positioned in Germany and the Benelux countries to support reinforce-
ments arriving from the United States. Annual Return of Forces to Germany
(REFORGER) training deployments exercised these stockpiles and the units
intended to draw from them. This mass of equipment, stockpiled in Western
Europe, was out of place for the more likely contingencies in a post-Cold War
world. As the Army downsized, further fleets of modern equipment became
available for stockpiles as well. Army logisticians redistributed these supplies
and equipment to achieve greater flexibility with fewer forces. By 1995 five
reconfigured Army War Reserve (AWR) stockpiles were in progress: AWR-1
in the United States, AWR-2 in Europe, AWR-3 afloat, AWR-4 in Korea,
and AWR-5 in Southwest Asia. Of these, AWR-3 was the most flexible and
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AWR-5 the most dramatically positioned. AWR-3 grew to be a brigade set of
equipment for two mechanized battalions and two tank battalions with thirty
days of sustainment aboard a small fleet of roll-on/roll-off ships. Several ships
in the flotilla were loaded and configured to collaterally support disaster relief,
humanitarian assistance, and operations other than war. AWR-3 could have
been pre-positioned anywhere, but it stood up and by and large remained in
the Indian Ocean. AWR-5 deposited a brigade set of equipment and supplies
in Camp Doha, a fortified compound just outside of Kuwait City. Should
Iraq or Iran begin moving forces to threaten American allies in the Persian
Gulf, the country would almost immediately find an American heavy brigade
athwart its prospective line of departure—this in addition to much improved
forces now fielded by Gulf allies."

A third approach to enhanced strategic mobility would be to diminish the
overall weight to be transported. Perhaps heavy units could become lighter, or
light units could become more potent—and thus less in need of augmentation
from heavy forces. In the short run, replacing the redoubtable M1A1 Abrams
tank or M2/M3 Bradley fighting vehicles with lighter vehicles of equivalent
capability seemed unlikely. The technological breakthroughs necessary to push
these top-of-the-line vehicles into obsolescence were not on the near horizon.
The general use of on-board auxiliary generators, particularly in the case of
the fuel guzzling M1A1, could reduce fuel consumption, however, and tradi-
tional formulas for ammunition consumption had proven far too lavish during
Desert Storm. Prospective automated “total asset visibility”—concerning
which, more later—also held some promise of thinning out the logistical foot-
print of heavy units. It seemed the M1A1 would not get lighter anytime soon,
but the infrastructure supporting it might. Rendering light units more potent
seemed more likely in the short run. The man-portable Javelin antitank missile
went into initial production in 1994. It boasted a 2,000-meter range, a top
attack capability (armored vehicles are most vulnerable from above), fire-and-
forget technology, and a soft launch feature that allowed the missile to be fired
safely from cover. The Javelin markedly improved the staying power of light
infantrymen in the face of mechanized attack. Other strategically mobile sys-
tems improved in their capabilities to readily support infantrymen. The AH-64
Apache attack helicopter continued to upgrade with respect to avionics, sights,
and sensors. Its formidable Hellfire missiles became even more lethal and flex-
ible, to include achieving a fire-and-forget capability through millimeter-wave
radar technology. The Army Tactical Missile System (ATACMS) upgraded to
a 250-kilometer range with Brilliant Anti-armor Technology (BAT). The sub-
munitions of BAT were small gliders that, when released, could autonomously
acquire, track, and hit vehicles and other targets. When added to Joint assets
and prospective Allied capabilities, these enhancements promised to make such
light units as the 82d Airborne Division far more formidable “speed bumps” in
the case of future Desert Shields.?

During General Sullivan’s tenure, a revised, refined, and rehearsed program
for Army strategic deployment emerged. More capably armed and equipped
light forces would deploy quickly and, if necessary, enter forcibly. At the same
time contingents from heavy divisions would deploy equally quickly by air to
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marry up with pre-positioned equipment, man it, and roll on to join their air-
borne comrades. If logisticians guessed right with respect to pre-positioning,
these heavy contingents could be on hand about as quickly as their light coun-
terparts. Meanwhile, further heavy forces would roll or rail to nearby ports
and ship out to join the embattled vanguard. The mathematics describing
improvements to railheads, seaports, and sealifts suggested—theoretically at
least—that these reinforcing heavy divisions would deploy twice as quickly
as comparable forces had deployed to Desert Shield and in preparation for
Desert Storm. It was not enough to change only infrastructure, doctrine,
and equipment to achieve this result, however. Training and culture were at
issue as well. The Army had to overcome its heavy-light divide, entrenched
philosophies with respect to combat service support, and a bias toward the
upper echelons with respect to combined and joint operations if it was to make
the new paradigm work.?!

The prolonged Cold War advanced and hardened a polarization between
the Army’s Eurocentric heavy forces and light forces that seemed optimal
for a fight anywhere except Europe. Tankers epitomized the heavy forces,
with vehicle-borne fellow travelers from other branches riding alongside
them and armored cavalrymen as a somewhat more ecumenical version of
themselves. Paratroopers epitomized the light forces, with fellow travelers
from other branches jumping out of planes alongside them and Rangers as
a somewhat extreme tribal version of themselves. The two camps had their
prejudices. Paratrooper banter stereotyped tankers as corpulent dwarves,
strong enough in the shoulders to sling ammunition and break track, short
enough to get around in the confines of their turrets, and fattened by their
aversion to running—or even walking—and by a diet dominated by Bier and
Bratwurst. Tanker banter envisioned paratroopers as equivalent to the FEloi
of H. G. Wells’ The Time Machine, prancing around in the great outdoors
but never doing the real work of logistics, maintenance, and motor pools.
Short-notice strategic mobility was something paratroopers did to get to the
difficult out-of-the-way places where they were likely to fight. Tankers would
roll out of their German motor pools to fight on the great plains of Central
Europe or would join the European battle from the United States in accor-
dance with well-choreographed war plans. Nowhere was the heavy-light divide
more pronounced than with respect to attitudes toward vehicles. Paratroopers,
according to tankers, did not love their vehicles—what few that they had. To
them one truck was as good as another to ride around in, and they happily
accepted horrific attrition as they parachuted vehicles out of planes in flight or
shoved them off the ramps of planes rolling down a runway. Tankers lavished
two hours of maintenance on their tank for every hour that they operated it,
knowing that if they took care of it, it would take care of them. This wedding
of man and machine was particularly pronounced with respect to gunnery.
By virtue of both faith and science, tankers understood that each weapon on
each tank had a unique signature with respect to the strike of its rounds on
target. These signatures were unlocked by elaborate and arcane processes of
bore sighting and zeroing, after which tank commanders and gunners bore the
dial settings for each weapon and type of ammunition in a small notebook in
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their breast pockets—close to their hearts. Once a year tankers measured their
worth in qualification gunnery, Tank Table VIII. A good tank (a term that
included the crew) could put a round through a windowpane at two thousand
meters or have two targets down before observers realized the first had been
engaged. Tank Table VIII surpassed all other indicators as a measure of merit.
By tradition, tank company commanders were the first crews down range on
qualification day, leading from the front and by example. Battalion operations
officers, battalion commanders, and brigade commanders of armor prov-
enance invested heavily from their personal time to be members of a qualify-
ing crew—not so much because of combat requirements but to maintain the
respect of the men they commanded. Extraordinary expectations of men and
machines fostered emotional attachments. Tankers would fight or shoot from a
tank other than their own about as readily as they would wear another tanker’s
underwear. If a tank were evacuated to higher levels of maintenance, at least
one crew member went with it. Sometimes crewmen actually assisted in the
maintenance; often they merely waited around like family members outside an
operating room. Tankers were an extreme case of the man-machine interface,
but all who rode with them—armored artillerymen, mechanized infantrymen,
combat engineers, mechanics, truckers, and other combat support and combat
service support troops of many types and specialties—were measured by the
performances of the machines they manned. Each specialty had its version
of crew qualification that enhanced competence and confidence with respect
to the equipment they were on, and correspondingly diminished confidence
with respect to equipment they had not themselves maintained. It is true
that REFORGER and other training deployments set crews onto unfamil-
iar vehicles, but these had generally been demonstrations for show or tactical
maneuvers, seldom involved serious gunnery, and never featured qualification
gunnery. If a rapid deployment paradigm was to include putting heavy forces
onto unfamiliar vehicles, better means needed to be devised to render crews
competent and confident with respect to vehicles they hastily manned.?
Philosophies with respect to combat service support also reflected an
accumulated mix of the practical and the theological. The Army had long
enshrined “Unity of Command” as a principle of war. A single commander
or, in some cases, agency should be in charge of each important endeavor.
Command relations were reciprocal. Subordinates obeyed the lawful orders
of a single commander, and in turn expected to singularly derive combat and
combat service support from that commander. Units deploying from one the-
ater to another shed their support relationships with the theater they departed
and became dependent on the support of the theater in which they arrived.
Each theater had its own hierarchy of upper-echelon support commands and
stockpiled “iron mountains” of supplies and equipment for the contingencies
it envisioned. Time-phased force and deployment lists (TPFDLs) programmed
units to deploy with a “slice” of combat and combat support forces sufficient
to sustain them in theater. These became subordinate to the hierarchy of sup-
port in theater, generally through the agency of a service component com-
mand. Individual replacements, equipment, and supplies of all types flowed
through the theater into the unit. One of the most remarkable aspects of
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Desert Shield had been the monumental effort whereby it stood up Third
Army and the support architecture for Desert Storm. Desert Storm was
not, however, the ideal logistical model for most contingencies that planners
had envisioned as likely in the early 1990s, and it was not ideal for contingen-
cies units actually found themselves in either. These contingencies were smaller
in scale than those envisioned during the Cold War, and the participation of a
given unit might well be conditional or fleeting. For example, and as we shall
see, Northern Iraq featured a uniquely cobbled together potpourri of small
units, Somalia featured a rotation of units in and out of theater, and for Haiti
there were two contingency forces en route at the same time, one anticipating
forcible entry and the other a welcoming reception. In this fluid—perhaps a
better description would be kaleidoscopic—environment, consolidating iron
mountains to support long-anticipated TPFDLs made little sense. Logistical
footprints in overseas contingencies needed to be as malleable as the mix
of units actually operating in them. “Split basing” or “split-based logistics”
emerged as an acceptable dilution with respect to unity of command. Home
stations remained responsible for such hard-to-conjure-up items as trained
individual replacements of appropriate rank, major end items of equipment,
or relatively exotic repair parts and other maintenance items. Theater assets
provided such routine consumables as food, water, and fuel. The theater also
coordinated the transportation that enabled the flow of support from home
stations. Munitions would probably be provided by the theater, but they might
also be drawn from home stations—depending on inventories. Casualties
would be evacuated into a theater asset first and then flown to a stateside
hospital like Walter Reed Army Medical Center or to the home station—if
not returned to duty. Light forces had been involved in enough small Cold
War-era contingencies to already have a feel for split basing and had adopted
the notion of an out-of-the-conflict-zone intermediate staging base (ISB) that
rendered logistical support triangular. Support was at least an order of mag-
nitude simpler with light forces than heavy, since they had so little unique or
specialized equipment with them and deployed with relatively little equipment
overall. Aviation generally accompanied light forces and generated support
requirements akin to those of heavy forces but had a much greater capacity
to self-deploy. Transitioning heavy forces to a split-based paradigm would be
hard. A major fraction of the challenge would be managing extraordinary
amounts of information: inventories and the movements of people, equip-
ment, parts, and other supplies. In an earlier era materiel had been piled up in
iron mountains and management rendered easier by excesses of supply.?
Another practice appropriate to a post—Cold War world of lesser contin-
gencies would be that of driving combined and joint operations to lower ech-
elons of command. A general defense plan (GDP) in Germany had featured
a “layer cake” of autonomous national corps sectors stacked from south to
north. The United States V Corps was responsible for a sector facing the “Fulda
Gap,” and the VII Corps for a sector facing the “Hof Gap” and the Czech
border. Support assets within each of the sectors were by and large American,
although local nationals were employed on most installations, and host-nation
support of various types was planned in the case of hostilities. Each of the
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two American corps coordinated with a German corps on one flank. Direct
coordination between specific American and Allied divisions was envisioned
for some contingencies, and most brigades and battalions had “partnership”
counterparts with whom they shared occasional social and training outings.
Combined training did occur, largely with units training alongside each other
rather than being truly dependent on one another to achieve tactical success.
The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) did publish and enforce a
body of standardization agreements (STANAGs) governing processes, terms,
and conditions relevant to common procedures and equipment. Allied officers
in NATO by and large spoke English, making interoperability feasible when
pressed. Nevertheless, American soldiers of all ranks spent very little time
interacting with Germans in a professional capacity, lived much or most of
their overseas tours in American barracks or housing areas, and theoretically
could have gotten by without ever having spoken a word of German. Contact
with other services when in Germany was similarly biased toward the upper
echelons. The Navy and Marine Corps were virtually invisible to soldiers in
Europe. The Air Force had self-contained enclaves of its own. Since World
War II the Air Force fiercely defended the notion that Air Force assets in a
theater should be centrally controlled, an idea that made sense given the range,
mobility, and relatively brief “loiter time” of their aircraft. This led the daily
theater-level Air Tasking Order (ATO) to become the premier device con-
trolling missions assigned to aircraft. As a practical matter, the Army corps
was the lowest echelon that could significantly influence the theater ATO.
Air liaison cells were routinely manned at division level, unevenly manned at
the brigade level, and generally present in battalions only when deployed to
higher-level maneuvers in the field. These lower-level cells had little influence
on the ATO process, but they did coordinate the direct support the ATO dis-
tributed to their commands. Often even this potential interaction was resolved
by virtue of a fire support coordination line (FSCL), beyond which anybody
could bomb or shell at will without detailed coordination. Pilots were directed
to the far side of the FSCL, and soldiers happily went about fighting the battle
closer to them without thinking too hard about what airpower could or should
do. Units in the United States had little exposure to combined operations and
joint experiences parallel to that of their colleagues in Germany. Korea was a
special case with respect to combined and joint operations, concerning which,
more later. The relevant operational “chip on the board” was the corps. How
much would change when operations devolved to smaller units?*

The Army values the notion that it should train as it would fight. The
modern Louisiana Maneuvers, LAM Task Force deliberations, and developing
contingencies all underscored the need to better prepare for joint expeditionary
combat. The Army would have to train toward this altered focus, and heavy
forces would have to train the hardest. Heavy divisions in the United States
designated task force—size division ready forces (DR Fs), prepared to deploy by
air on short notice. These trained and prepared for the task, to include work-
ing through theretofore unfamiliar air load planning processes to develop load
plans for each type of plane they might lift out on. NTC rotations took on
the character of Emergency Deployment Readiness Exercises (EDRESs), with
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heavy units falling in on and drawing equipment under tactical circumstances.
They rolled to the field for exercises that included serious gunnery. For tankers
this gunnery included Tank Tables VII and XI and a combined-arms live-fire
exercise (CALFEX). Tank Table VII was as complex and demanding as Tank
Table VIII, although not characterized as crew qualification. Tank Table XI
similarly mimicked the platoon qualifications of Tank Table XII. CALFEX
was live fire conducted at team or task force level and increasingly included
live air strikes as part of the training package. Motivated by challenging gun-
nery that would be observed and scored, tankers found ways to accelerate
their nesting behavior—their settling in—on unfamiliar tanks. Commanders
hustled their units to impromptu ranges for bore sighting and zeroing. The
general introduction of optically improved muzzle bore sight devices greatly
facilitated this process. The computerized M1A1 rendered tankers indepen-
dent of mechanical dial settings, since settings could be reliably “punched up”
on their consoles. In the aftermath of Desert Storm, active-component units
acquired expanded roles in the training of reserve-component units, concerning
which, more later. In a fine example of educational reflux, active-component
soldiers assigned to such duties picked up on the manner in which long-serving
National Guard tank crews deprocessed tanks from maintenance sites for
annual summer training, brought them to a fully operational status, and quali-
fied with them on Tank Table VIII. Actual deployments—some for training
and some for deterrence—required tankers to man, operate, and shoot from
equipment pre-positioned overseas. Tankers never acquired the promiscuous
attitude toward vehicles that paratroopers had, but they did become capable
of a species of serial monogamy with respect to tanks, rapidly achieving com-
petence and confidence in the one they were with. They brought unfamiliar
vehicles into play within a few days’ time, and then treated them as if they were
their own. This proved true for the other branches who rode with them as well.
The heavy force as a whole acquired the practical and psychological attributes
necessary to efficiently man and field pre-positioned unit sets of equipment.
Rigorous training also enhanced the capability of heavy forces to move by
sea. In FY1994, for example, $26 million went to Sea Emergency Deployment
Readiness Exercises (SEDREs). Heavy units raced to ports on short notice,
loaded their vehicles and equipment on ships, and deployed to training events
that featured some combination of amphibious, over-the-shore, and through-
port entry. SEDREs were inevitably joint, featuring maritime transportation
and air support during the tactical phases. Preparations for SEDREs took on
aspects of the old European GDP, with units reconnoitering railheads, routes
to port, and the ports themselves and compiling “battle books” full of maps,
diagrams, and pictures to focus their efforts—and to enable them to better
initiate newly arrived soldiers.?

The fact that Army heavy forces were increasingly capable of roles that
had been the province of the Marine Corps did not go unnoticed. Marines
envisioned themselves as the nation’s rapid response force of middle weight,
more capable and more joint than Army light forces of equivalent or greater
strategic mobility. With Army light forces becoming more capable and Army
heavy forces more deployable, distinctions between the services muddied.
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Naval advocacy of “operational maneuver from the sea” depended in part on
the physical location of Marines afloat—or of pre-positioned equipment—to
achieve timeliness. Once the Army pre-positioned equipment afloat and dis-
persed caches of pre-positioned equipment ashore, it might end up deploying
heavy forces to an unexpected contest in a distant theater as or more quickly
than the Marines did. Marines for some time had considered the preservation
of their operational uniqueness as a matter of institutional survival. The Joint
Staff, refusing to believe that there could be too much of a good thing, took
a more sanguine view. The 1993 Report on the Roles, Missions and Functions
of the Armed Forces of the United States blandly observed, “The similarity of
Army and Marine Corps capabilities provides alternatives to the President and
the Secretary of Defense during a crisis.” Increasingly enforced joint collegial-
ity muted debate, but competition to be the nation’s “911 force” remained.?
The combination of institutional emphasis, training, and operational
deployments had its intended effect. By 1995 heavy units in the United States
were appreciably more deployable and flexible than they had been five years ear-
lier. An illustrative example may make the point. On 8 August 1995, Lieutenant
General Hussein Kamel Hassan, a powerful son-in-law of Iraqi dictator Saddam
Hussein, and his brother Colonel Saddam Kamel Hassan defected through
Jordan with their families and aides. Hussein Kamel made contact with the
Saudis and called for regime change in Iraq. Saddam Hussein was understand-
ably paranoid about defections from his inner circle—Hussein Kamel had been
in charge of “military industrialization”—and for a time it seemed he might lash
out against the Kuwaitis, Jordanians, and Saudis he viewed as in league with his
treacherous son-in-law. Fortuitously, 2,000 United States Marines were already
conducting a major combined exercise with the Jordanians, providing a readily
reinforcible deterrent force. The Joint Staff determined to put a like-size force
into Kuwait. The Division Ready Force 1 (DRF1) for the 1st Cavalry Division
was Task Force 1-5 Cavalry, consisting of two tank and two mechanized infan-
try companies with supporting units. This was a start, but joint force planners
decided they wanted another tank company, a complex artillery battalion equiv-
alent that included a Multiple Launch Rocket System (MLRS) battery, a full
engineer company, enough of a forward support battalion to accommodate the
potential deployment of the rest of the parent brigade, and the brigade head-
quarters (in this case the 2d Brigade of the 1st Cavalry Division) to coordinate
the enlarged force structure and to interface with the theater and the Kuwaitis.
Despite these and other last-minute changes, the 1,500 troops chosen flowed
smoothly through the recently revamped airfield at Fort Hood, Texas, at a pace
such that they were waiting on planes and planes were not waiting on them.
Equipment to accompany troops loaded speedily, facilitated by the airfield’s
newly arrived load-handling equipment. The MLRS battery and target acquisi-
tion battery loaded quickly aboard aircraft with all of their equipment in accor-
dance with predesigned load plans. The rest of the deploying force drew vehicles
and heavy equipment from AWR-5 at Camp Doha in Kuwait. The equipment
draw in Kuwait progressed efficiently, with company-size units averaging less
than six hours to inventory, inspect, upload, and roll out. The units averaged less
than twelve hours between touching down in Kuwait and achieving readiness
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condition 1 (REDCON 1) in their assigned positions in the desert. Meanwhile,
the rest of the 2d Brigade Combat Team at Fort Hood prepared to follow these
lead elements onto AWR-5 if called, planners from the 1st Cavalry Division,
2d Armored Division, and 24th Infantry Division (Mechanized) postured their
commands for flows through the ports of Beaumont and Savannah if necessary,
and AWR-3 prepared to steam into the Persian Gulf. The Kuwaitis had four
heavy brigades of their own, and the calculus of the potential buildup suggested
the Americans would never be outnumbered by more than three to one in a
defense of Mutla Ridge, north of Kuwait City. Given qualitative advantages,
these were favorable odds.”

The no-notice deployment to Kuwait was tucked into a Kuwaiti-
American exercise program labeled Intrinsic Action. It somewhat resembled
REFORGER, but much had changed. The climate was different, of course,
with horrific daytime temperatures well above a hundred degrees and a merci-
less sun. The troops had been drilled with respect to hydration, diurnal cycles
in the desert, getting camouflage nets up quickly for shade, local flora and
fauna, and field sanitation. They kept their daily sick call rate to well under 2
percent throughout, and dropped it to under 1 percent over time. The threat of
hostile action was real, and force protection was the highest assigned priority.
Deployment was not in accordance with a long-familiar GDP; instead lead-
ers absorbed a skeletal Central Command (CENTCOM) contingency plan en
route. Once on the ground they conducted reconnaissance and maneuvered
their units through the ground they were to defend, refining the contingency
plan into an operational plan that had many of the features of the old GDP.
Emerging battle books included positions for and guidance to potential rein-
forcing units. Upon arrival crews “screened” their vehicles. In the case of the
tankers this meant bore sighting and zeroing with live ammunition. Portable
pop-up targets had been imported into Kuwait from Germany, and tank and
Bradley crews undertook challenging gunnery exercises early on, quickly set-
tling into their new vehicles. Support was split-based. Vehicles drawn from
Camp Doha were supported through Camp Doha, which was also the source
for consumable supplies. Unique vehicles, such as those of the MLRS and
target acquisition battery (TAB), were supported from Fort Hood, which also
remained the source for personnel support. Thoroughly acclimatized after a
few days, the task force had the enormous satisfaction of hosting a Marine
Battalion Landing Team that arrived considerably after them in a live-fire
exercise on Udairi Range. Even more important than this joint training was
combined training with the Kuwaiti Army. The American 2d Brigade paired
off with the Kuwaiti 6th Mechanized Brigade, and American Task Force 1-5
Cavalry with Kuwaiti Task Force 154 Armor. Combined training progressed
from the individual level, with significant interpersonal contact at every rank.
The Kuwaitis were equipped with Yugoslavian-provided XM84 tanks and
had adopted the former East Bloc practice of firing from bore sight. This was
anathema to the American tankers, who demonstrated the merits of zeroing
as well. The culmination of the combined training was an expansive CALFEX
through miles of open desert under the watchful eyes of senior American and
Kuwaiti observers. The fire and maneuver was tightly integrated, with Kuwaiti
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companies dependent on American overwatch, and vice versa. This interplay
was a far cry from national corps operating independently of each other in
their own sectors. The theater Air Tasking Order for these several days was
designed at the brigade and battalion levels as well, since there was no higher
tactical level with which to coordinate the CALFEX.

Intrinsic Action 95-3 demonstrated the new paradigm for Army heavy
forces that had emerged over the past four years. Doctrine and training had
shifted from the expectation of forward deployment to an expectation of
expeditionary combat. Units as small as companies and detachments nimbly
swapped out with each other as the design of the deploying force package
matured. The hardware of much-improved installation infrastructure and
equipment and the software of standing load plans combined to facilitate the
smoothness of the launch. Experience falling in on pre-positioned equipment
during training ensured efficiency falling in on pre-positioned equipment
during this actual contingency. A grander strategic scheme envisioning rein-
forcing airlift and sealift was positioned for speedy execution, had it proved
necessary. Once in Kuwait, the soldiers acclimatized quickly and performed
capably in a theretofore unfamiliar environment. Split-basing effectively sup-
ported the force package on the ground, despite the unusualness of its design.
Joint and combined operations had been pushed to the task force level and
below, with a degree of service and international interface that would not have
existed a few years prior. Three months into the mission the 2d Brigade con-
tingent conducted a relief in place with the 3d Brigade, 4th Infantry Division,
flying in from Fort Carson, Colorado. Perhaps the greatest compliment was
unintended, when the Battalion Landing Team commander training on Udairi
Range casually commented that the heavy soldiers had hastily deployed “as
good as Marines.””

Escalating Contingencies

Intrinsic Action 95-3 was but the latest in a series of troop deployments
to Kuwait, several of which had occurred on short notice in the face of crisis.
These deployments in turn numbered among an escalating mix of contingen-
cies. Such operations increased threefold between the end of the Cold War and
1995. On an average day, FY 1995 saw more than 20,000 soldiers deployed into
about eighty different countries. This did not include troops assigned overseas
at permanent stations. Globalization, and the now-altered strategic role of the
United States in the emerging global community, underlay the increase. Desert
Storm reflected, as we have seen, the determination of a broad American-led
coalition sanctioned and blessed by the United Nations to reverse aggres-
sion and preserve world order—economic and otherwise. Incoming President
William J. Clinton articulated and eventually published a National Security
Strategy of Engagement and Enlargement. “Engagement” implied making new
friends around the world, particularly where Americans had been unwelcome
or inattentive during the Cold War. “Enlargement” spoke to the peaceful
advance of liberal capitalism and democracy into lands where they theretofore
had been alien. The armed forces necessarily would carry much of the weight.
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Military participation in escalating contingencies bunched under several head-
ings: consolidating the results of the Cold War and Desert Storm, accom-
modating expanded public and United Nations appetites for humanitarian
intervention, and filling in when civilian policy makers did not have appropri-
ate tools. With respect to Army transformation, increasing deployments had a
reciprocal effect. The move to an expeditionary paradigm rendered the service
more available for deployment; deployments increased the incentive to become
more expeditionary. This give-and-take affected the nature of transformation
as it progressed. It is also worth noting that this escalation in deployments
occurred while the Department of the Army adjusted to ever less operational
involvement in how the forces were used once deployed. Goldwater-Nichols
left operational planning to the theater commanders in chief (CINCs). Some
theaters proved more prepared to carry the load than others.®

The Warsaw Pact, and then the Soviet Union, collapsed quickly, and trans-
fers of power to successor regimes were uneven and fragile. Suspended ethnic
tensions reemerged, disintegrating Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia and pro-
voking strife in a dozen other newly independent nations. The situation had
unhappy historical precedents. After World War I most of Central and much
of Eastern Europe attempted democratic governance. Instability, insecurity,
economic collapse, political inexperience, and politicized militaries led virtually
all of them into authoritarian rule even before Nazi Germany and the Soviet
Union—themselves the products of failed democracies—overwhelmed them. In
the immediate aftermath of World War II, prospective democratic institutions
in Central and Eastern Europe offered feeble resistance to communist takeovers.
The nations of NATO resolved to do better in the aftermath of the Cold War.
Beginning in December 1991 NATO hosted the North Atlantic Cooperation
Council to facilitate dialogue and cooperation with the newly independent states.
The long-term vision was to encourage and materially assist evolution toward
democracy, open market economies, and ultimate integration into the liberal
Euro-Atlantic family of nations. Immediate military priorities were to head off
destabilizing humanitarian disasters, preclude nuclear proliferation, and nurture
Western mores in former East Bloc armed forces.!

Humanitarian issues surfaced quickly. Going into the winter of 1991-1992,
secession and political turmoil led to some scarcities and more maldistribu-
tion of food and medical supplies in the former Soviet Union. NATO plan-
ners feared that desperation might lead to destabilizing strife in major cities.
Fortuitously, enormous stockpiles horded for a Soviet invasion of Western
Europe were now in excess. The American Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Humanitarian and Refugee Affairs took the lead in Provide Hope, an
operation that delivered over 27,000 tons of food and supplies supported by
teams of medical personnel to the former Soviet Union between February
and August 1992. The 7th Medical Command (7th MEDCOM) was par-
ticularly instrumental in this joint operation, delivering supplies, installing
medical equipment, and training local medical personnel in the uses of both.
Provide Hope continued through September 1994, increasingly civilianized
and internationalized after August 1992. Interestingly enough, coordination
on the ground was provided by the On Site Inspection Agency, U.S. military
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personnel with appropriate language skills serving in the former Soviet Union
as inspectors facilitating various arms control agreements. This connection
between carrot and stick was not entirely accidental, as the United States
encouraged successor states to remain treaty-compliant and wanted to ensure
that nuclear weapons and materials remained in the hands of Russia alone.
Provide Hope confidence building seems to have contributed to this happy
result. The potential humanitarian crisis in the former Soviet Union was soon
eclipsed by actual humanitarian crisis in former Yugoslavia. In support of
the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR), Operation Provide
Promise provided humanitarian relief and medical support to civilians and
United Nations troops. The 212th Surgical Hospital (Mobile Army) deployed
to Zagreb in November 1992 and treated more than 5,000 patients from thirty-
five nations in six months. From that point, mobile surgical hospitals rotated
to relieve each other in Zagreb. For a time the United States was spared the
lead in Yugoslavia, as largely European contingents under United Nations
auspices strove to contain conflict and restore security. By the summer of 1993
UNPROFOR was stretched too thin, however, and USAREUR contributed
a three-hundred-plus contingent from 6th Battalion, 502d Infantry Regiment,
for observer duties in Macedonia. This mission oriented on threats from Serbia
and evolved into the rotational Able Sentry.*

Humanitarian relief, peacekeeping, and nuclear nonproliferation were
immediate and visible post-Cold War imperatives. A longer-term but even
more consequential imperative was to nurture habits appropriate to democra-
cies in the newly independent nations. Civil governments of the United States
and European community could provide economic safety nets, materially
assist democratic processes, and negotiate security issues. It fell to the uni-
formed officers of NATO to facilitate the transformation of Soviet-designed
armed forces into institutions appropriate for liberal democracies. There was
no guarantee of a happy result, with the possible exception of Germany. With
stereotypical efficiency the Bundeswehr had taken over its eastern counterpart,
retired all officers above the rank of lieutenant colonel on sensible pensions,
liquidated huge masses of Soviet-designed equipment, and diverted residual
and incoming manpower into its own units. Germany’s status had been set-
tled by treaty, and Helmut Kohl’s government had the domestic and inter-
national prestige to design and enforce grand solutions. Circumstances were
more uncertain elsewhere. Romania’s army had been kingmaker in a violent
overthrow. Poland’s army remained respected by many as a counterweight to
the potential volatility of Solidarity. In Hungary and Bulgaria change had
been largely top driven, with modest displacement of traditional elites. The
Czech armed forces were buoyed by Czech military-industrial expectations.
Soviet armies had disintegrated into ethnic militia. The Yugoslav army was
running amok. Senior leaders of Warsaw Pact vintage armies headed pow-
erful bureaucracies, habituated to the control of their nation’s young men.
Fear of a resurgent Russia and social values concerning the virtue of service
translated into continuing conscription in most cases, further empowering
military elites. Ironically, the former Warsaw Pact middle-grade and senior-
grade officers most capable of dealing with NATO, wherein the international
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language of command was English, were often active or former intelligence
and counterintelligence operatives. These highly vetted positions required
English proficiency, whereas most operational positions did not. Cold War
success could not be consolidated without military reform, and this would be
no easy thing. NATO’s approach to the challenge was prolonged engagement.
Over time senior officers in the former Warsaw Pact could be nudged or lured
into retirement, perhaps in association with industrial contracts that allowed
some to pursue wealth rather than power. Democratic regimes, once their grip
was sure, could be encouraged to abandon conscription. Necessarily slimmed
down militaries could then be redesigned along Western lines, junking huge
masses of Soviet-era equipment for inventories of a more modern design.
Operational emphasis would shift from Kursk-like tank battles to peacekeep-
ing, search and rescue, and humanitarian relief. These operations other than
war seemed more appropriate to the new era, and training toward them would
seem less threatening to their neighbors—particularly Russia. Schooling and
assignments in the West would be offered, and training regimes would heav-
ily emphasize international operations. NATO officers and officers from the
former Warsaw Pact and the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS)
would intermingle extensively in school, on assignment, when training, and
on operations. Hopefully such values as deference to democratically elected
governments, transparency in defense budgeting, and respect for international
protocols would be nurtured in the course of this interface. A new generation of
military leaders would emerge, gaining personal prestige through successes in
challenging multinational assignments and being rendered more cosmopolitan
by complex multilingual requirements. In January 1994 this package of initia-
tives acquired a name, Partnership for Peace. Moving quickly, USAREUR and
its NATO allies hosted a potpourri of exercises and exchanges intermingling
officers and soldiers from both sides of the former Iron Curtain. These were
more focused in scope but concurrent with operational intermingling that was
already occurring in expanded United Nations peacekeeping. For example,
the 212th Surgical Hospital (Mobile Army) and its successors in Zagreb were
already routinely treating UNPROFOR Russian, Ukrainian, Polish, and other
former East Bloc soldiers. Partnership for Peace exercises escalated in scope
and ambition. In late 1995 Cooperative Challenge brought together thir-
teen battalions—including Americans, Austrians, Belgians, Czechs, Dutch,
Estonians, French, Lithuanians, Poles, Slovaks, and Swedes—in a sprawling
exercise through 140 square kilometers of the Czech Republic. The scenario
was multinational peacekeeping under the supervision of a combined interna-
tional staff. The immediate intent was to train to a standard at each echelon
involved and to work out practical standard operating procedures for forces
of such size and complexity in the future. The long-term intent was, of course,
engagement. A great deal remained to be done, but the process was beginning.*

Engagement had replaced containment as the priority in Europe, but in
East Asia containment remained a priority, as did demonstrations of coopera-
tive resolve to reassure regional allies. Team Spirit and Ulchi Focus Lens
continued as major joint and combined exercises involving deployments from
the United States to Korea, as did Orient Shield in Japan. Cobra Gold
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reinforced cooperation with Thailand, as did Tiger Balm with Singapore.
Balikatan demonstrated an American capability to quickly reinforce the
Philippines. To these and dozens of smaller exercises in the Pacific and Indian
Oceans, the Army added requirements to contain and deter Iraq in the after-
math of Desert Storm. As we have seen, Intrinsic Action periodically
deployed heavy task forces to draw pre-positioned equipment and deploy in
support of the Kuwaitis. Sometimes these deployments occurred with little or
no notice in times of crisis; more often they were routine. The United States and
the Coalition had enforced “no fly zones” on Iraq to better secure their neigh-
bors and restrain their operations against Kurds in the north and Shi’a in the
south. Southern Watch, and later Northern Watch, enforced these sanc-
tions and secured Saudi, Kuwaiti, and Turkish airspaces. The Army rotated Air
Defense battalions and logistical contingents in support of Southern Watch
and Northern Watch. Iris Gold similarly rotated special operating forces
through Kuwait, and Bright Star provided a repeatable major combined
exercise with the Egyptians. There were others, some oriented on Iran more
than on Iraq. Throughout Asia in general and the Arab Middle East in partic-
ular, recurrent deployments proved far more acceptable to national sensibili-
ties than forces permanently deployed. Koreans and Japanese were generally
agreeable to a permanent American presence; few others were. Sensitive allies
wanted American troops present in moments of crisis or when they needed
them, but otherwise preferred them out of sight—deep in the desert or over
the horizon. Frequent combined exercises and deployments separated by gaps
preserved an American presence while avoiding an impression of permanence.
Wags characterized the constant movements to and fro as “commuter contain-
ment.” The new modus operandi radically increased the pressure on the Army
to generate deployable contingents, even if for relatively brief periods of time.**

In the aftermath of the Cold War, and given the triumph of the United
Nations—sanctioned Desert Storm coalition, further advances resolving
the quarrels of the world seemed possible. The United Nations in particu-
lar scaled up its ambitions. It seemed to be a brave new era of international
cooperation. Between 1945 and 1989 the United Nations Security Council was
paralyzed by veto 279 times. Between 1990 and 1994, it never was. In 1987
perhaps 10,000 troops had been deployed under United Nations auspices to
seven contingencies at a cost of $230 million. In 1995 more than 80,000 were
deployed to twenty contingencies at a cost of $3.5 billion. Traditional United
Nations peacekeeping before 1989 had interposed lightly armed observers
between forces, generally national armies, which had agreed to a cease-fire
and needed neutral observers to help them police it. Observation forces were
small, fragmented into representation among many nations, and altogether
dependent on moral authority to succeed. Such forces had reasonably success-
fully separated Indians from Pakistanis, Israelis from Egyptians, Israelis from
Syrians, and Greek Cypriots from Turkish Cypriots, to cite a few examples.
Their success depended largely upon the discipline and goodwill of the former
belligerents and upon there being “a peace to keep.” United Nations forces
had had less success in such chaotic environments as Lebanon or the Congo,
wherein multiple adversaries and heavily armed desperadoes fought in the
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absence of military discipline or national control and demonstrated little inter-
est in the peaceful resolution of ongoing violence. Peacemaking was far more
difficult than peacekeeping and required forces more robust and better orga-
nized than the loose military patchworks of the past. Beginning in 1989 the
United Nations coordinated the dispatch of 4,500 troops to Namibia, 15,500
troops to Cambodia, 6,500 troops to Mozambique, 7,500 troops to Angola,
and observer missions to El Salvador, Costa Rica, Guatemala, Honduras,
and Nicaragua. These had been surrogate Cold War battlefields, but now
the great powers had a much diminished interest in them. Within a few years
violence subsided, and these missions withdrew from all except Angola. The
United Nations had considerably less luck in the former Yugoslavia, despite
dispatching 40,000 troops to UNPROFOR. We will discuss this in the next
chapter. Traditionally the United States Army had been little involved in
United Nations peacekeeping, tacit recognition of how unlikely the United
States was to be regarded as a disinterested party during the Cold War years.
The Sinai mission was an exception, committing the United States to position
the equivalent of a reinforced battalion between the newly friendly Egyptians
and the ever friendly Israelis from 1982 on. In particularly difficult situations
the United Nations had endorsed the United States as its lead agent for peace
enforcement. This allowed the robust military and command and control
capabilities of the United States to come directly into play, legitimated by an
international coalition. The Korean War and Desert Storm were examples
of such peace enforcement. Within a few years this basic model would appear
three more times: in Northern Iraq, Somalia, and Haiti.*

In the aftermath of Saddam Hussein’s eviction from Kuwait during Desert
Storm, restive Shi’a in the south of Iraq and Kurds in the north revolted
against his rule. Unfortunately for them, Saddam had extricated or withheld
from combat forces sufficient to crush both uprisings. Coalition forces did
not perceive support of these revolts as within their mandate, deferring to
Sunni Arab suspicion of Iran and the Shi’a and to Turkish concerns about
Kurdish autonomy. Lopsided fighting soon generated hundreds of thousands
of refugees. The Shi’a by and large fled into xenophobic Iran and remained
invisible to the West and the rest of the world. A half million Kurds fled into
the mountains separating Iraq from Turkey. Their desperate plight, dying by
the hundreds in the wintry mountains without adequate food, water, cloth-
ing, or shelter, provoked international furor when televised around the world.
On 5 April 1991, the United Nations passed Resolution 688 condemning the
ruthless Iraqi repression and justifying international action. The United States
took the lead in operations to halt the dying and suffering, resettle the refugees
in temporary camps, and return them to their original homes as soon as pos-
sible. In Operation Provide Comfort more than 12,000 American military
personnel would be joined by 11,000 coalition partners and supported by tens
of thousands of Turks, dozens of nongovernmental agencies and private vol-
unteer organizations, and cadres and work crews drawn from the Kurds them-
selves. Relief progressed from frantic airdrops through sprawling heliborne
deliveries to routine truck-borne resupply as coalition forces lured the Kurds
off of the peaks into steadily expanding encampments. Once their medical
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Kurdish refugees flee fighting in northern Iraq.

conditions stabilized, the allies resolved to return the refugees to their homes.
This in effect required a second invasion of Iraq, since the Kurds would not
return without coalition forces to protect them. The Iraqis melted away in the
face of the allied advance, and civilian relief agencies accompanied the return-
ing tide of refugees. The Kurds resettled, protected by international observers,
air patrols, U.S. forces on the ground initially and in an expeditionary posture
thereafter, and by their own rearmed Peshmerga. Humanitarian disaster had
been averted.>

Somalia was an arid land racked by sectarian and clan violence after the
overthrow of strongman Mohammed Siad Barre in January 1991. Drought
hugely complicated the political chaos. Famine ravaged the land as factions
fought over dwindling supplies and food became a weapon. International relief
efforts proved ineffectual when rival warlords looted supplies and robbed con-
voys. A hastily deployed United Nations Operations in Somalia (UNOSOM)
force had no better luck, and its small contingent of five hundred Pakistani
soldiers ended up virtual hostages at the Mogadishu Airport. Meanwhile
international television broadcast footage of starving children covered with
flies and dying in filth, night after night. Hundreds of thousands, perhaps mil-
lions, were at risk. On 3 December 1992, the United Nations Security Council
passed Resolution 794, endorsing a robust relief expedition led by the United
States. Operation Restore Hope arrived with overwhelming force beginning 8
December, cowing the warlords and securing their cooperation. A Unified Task
Force (UNITAF) of about 10,000 soldiers from the 10th Mountain Division, a
like number of U.S. Marines, 5,000 U.S. personnel of other types, and 13,000
coalition partners from twenty-two nations secured Mogadishu, organized the
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U.S. troops patrolling in Somalia

hard-hit southern half of Somalia into nine Humanitarian Relief Sectors, and
fanned out through the countryside to guarantee humanitarian relief. Within a
month 40,000 tons of grain had been effectively delivered, relief agencies and
military medical personnel were working the interior without interference, and
the worst of the crisis had passed. As the drought relented, local agriculture
began to revive. Somalia was primitive enough that its rural areas generally sur-
vived by subsistence whether or not there was an effective central government—
and often there was not. With mass starvation averted and nightly television no
longer haunted by horrific imagery from Somalia, international public attention
moved on. The United States government wanted to move on as well and to turn
Somalia over to a more traditionally organized United Nations force. On 4 May
1993, control passed to United Nations Operations in Somalia I (UNOSOM
IT) commanded by Turkish General Cevik Bir. By October UNOSOM II had
dwindled to 16,000 peacekeepers from twenty-one nations, of whom about
4,000 were from the United States—primarily in support roles. UNITAF had
focused on humanitarian relief and regarded serious efforts at nation building
and disarming the warlords as beyond its mandate. Unfortunately, the much
less capable UNOSOM II became drawn into renewed clan rivalry for the port
of Mogadishu. Coordination among the United Nations contingents, between
the United Nations and the United States, and between United States forces
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working under United Nations auspices and those outside of them was seriously
fragmented. Taking advantage of the confusion, warlord Muhammed Aideed
of the Habr Gidr subclan forcibly advanced his own interests, attacking rival
clans and United Nations troops as he did so. The American contingent, rein-
forced by a Joint Special Operations Task Force (JSOTF), responded with raids
on Aideed’s facilities and henchmen. Six of these raids went well. A seventh pre-
cipitated a sprawling all-night battle through the streets of Mogadishu wherein
eighteen Americans and perhaps five hundred Somalis died. The casualties
were lopsided, but American viewers were shocked and revulsed by televised
imagery of Somalis desecrating American bodies and dragging them through
the streets. The nation was in no mood to sustain casualties in a humanitarian
mission among people who could so turn on their benefactors, particularly since
the starvation that had brought American forces into the country had subsided.
American units were out of Somalia by 25 March 1994, and the United Nations
mission terminated within a year later. The Somali experience had a chilling
effect on further American intervention in sub-Saharan Africa. During the
horrific bloodbaths in Rwanda and Burundi, the United States Army deployed
2,400 soldiers to purify water, facilitate humanitarian relief, and secure transpor-
tation nodes but did not play a leading role. Subsequent responses to violence
in the Congo, Ethiopia, Eritrea, Zimbabwe, Sierra Leone, and the Ivory Coast
were similarly muted.”

Haiti had a long history of repressive dictatorship, but in 1991 it was gov-
erned by its first elected President, Jean-Bertrand Aristide. This changed on
30 September 1991, when a military coup led by Lieutenant General Raoul
Cedras swept him into exile. Political backsliding was bad enough; economic
and political repression soon caused thousands of Haitians to flee on rickety
boats, threatening an even more damaging humanitarian crisis. Economic sanc-
tions and diplomatic efforts proved futile. Thugs in Cedras’ employ prevented
United Nations personnel intended to retrain the Haitian Army and police
from landing with small-arms fire and attacked the car of the United States
Charge d’Affaires with clubs. United Nations Security Council Resolution 940
authorized the application of the means necessary to restore democracy in
Haiti. The United States took the lead with Operation Uphold Democracy
and prepared for two distinct contingencies. The 82d Airborne Division and
selected Special Operations Forces prepared for forcible entry and the battle-
field destruction of the Haitian Army. Meanwhile the 10th Mountain Division
and other Special Operations Forces prepared for a permissive entry should
diplomacy work in the eleventh hour. It did. With invasion imminent, a last-
minute delegation headed by former President Jimmy Carter secured a non-
violent capitulation. The forcible entry air armada returned to its bases, and
the permissive entry force landed on 19 September 1994. The newly arriving
American soldiers and marines found themselves in an ambiguous situation,
policing the streets alongside soldiers of the previously hostile regime while
Cedras and his cronies prepared to depart and Aristide and his colleagues
prepared to return. United States forces were to preserve civil order, pro-
tect the interests of American citizens and third-country nationals, restore
the legitimately elected government, and provide technical assistance. They
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were not tasked to disarm Haitian forces or to undertake significant “nation
building.” In Port-au-Prince they initially deferred to Haitian counterparts in
maintaining public order and soon were embarrassed by egregious incidents
of Haitian-on-Haitian violence. The Joint Chiefs of Staff sped an additional
1,000 military policemen to the streets of Port-au-Prince, United States forces
firmed up their grip there and in other cities, and Special Forces’ A Teams
worked through community leaders to establish order in the rural interior.
Criminals and pro-Cedras attachés were rounded up, Haitian police rotated
through courses taught by international monitors, and the bloated Haitian
Army downsized into a border patrol of 1,500. International forces arrived
in increasing numbers, most notably the multinational Caribbean Command
drawn from nations in the region. On 31 March 1995, the United States handed
over its responsibilities to the newly formed United Nations Mission in Haiti
(UNMIH). Despite some warts, Haiti offered a respectable model of great-
power-led peace enforcement followed up by United Nations peacekeeping.**
In many cases the Army and its sister services assumed missions because
they offered readily available pools of organized manpower with useful equip-
ment rather than because the task at hand was particularly military. Cases in
point include humanitarian relief expeditions in the aftermath of a cyclone
in Bangladesh (Operation Sea Angel) or the eruption of the Pinatubo vol-
cano in the Philippines (Operation Fiery Vigil), both in 1991. These were
not unlike domestic humanitarian relief in the aftermaths of Hurricane
Andrew in Florida and Hurricane Iniki in Hawaii in 1992. Contingents com-
mitted to humanitarian relief could add up. Going into October 1992, for
example, the Army had about 16,500 active component, 6,000 reserve com-
ponent, 1,000 Department of the Army civilians, and 3,500 civilians under
contract so employed. When coup and turmoil in Haiti provoked thousands
to flee, the United States Coast Guard and Navy intercepted—in many cases
rescued—huge numbers and deposited them safely at Guantanamo Bay for
processing. By February 1992 more than 12,000 Haitian refugees were living
there in hastily established camps, about half of them under the auspices of
the 96th Civil Affairs Battalion. The Haitian refugee situation worsened until
Operation Uphold Democracy and the United Nations mission in Haiti
resolved the most pressing political issues. Cuban refugees fleeing a post—Cold
War crackdown and economic malaise in Castro’s Cuba added to the chal-
lenge. Refugees in Guantanamo peaked at about 22,000 Haitians and 33,000
Cubans in 1995. Joint Operation Sea Signal stood up with an Army bri-
gade headquarters and 3,900 soldiers, including twenty-three security compa-
nies and a robust mix of combat service support, to support the refugees in
Guantanamo. This effort spun off Operation Distant Haven in Surinam and
Operation Safe Passage in Panama to accommodate refugees overflowing
from Guantanamo. The Caribbean was also a transit route for illicit drugs,
and the Army became increasingly involved in staunching the flow. In 1989
Congress made the Department of Defense the federal lead agency for detect-
ing the aerial and maritime transit of illegal drugs and for integrating rel-
evant command, control, communications, and intelligence. Joint Task Force
6 (JTF-6), commanded by an Army brigadier general, stood up at Fort Bliss,
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Texas, to provide and coordinate reconnaissance, augment law enforcement
agencies with military-specific capabilities, support intelligence analysis, and
provide engineer support to civil authorities. By 1995 more than 4,000 soldiers
and 46,000 flying hours were committed to counterdrug operations.®

The threefold increase in deployments during the period 1991-1995 had
transformative effects on the Army. We have already discussed the manner in
which installations such as Fort Bragg, Fort Hood, and Fort Stewart evolved
into force projection platforms, routinely launching contingents of wildly vary-
ing sizes overseas, and continuing to support them once deployed through split-
based logistics. Procedures became routines. Within less than a year in Haiti, for
example, troops from the 10th Mountain Division from Fort Drum, New York,
were replaced by troops from the 25th Infantry Division from Fort Shafter,
Hawaii, who were replaced by troops from the 82d Airborne Division from Fort
Bragg, North Carolina, who were replaced by troops from the 101st Airborne
Division from Fort Campbell, Kentucky. Deployments became an expectation
and a way of life. Since the early 1980s over half of all soldiers had been married,
and soldiers were considerably outnumbered by family members—this resulting
from the shift to an all-volunteer Army. Leaders clearly understood that satisfy-
ing the family needs of deployed soldiers was central to retaining their services
over the long haul. By the period of Desert Storm family support groups were
required in deployable units and on most installations. These featured routine
meetings for social or informational purposes, mechanisms to maintain contact
with deployed soldiers, provisions for mutual support, access to counseling, rec-
reational activities, and “telephone trees” or some other means to maintain com-
munication. Quality varied, however, and little existed to define expectations.
Well-intentioned volunteer group leaders too often devoted an overwhelming
amount of their time to a tiny fraction of spouses who were overly demanding,
excessively dependent, determined to secure the early return of their spouses,
or beset with problems too deep for an amateur’s expertise. Failure with such
hard cases was discouraging, and detracted from coping with the more modest
emotional and practical needs of the vast majority of the families involved.
Community resources too often went underutilized or untapped. Coordination
among relevant supporting agencies too often fell short. Homecomings were
too often imagined as to be unambiguously joyous, lulling family members to
be unaware of potential problems associated with them. The Army Community
and Family Support Center (CFSC), established in 1984, recognized a need for
training and standardization. In 1994 it fielded a comprehensive package of
instructional materials under the auspices of Operation READY (Resources
for Educating About Deployment and You). The associated “Family Support
Group Leader’s Manual” became the equivalent of doctrine and was incorpo-
rated into leadership training at every level. In the same year, a program labeled
Army Family Team Building introduced a multilevel train the trainer program
that encouraged volunteers and family members to progress through levels of
preparation and responsibility. English as a Second Language (ESL) programs,
originally targeted at soldiers, were now made available to spouses as well.
Family support groups became miniature power projection platforms, capable
of sustaining their members through the hardships of separation.*
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The Army’s shift to an expeditionary posture and a radically increased
operational tempo of deployments particularly affected the reserve compo-
nent. Through the end of the Vietnam War and the advent of the all-volunteer
Army, the National Guard and Army Reserve had provided strategic depth,
forces available for mobilization at a pace somewhere between that of the
active component and new units raised from scratch. After Vietnam a dis-
proportional allocation of combat support and combat service support units
to the reserve component guaranteed that they would be integral to major
deployments and deployment plans of the active component. However, the rel-
ative absence of such deployments generally confined the new relationships to
planning and some training. Desert Storm saw the first real test of the post-
Vietnam system; Guardsmen and Reservists deployed in large numbers and
were integral to the effort. Soon we will discuss post—Desert Storm efforts
to enhance the readiness of reserve-component units. Here we want to discuss
the transformative effects of recurrent deployments on the National Guard
and Army Reserve. First, overseas deployment became more of an expectation
and a routine. Although during General Sullivan’s tenure the deployment of
individuals was by and large voluntary—“worked out” by official and unof-
ficial means—every major deployment featured reserve-component soldiers.
A bureaucratic manifestation of this increased usage was the extension of
presidential call-up authority from 90 to 270 days (Section 673b of Public Law
103-337). Once Guardsmen and Reservists were routinely deployed in appre-
ciable numbers, ninety days offered far too little time for preparation, train-up,
significant service overseas, and redeployment. Another innovation related to
usage was the “derivative unit identification code” (UIC). “Derivatives” were
a subset that allowed one to characterize a unit as “mobilized”—with all of
the policy, procedure, and support that implied—when only selected person-
nel from the unit were actually on active duty. Second, like the active compo-
nent, reserve-component units shifted focus from a single theater (generally
Europe) to multiple contingencies overseas. The CAPSTONE program had
given units direct wartime assignments to specific active-component units
or headquarters and had associated them with specific war plans. Beginning
in 1992 CAPSTONE morphed into the WARTRACE program, env151on1ng
standing training relationships but anticipating a breadth of possible missions.
Finally, the reserve component would be called on to assume the lion’s share
of selected complex missions from the active component, rather than merely
supplementing active-component units with respect to skills and numbers. A
case in point was the composite 4-505th Parachute Infantry Battalion, acti-
vated on 4 November 1994, to serve in the Multinational Force and Observers
(MFO) Sinai. Over 80 percent of this battalion consisted of volunteers from
the reserve component. As the Army became increasingly challenged by over-
seas deployments, the reserve component would assume an increasing share of
the weight. In due course this would change the nature of duty as a Guardsman
or Reservist.*!

Deployments following Desert Storm pushed American soldiers to lower
levels of resolution with respect to alien cultures and peoples. This reflected
more assertive United Nations and United States concepts of humanitarian
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relief, as well as the underlying philosophies governing “engagement.” During
the Cold War and prior, it was generally considered inappropriate for nations
to meddle in the internal affairs of others. This did not mean that it was not
done, but to do so risked international opprobrium. The sentiment stretched
back at least as far as the Treaty of Westphalia in 1648, which in a series of
treaties enshrined legal concepts that eventually contributed to the modern
nation-state. The Cold War era was also the era of decolonization, and newly
independent nations were acutely sensitive to any breaches of national sov-
ereignty, regardless of justification. A number of America’s Cold War allies
had dissident or potentially dissident minorities—Basques in Spain, Kurds in
Turkey, Irish Catholics in the United Kingdom’s Northern Ireland, to name a
few—and preferred no precedents for international involvement. This reticence
receded in the early 1990s. In quick succession the United Nations sanctioned
American-led interventions into Northern Iraq, Somalia, and Haiti, while
promulgating a dozen other interventions as well. The concept of a “failed
state” gained currency as former colonies and dependencies triaged into the
more, less, and least successful. Governments guilty of unconscionable abuse,
neglect, or even genocide against their minorities could and should be acted
against. This sensitivity eventually evolved into doctrine espousing an inter-
national “responsibility to protect.” During the period 1991-1995 this pushed
American soldiers out of conventional war paradigms and into the streets for
operations “amongst the people.” Squads went on joint patrols with Kurds,
Somalis, Macedonians, Haitians, and United Nations troops from dozens of
nations. The metaphor of the “strategic corporal,” the relatively low-ranking
soldier whose actions in a media age could have international implications,
became popular. In this environment, linguistic skills were at a premium, con-
cerning which more later. For many American soldiers, the nature of overseas
service itself was changing.*

Digitization

It is popular, and justifiable, to speak of the years surrounding the end of
the twentieth century as marking the transition from the “Industrial” to the
“Information” Age. As we have seen, the nearly simultaneous developments
of HTML (hypertext markup language), HTTP (hypertext transfer protocols),
practical browsers, and much improved personal computers made the Internet
possible. Within a dozen years of 1991, 665 million users surfed forty million
Web sites—up from zero when the period began. Digital technology heavily
influenced or dominated broad ranges of human endeavor. Generals Sullivan,
Franks, and others saw no reason to evade this trend but instead saw positive
advantages to the Army in embracing it. The Army had appreciable experience
with computers extending back through World War 11, albeit not in a rigor-
ously coherent fashion. The Army annually enlisted tens of thousands from
the age cohorts most likely to be computer savvy. Desert Storm had flagged
up specific Army shortcomings that digitization seemed to offer solutions for,
and the shortcomings were compelling enough to attract congressional fund-
ing and support. If there was to be a revolution in military affairs, digitization
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would have something to do with it, and the United States armed forces were
in a better position to lead the way than those of any other nation.*

The Army pioneered in the development of digital computers at least as
early as its sponsorship of the Electronic Numerical Integrator and Computer
(ENIAC) during World War II. This thirty-ton behemoth sported 18,000
vacuum tubes and was the marvel of its age, conducting calculations five hun-
dred times faster than any previous device and sucking down 175 kilowatts—
enough to dim the lights across the entire University of Pennsylvania—when
turned on. The successive inventions of the transistor, the integrated circuit,
and the microprocessor enabled equivalent calculating power with far less
mass. ENIAC and its immediate successors were intended to speed calcula-
tions associated with artillery ballistics and cryptography. During this same
period card readers of various designs facilitated the management of personnel
and logistical data. As technology advanced, computers and card readers con-
verged with respect to design and capabilities, but the Army continued to envi-
sion their use in discrete, vertically integrated functional areas. Artillerymen,
for example, progressed through a series of automated assistants to ballistics
computations and fire support coordination, culminating in the Tactical Fire
Direction System (Army) (TACFIRE) with which they fought Desert Storm.
Similarly, air defenders, air traffic management controllers, personnel manag-
ers, logisticians, and the Army Security Agency (responsible for signals intelli-
gence and electronic warfare) developed generations of hardware and software
uniquely appropriate to their needs. The Army, in particular its Signal Corps,
did attempt horizontal integration through such initiatives as Army Tactical
Data Systems (ARTADSs) beginning in 1971 or Sigma Star beginning in 1978.
These initiatives did not integrate the various “stovepipes” in a manner that
was effective in the field. Even more troubling, commercial development and
utilization of digital equipment began outstripping the Army’s ponderous
development and acquisition cycle. Systems developed by and for the Army
were too often obsolescent upon delivery. In 1984, to catch up with the digital
revolution in progress, the Army approved procedures whereby units and agen-
cies could directly acquire and use “nondevelopment items” of commercial
design. Proponents of the existing stovepipes, and of some new ones as well,
rushed to modernize themselves. The notion of Army-wide digital interoper-
ability was temporarily abandoned.*

In the aftermath of Desert Storm, powerful incentives for horizontal
integration and digital reform asserted themselves. The most harrowing and
immediately visible was fratricide. Americans were shocked to find that almost
one in five of their killed and wounded were victims of their own comrades.
A major fraction of the British killed and wounded were also the victims of
American firepower. It was true that less than 1 percent of the firing engage-
ments executed during Desert Storm proved to be fratricidal and that
performance with respect to fratricide was arguably better than that at the
instrumented combat training centers or in earlier wars. These data points
proved of little consolation to bereaved families, and the general public was
baffled that its technologically sophisticated armed forces could be so deadly
to themselves. In fact, the technologically sophisticated armed forces were
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“hoist with their own petard.” The night-vision sights and redoubtable gun-
nery of the M1A1 tank, the Apache helicopter, and other modern direct-fire
systems enabled them to reliably engage at ranges and under conditions that
would have been inconceivable a few years earlier. Unfortunately, this capa-
bility promoted engagements at ranges beyond which gunners could reliably
identify their target visually. Targets were indistinct blotches. Troop carriers
such as Bradleys and M 113s were particularly prone to be nondescript through
thermal sights. Not wanting to surrender the advantages of superior range,
Americans fought most of the ground war, making determinations whether
or not to fire based on where the enemy was believed to be. About 1 percent
of the time friendlies were where the enemy was believed to be, and superb
American gunnery picked them off as well. Since the outranged and outclassed
Iraqis were not inflicting significant casualties with return fire, these fratricides
became disproportional to the total casualties. In the last twenty-four hours of
the ground war commanders at various levels, mindful of recurring incidents
of fratricide, imposed a potpourri of restrictions and clearance procedures on
their forces engaged. Collectively considered, these impositions significantly
impeded fire and maneuver and introduced a hesitation and timidity that
could have proven lethal against a more capable foe. This is not to mention
the shame and grief perpetrators bore with them through the rest of the battle
and thereafter.*

In May 1991 the Army Chief of Staff established a task force to investigate
the incidence of fratricide and recommend a way ahead. The associated Senior
Officer Review Group, consisting of distinguished retirees, was adamant that
restrictions imposed during the waning hours of Desert Storm were dys-
functional and dangerous, dismissing them as “defensive control measures for
offensive operations.” Measures that would increase engagement times sur-
rendered critical advantages to the enemy. Acknowledging the roles of fatigue,
darkness—uvirtually all of the vehicle-on-vehicle fratricides occurred at night—
dust, smoke, rain, fog, featureless terrain, pace of operations, and the turmoil
of combat as contributing factors, the task force boiled the root causes down
to two: failures with respect to target identification and failures with respect to
situational awareness. With creditable dispatch, the task force raced to design
a live test scenario reflecting the circumstances of Desert Storm combat and
invited major corporations to demonstrate proposed technological fixes during
it. Corporate America responded with equal dispatch, and record trials were
set for technology demonstrations beginning in April 1992. Given precedent,
this demonstration of proposed fixes within less than a year of problem identi-
fication was breathtaking. Virtually all of the proposed fixes focused on target
identification, with some equivalent of “identification friend or foe” (IFF)
devices already on combat aircraft in mind. Hughes presented a laser interro-
gation by the potential shooter followed up by radio-linked reply by the poten-
tial target, all occurring automatically within milliseconds. AIL envisioned a
laser detector on the potential shooter picking up on multispectral beacons
from the potential target. Litton tested a laser on the potential shooter iden-
tifying an electronically shuttered corner reflector array in a retro-responder
on the potential target. Raytheon envisioned the potential shooter making a
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range finder interrogation to which the potential target would automatically
respond with global positioning system (GPS) derived coordinates. Magnavox
also proposed GPS feedback from the potential target to the potential shooter,
but via a unique power-managed UHF wave-form radio. McDonnell Douglas
competed with low probability of detection millimeter wave transmitters on
potential targets and directional receivers on potential shooters. C2NVEO
proposed laser-activated thermal identification devices on potential target
vehicles. The effect of encountering all these potential solutions in the same
place was awesome. Wags compared the experimental range to the bar scene
in the movie Star Wars; one encountered yet another alien thing with each
step or turn. Interestingly, the only system seriously under consideration that
focused on situational awareness rather than target identification was a variant
of the Enhanced Position Location Reporting System (EPLRS), first fielded
to the Army in 1987 and shepherded by Unisys. Available in man-portable
or vehicle-borne versions, it automatically reported transmitter locations in
coordination with an EPLRS Grid Reference Unit (EGRU). Initially EPLRS
did not seem like much of a contender with respect to fratricide prevention;
briefing officers did not even accord its slide the dignity of the boxed title
and developmental timeline accorded the other systems in their briefing to the
Senior Officer Review Group.*

EPLRS may not have seemed the likely winner at the vehicle identifica-
tion technology demonstration, but its emphasis on situational awareness fit
in well with efforts to resolve another dilemma exposed by Desert Storm,
that of battle command and battle-space management. General Frederick M.
Franks Jr., the TRADOC commander, had been the commander of VII Corps
during Desert Storm. During the fast-paced maneuver war, he was struck
by how primitive commanders’ means for tracking the battle were. Amid con-
stellations of computers for various purposes with satellite telephones and
precision-guided munitions on call, Tactical Operations Center (TOC) officers
were still posting locations on acetate-covered maps with grease pencils, pins,
and little sticky pieces of paper—techniques extending back at least as far as
World War 1. Reporting from combat units was generally by voice, relayed
through several echelons by radio before other means became available. A
favorite prewar training technique had been to visit battalion, brigade, and
division TOCs at the same time during exercises and to ascertain the extent
to which the maps in each TOC reflected a common picture shared by others.
Generally there were significant discrepancies. It also could be unnerving to
approach a map and find pins and sticky pieces of paper that had popped off
it onto the floor. How long would it take to set that lost information right?
EPLRS envisioned vehicles automatically self-reporting their locations at fre-
quent intervals. Icons representing all of the reporting vehicles showed up on
a map generated on a computer screen and could be interpolated visually into
units on the same screen. If EPLRS or something like it could be horizontally
integrated with other digital systems, even more could be achieved through
automatic self-reporting. What if, for example, vehicles reported their fuel and
ammunition status along with their locations? This would eliminate elaborate
chains of logistical reports that progressed from radio to radio in parallel
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with the tactical reporting—with just as many possibilities for discrepancies.
During the last day of Desert Storm forward units were low on fuel, patchily
supplied with respect to repair parts, and towing around far more ammunition
than they needed. Theater logistics had generated awesome “iron mountains,”
but too often difficulties in distribution overshadowed excesses of supply. The
term total asset visibility emerged to describe the happy—albeit theretofore
unachievable—state of knowing where everything was and who needed what.
Some form of digitized self-reporting analogous to EPLRS might offer a way
to achieve it.

Deliberations with respect to fratricide, battle command, battle-space
management, total asset visibility, and digitization were all grist for the modern
Louisiana Maneuvers and the LAM Task Force. For his first several years
General Sullivan “let a thousand flowers bloom” in the interest of maximum
brainstorming. Hardware change recommendations for the M1A1 tank, for
example, included both IFF and situational awareness/land navigation devices,
along with two dozen other genres of technical improvement. It was in this
freewheeling atmosphere that the combat identification technology demonstra-
tion transpired. Unfortunately, none of the IFF-inspired target identification
devices particularly worked out. Technologies capable of keeping a few planes
separated by miles of air space from shooting each other worked far less well
in intermingled masses of dozens of vehicles. Those dependent on laser inter-
rogation or response could be hugely degraded by omnipresent swirling dust.
Even if vehicles were protected, nothing seemed suitable for protecting the
dismounts. Meanwhile General Franks had an epiphany in another location.
In September 1992 he observed the first National Training Center rotation of
an M1A2 tank platoon, equipped with a situational awareness successor to
EPLRS called the Inter-Vehicular Information System (IVIS). This featured
small screens at the driver’s and commander’s stations that assisted navigation
in a manner analogous to the commercial global positioning systems that had
been hastily distributed prior to Desert Storm. The screens also depicted the
locations of the other IVIS-equipped vehicles in the platoon. Conversations
with crew members established that they quickly adapted to monitoring the
screens and consistently had a refined appreciation of the locations of their
fellow vehicles. To Franks, the solution to Desert Storm fratricide and the
solution to Desert Storm battle command had run together. Target identi-
fication continued to be a training priority and tank tables and field exercises
now included friendly targets down range, but technological solutions for
target identification faded from view. Improved situational awareness would
be the technological way ahead for preventing fratricide, and that improved
situational awareness would be the product of digitization.*

Franks’ IVIS epiphany somewhat preceded General Sullivan’s determina-
tion that the Army was approaching a “good idea cutoff line” with respect
to the modern Louisiana Maneuvers and LAM Task Force deliberations. At
some point the bureaucracy had to be given tangible goals toward which it
could progress. Ambitions had to come on line with funding and resources.
Deep thinkers and near-term operators had to resume responsibilities for
their respective lanes—albeit hopefully with more fluidity between them than
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A Joint Forces Command digitized exercise

before. We have already discussed the way ahead as it emerged with respect to
expeditionary posture. With respect to modernization, the way ahead would
be dominated by digitization. At the time the term digitization evoked the
metaphor of the old cavalryman who, when asked about logistics, remarked
that he did not know what logistics was, but he wanted some. Few senior lead-
ers—indeed, few Army leaders of any rank—had much practical experience
with the hardware and software that digitization implied. Nevertheless, the
intellectual give-and-take of the last several years had hammered out broad
parameters within which digitization would progress. First, digitization would
be comprehensive, coherent, and centralized, progressing under the newly
introduced label “Force XXI.” Force XXI featured axes for both the institu-
tional and the deployable Army and synchronization matrices extending out a
dozen years. Second, digitization would be by and large by appliqué with off-
the-shelf technology onto existing weapons and systems over the near term.
This approach would economize on funds, envisioned as limited for the fore-
seeable future. Third, the term off-the-shelf technology would no longer imply
a grab bag of systems collected by independent agents. The Army Digitization
Office (ADO), established on 8 July 1994, would discipline procurement,
policy, and use. The ADO represented both the Army Acquisition Executive
(AAE) and the Vice Chief of Staff. This meant it was empowered by both the
Secretariat and the Army Staff, an important consideration in the aftermath
of the Goldwater-Nichols Act. Fourth, digitization would be incremental and
methodical. ATDs and AWEs would progress through units and headquar-
ters of increasing size and complexity. Finally, digitization would progress in
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the light of all six imperatives—doctrine, force mix, modernization, training,
leader development, and quality people—inherited from General Vuono. In
July 1994 Sullivan pulled the LAM Task Force out of the cerebral atmosphere
of the TRADOC headquarters and brought it to the Pentagon, to more directly
facilitate the emerging Force XXI Campaign Plan. In April Task Force 1-70th
Armor conducted an Advanced Warfighter Experiment at the task force level
at the National Training Center. In December the 2d Armored Division from
Fort Hood, Texas, was designated as the Experimental Force (EXFOR) for
digital experimentation. In March 1995 Mr. Gilbert Decker, the Assistant
Secretary of the Army for Research, Development, and Acquisition (ASA
[RDA]) and thus the Army acquisition executive, approved the “technical
information architecture” for execution. This fleshed out details with respect
to organization and appliqué. By the time of General Sullivan’s departure the
use of digital equipment within the institutional Army was well advanced. Use
in the deployable Army was modest, experimental, and prototypical. A way
ahead, however, was clear.*

The United States Army in 1995

The most immediately visible difference between the Army of 1989 and the
Army of 1995 was size. The active component numbered 510,000 en route to a
target end strength of 495,000, down from 770,000 in 1989. Within the reserve
component, the Army National Guard had dropped from 467,000 to 375,000,
and the Army Reserve from 594,000 to 241,000 during the same period. The
Army’s civilian workforce had declined from 488,000 to 324,000. Historically,
downsizing is not something that the United States Army has done well. The
collapse after World War II was qualitative as well as quantitative, resulting
in the embarrassments of Task Force Smith and other early losses when the
Korean War broke out. After the Korean War the downsized Army fell under
the specter of the nuclear-centric “New Look,” which barely morphed into the
more broadly capable “Flexible Response” in time to prepare for the Vietnam
War. After Vietnam the downsized Army deteriorated so rapidly its own Chief
of Staff characterized it as “hollow.” Vuono, Sullivan, and their colleagues
were, as we have seen, determined to avoid repeating these unhappy experi-
ences. They brought down force structure along with manpower. Eighteen
active-component divisions shrank to ten. Some major headquarters such
as Second Army and Sixth Army disappeared, whereas most others down-
sized or streamlined. Cuts in active-component force structure proportionally
exceeded the 38 percent cut in the Army budget and the 35 percent cut in Army
manpower between 1989 and 1995. This allowed the Army to keep the units
that remained at full strength and to sustain the customary training opera-
tional tempo of eight hundred miles per vehicle crew per year. Seventy-seven
battalions rotated through the combat training centers during FY1995 alone,
for example.®

Carving out time and resources for training was a considerable achieve-
ment, given the demands downsizing placed on units and soldiers. Huge
masses of vehicles and equipment from inactivating units had to be stood
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down, maintained, reprocessed and stored, redistributed, or disposed of.
Much of the equipment was destined for the POMCUS sites of the Army
War Reserve and thus had to be altogether battleworthy when stored. As had
been the case with earlier “rollovers” from one fleet of vehicles to another,
equipment turn-ins were elaborate multiweek processes incorporating detailed
turn-in standards, inspections, scrambles to achieve compliance with inspec-
tion results, and reinspections. Even before their motor pools were emptied of
departing vehicles, soldiers and family members from inactivating units began
separating from the service or trickling into subsequent assignments. Tens of
thousands more than usual were in motion at any given time. When the troops
and equipment were gone, barracks and installations had to be cleaned up for
turnover to whatever organization or agency was to inherit them. This pro-
cess was bedeviled by the fact the installations had been occupied during eras
when practices with respect to oil spills, pollution, and environmental damage
were far more permissive than the era wherein they were being turned over.
In FY1995 alone, the Army spent more than $1.6 billion on environmental
cleanup. This is not to mention the fact that environmental cleanups can be
extraordinarily manpower intensive.”'

As proud as the Army might have been for sustaining a respectable train-
ing tempo amid the turbulence of downsizing, it had even more reason to be
proud of the quality of the people it had retained. Sullivan, his colleagues,
and allies in the Association of the United States Army (AUSA) and other
organizations had taken great pains to convince the Joint Staff, Secretariat,
and Congress that if downsizing had to occur, it should be gradual enough
to avoid temporary eviscerations of units and uncontrolled hemorrhages of
talent. Their arguments were assisted by ongoing operations and international
challenges. Cuts came to an average of fewer than 50,000 a year, and were
largely attritional, voluntary, and accompanied by incentives. For example,
of 2,478 officers separated under various programs during FY1995, 258 went
to the Voluntary Early Release/Retirement Program (VERRP), 1,079 to the
Voluntary Selective Incentive Program (VSIP), 732 to the Early Retirement
Program (ERP), and only 409 were involuntarily separated by a Selective Early
Retirement Board (SERB). A dreaded invo