An Army at War
Change in the Midst of Conflict

The Proceedings of the Combat Studies Institue
2005 Military History Symposium

John J. McGrath
General Editor

Combat Studies Institute Press
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas



US Army Training and Doctrine Command
Fort Monroe, Virginia

and

Combat Studies Institute
US Army Command and General Staff College
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas

Present

An Army at War:
Change in the Midst of Conflict

John J. McGrath
General Editor

2-4 August 2005

Frontier Conference Center
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas

‘ ) Combat Studies Institute Press

u Fort Leavenworth, Kansas



CSI Press publications cover a variety of military history topics. The views
expressed in this CSI Press publication are those of the author and not necessarily
those of the Department of the Army, or the Department of Defense, or the US
government.

A full list of CSI Press publications, many of them available for downloading,
can be found at: http://cgsc.leavenworth.army.mil/carl/resources/csi/csi.asp.


http://cgsc.leavenworth.army.mil/carl/resources/csi/csi.asp

Contents

FOFBWOI ..ottt e et e ba et esreare s vii
INEFOTUCTION ...t e e b e iX
Day 1, Session 1: Keynote Presentation

Change During War: Contemplating the Future While Fighting
in the Present

by Major General (Ret) SCAlES ........ccvevveviiiiiee e 1
QUESTION ANA ANSWET .....vviieieceiecee ettt s s et e s sreeeaeas 21
Day 1, Session 2: Army Transformations Past and Present

Army Transformations Past and Present

by Brigadier General (Ret) BrOWN ...........cccocviieiieiiiicic e 27
Army Organizational Changes—The New Modular Army

DY NEed BEAESSEM .......ocvviiiiieiie ettt 33
The Evolution of the Stryker Brigade—From Doctrine

to Battlefield Operations in lraq

by Dr. Jeff A. CharlSton ........ccccoviiiiiieccec e 43
QUESEION AN ANSWET ....eviiiieceie ettt sttt sreesaees 55

Day 1, Session 3: Organizing the Maneuver Fight

Sinai 1973: Israeli Maneuver Organization and the Battle

of the Chinese Farm

by JOhN J. MCGIath ....ocvciicie e 63
Asymmetric Warfare and Military Thought

by Professor Adam LOWLNET ........cccociviiiiiiiiice e 111
Adopting to Maneuver Warfare in a Civil War Campaign: Union

Reactions to Sterling Price’s Missouri Expedition of 1864

by Dr. KYIe S. SINISI ovcvviiiiiiiccce e 165
QUESTION AN ANSWET ..vivieie ettt ettt ettt ettt et re e sbe e sbeeebeeebe e 185

iii



Day 1, Session 4: Organizing for the Low-Intensity Fight

A Red Team Perspective in the Insurgency in lraq
by Colonel Derek J. Harvey ........ccccccvoveiiiiiicic st

QUESTION AN ANSWET <.v.eveeeieecee ettt ettt ettt ete e ete e ete e ste e sreesreeebeesreeas

Day 2, Session 1: Incorporating Change in Asymmetrical Operations: Vietham

Insurgent Logistics
by Lt. Colonel Marian E. VIasaK ...........ccccoveviiiiiiiiicicic e

MACV’s Dilemma: The United States and the Conduct of
the Ground War in Vietnam
by JOhN R. MCQUENEY, JI ..c.veieiiieieciece et

QUESEION AN ANSWET ....vvieieecie ettt ettt ere e ste e sre e sbe e ebeeebeeere e

Day 2, Session 2: Special Topics on Wartime Transformation

Use of Private Military Corporations (PMC) to
Supplement Traditional American Ground Forces
by Dr. Thomas E. HENNETEr .........cccoovviiiiicecc e

Facing Genocide: The US Army as an Agent of Rescue
by Dr. Keith POMaKOY .......cccccviiiiiiiiie ettt

Case for Using an Afghan Auxiliary Force to Support
Expeditionary Operations in Iraq by Captain Roberto Bran ......................

QUESTION AN ANSWET ...ttt ettt ettt ebe e ebe e ebe e sre e sreesbeeereeere e

Day 2, Session 3: Organizing for the Logistics Fight

Personal Observations of Logistics Operations in Kuwait and Iraq
DY Dr. RODEI DAIIUS ...cvvevviiiiieeiccie sttt

Modular Logistics
DY Major GUY M. JONES ....ocuiiiieiecieciece ettt

QUESTION AN ANSWET ..vivieieccieecie ettt ettt et et ebe e ebe e re e sbeesbeeebeeebe e



Day 2, Session 4: The Canadian Perspective

Transforming the Brigade Team on the Battlefield: Modest Lessons
in Coalition Operations From the War Diary of the First Canadian
Armoured Brigade (1 CAB) in the Italian Campaign, 1943-1945

by Major Michael BOIre ........ccooveiiiiiic et 389
Missile Defense: The Canadian Conundrum

by Mercedes StEPhENSON .......c.ccciiiiiie e 395
Canadian Officer Education vs Training

by Pamela STEWAIT ........c.cooiviiiiicce e 449
QUESTION AN ANSWET ..vvviiiecciee ettt ettt ettt ebe e ebe e sre e sbeesbeesbeeebe e 479

Day 3, Session 1: Organizing to Fight Insurgency: Lessons From Chechnya

Urban Operations, 1994-2005; Information Operations:
Capturing the Media
by TIMothy L. TROMAS .....c.eoiiiiiciecce e 487

Regional and Global Impact of the Chechen War: GWOT Theater
or Russian Imperial Maintenance; Chechenization and the Balance Sheet

o) ] 1= o o 10T o S 491
Evolving Nature of Chechen Resistance

DY RAY C. FINCN oot 501
Sustaining the Struggle: Interplay of Ethno-Nationalism and Religion

by Njdeh (NICK) ASISIAN .....ccveiieiieiec e 505
Impact of a Decade of War Upon Russian Armed Forces

by Major Matt Dimmick and Ray C. FinCh .........ccccooiviiiiiiie 509
QUESTION AN ANSWET ...ttt ettt ete e ete e ete e sreesreesreeebeeereeas 513

Day 3, Session 2: Unit Manning and Training

The Organizational Evolution of the Cadet Command, 1990-2003
by Dr. Arthur T. COUMDE .....ocviiiiiceee e 515

Transformation and the Officer Corps: Analysis in the Historical
Context of the US and Japan Between the Wars

by WIlliam D. O NEIl .....cviiiiiiiciecece e 553
QUESTION AN ANSWET ...ttt ettt ettt ete e ebe e sre e sreesbeesbeesbe e 597
%



Day 3, Session 3: On the Ground in Iraq

Looking in the Mirror: Applying the Scholarship on the
Interpretation of US Army Performance in World War |1 to
Current Operations

by Master Sergeant Peter Clemens, USAR ........cccccoveviiiiiii v 605

US Army Post-Vietham Doctrine

by Christina M. FishDack ..........c.cccovviiiiiiiiicc e 619

QUESTION AN ANSWET <...eviee ettt ettt ettt ete e ete e ete e sre e sreesbeeereesreeas 645
Appendix A: Conference Program .........cccccceivivieic i 657
Appendix B: ADOUt the PreSENtErS .......cccveieiiiie e 663
APPENAIX C: ACTONYIMS ..ottt ettt e et et sre e 673

Vi



Foreword

These proceedings are the third volume to be published in a series generated
by the annual military history symposium sponsored by the US Army Training
and Doctrine Command (TRADOC). Each year, these conferences bring togeth-
er both military and civilian historians, as well as formal and informal students
of military history, literally from around the world, for the purposes of presenting
ideas and points of view on current military issues from a historical perspective.
This year’s symposium, hosted by the Combat Studies Institute, was held 2-4
August 2005 at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas.

The 2005 symposium’s theme was An Army at War: Change in the Midst of
Conflict. As this title indicates, presentations at this event focused on how an
Army changes while concurrently fighting a war. Changing an Army in peace-
time is difficult enough. Transformation can include changes to the personnel
system, the turning in old and the fielding of new equipment, new training re-
quirements, and at times, learning an entirely new way of viewing the enemy and
the battle space in which operations will occur. Practical and cultural changes in
an Army always cause tremendous turbulence and angst, both inside and outside
of the Army. The United States Army and the nation are facing these challenges
today, and they must make these changes not in a peacetime environment, but
while fighting the Global War on Terrorism (GWOT). The panelists presented a
series of topics addressing the current transformation challenge that ranged from
maneuver warfare, to asymmetrical operations, to insurgencies, to logistics, to
unit manning, to doctrine and many others.

This third collection of proceedings contains the papers and presentations of
participating panelists. It also includes transcriptions of the question and answer
periods following the panelists’ presentations. These materials can also be found
at http://usacac.army.mil/cac/csi/conference05.asp. The symposium program can
be found at Appendix A of this volume.

These annual symposiums are proving to be a key annual event for those
students and masters of military history who believe that the past has something
useful to provide in the analysis of current military problems. The attendees have
uniformly found them to be of great benefit. We intend for the readers of this and
past volumes to find the experience equally useful. The Past is Prologue.

Timothy R. Reese
Colonel, Armor
Director, Combat Studies Institute
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Introduction

The third annual military history symposium sponsored by the US Army
Training and Doctrine Command and hosted by the Combined Arms Center’s Com-
bat Studies Institute was a successful gathering of some of the best thinkers on the
subject of transforming armies during wartime. Scholars, Soldiers, and students of
military history and the military arts met at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, to analyze
and discuss the symposium’s theme, “An Army at War: Change in the Midst of Con-
flict.” This theme was chosen because the United States Army is, in fact, undergoing
the most significant transformation in decades, while simultaneously contributing
substantially to the Global War on Terrorism.

This collection is the immediate result of the symposium. | encourage you to read
and analyze each paper and the transcription of the follow-on question and answer
periods. You will find them thought-provoking in many ways, especially for those
who are actively engaged in the Army’s on-going transformation process. Of course,
the long-term results of the symposium will be determined by how the ideas and
insights expressed by the participants are used to inform the overall transformation
process. | believe that these insights will be of great value to those charged with the
task of transforming our Army in wartime and I hope that you find them useful.

David H. Petraeus
Lieutenant General, US Army
Commanding






Change During War: Contemplating the
Future While Fighting in the Present

Major General (Retired) Robert H. Scales

Thank you very much. I’m very uneasy on a podium, so if you don’t mind, I’ll
stand out here in the middle of the crowd and talk. First of all, let me thank Tim.
Thank you very much for allowing me to do this, for two reasons. It’s a great
opportunity to see old and dear friends, whom I’ve known for many, many years,
fellow historians. It’s also an opportunity to get a chance to talk to the SAMS
(School of Advanced Military Studies) crowd, and when | was up here last time,
you guys were on a trip; | didn’t get a chance to chat with you.

But I think more importantly, this opportunity has forced me to slow down a
little bit, and think about the subject. | was going to offer you great, sage advice
about what this war means to the future—I’ve got a few words about that later—
but I think more important for Tranining and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) is
to look at how the experience of war affects the way soldiers think about war in
the future. Not so much from an insider’s perspective—I’ll give you a little of
that later. | want to talk to you about the track record of armies, in analyzing or
synthesizing events in wartime, and how good or badly we’ve done it in the past.
Then perhaps some insights—first of all, some cautionary tales about how ingest-
ing the lessons of the war generally fail, and then some suggestions to you in this
audience, since you’ll be carrying on this particular baton as we move forward,
into how you might not fall into the trap of making the mistakes that armies have
made in the past.

Now, it’s a very dangerous thing for me to do, for two reasons. Number one, it’s
the first time I’ve ever given this talk. I’ve spent a lot of time thinking about it, so
what I’m going to give you is not a history lesson; I’m going to give you a syn-
thesis. 1I’m going to give you some reflective thoughts—I’m going to sweep from
World War |, all the way up to the present, and cast a bit into the future.

Look at the three-oval chart (Figure 1). It talks about the process of evolving
thought, and how the whole thing plays out. On the left is today; on the right
is tomorrow. It really breaks itself down into what we euphemistically call the
three-oval chart. Really, the process begins on the right and moves to the left.

Change begins with ideas, and vision—it’s an imaging process; it’s an out-of-
body experience. It requires a set of intellectual muscles different than you guys
in the back of the room have been exercising all of your lives. It requires you to
place yourself in a distant place—an altered state—and imagine what might be,
rather than what just happened. It’s the quintessential embodiment of the differ-



Figure 1

entiation between direct and indirect leadership. Those who are good at indirect
leadership, and those who know how to think in time, and those who know how
to imagine combat as it might be, or conditions on the battlefield as they probably
will happen versus what just happened, is really the essence of graduating from
being an amateur into a professional, a tactician into a strategist, and forward-
gazing—or future-thinking—is only part of that.

The middle oval is probably the one that’s the most difficult, and | would argue
that’s sort of where we are right now. This is the concepts and experiments phase,
where you translate vision by ingesting specific bits of data, to be able to form
a concept of how wars will be fought. When | say experiments, there are two
pieces of input that are essential. Number one is history—what’s happened in
the past; and number two are experiments—or empirical events that you create
artificially, that seek to replicate the future.

It’s almost like that proverbial cone of uncertainty. You know, you look in the
rearview mirror, and you see a series of way points and signposts, so you know
generally where the road leads you into the future. Then you try to imagination a
continuation of those signposts into the future, by looking at the evidence, princi-
pally through experimentations and war games, to make sure that the course that
you’ve taken on the road will carry you into the future.

The embodiment of all that, of course, is doctrine and the idea of struc-
tures—what we do with what we have now. Since we’re a doctrine-based army;,



and since doctrine is the essence of what we do, then that’s how we make today
perfect—or how we make yesterday perfect, some would argue.

So the object of looking at the historical record is not to try to fight the next war
like the last—that’s what we’re oftentimes accused of. But what | find interesting
is that in virtually every war there are indicators, signposts, bits of evidence that,
if you collect them together, and apply the process of reasoning, you can pick out
those sinews, those signposts, those bits and pieces of evidence that will place
you on the right path into the future. If you’ve done a good enough job, then ex-
periments and war games merely seek to confirm what you’ve learned from your
study of history.

The problem, of course, is that armies almost always get it wrong—we screw
this up really badly. What I’m going to tell you is a bad news tale—or perhaps
to be more optimistic, a cautionary tale—of how we get it wrong. I’m going to
explain to you the indicators of getting it wrong, and then I’m going to try to
offer you some suggestions, as you look to the future, about how to get it right.
Michael Howard said, “The object of future-gazing is not to get it right, but to
keep from getting it terribly wrong.” We’ll never get it exactly right.

What happens in wartime is that the three ovals are compressed. You know,
the old saying, “In peacetime, | had all the time in the world and no money; in
wartime, I’ve got all the money in the world and no time.” Well, time is truly
compressed in wartime, because soldiers are dying, the fate of the nation is often
at stake, and so the entire society begins to reflect on what just happened. But
there’s a danger in that, and let me give you some historical evidence to point that
out.

Of course, the one that everybody throws out is the post-World War | period. It’s
the classic story of the old tension between the Methodical Battle and Storm Tac-
tic, or the beginnings of Blitzkrieg. | did my doctoral dissertation on this period
of history, and what | find particularly interesting is the seductive effect of what
just happened. As a young major, or a young captain when | wrote my disserta-
tion, I found myself sort of seduced by the literature—it was very interesting.

I knew what the hell happened in World War 11. But when you go back and look
at the documents, when you read the primary materials, particularly from Euro-
pean armies, you’re almost seduced into believing that the French had it right.
The evidence is there. Then, when you template the French ideas of the Methodi-
cal Battle against American culture, what you come away with is not criticism of
how the Army failed in the interwar years to adapt to mechanized warfare, but
what’s most profound, to me at least, is how we broke free of the clutch of the
French, when French culture, and the conditions under which the French fought



in World War | were very much similar to ours, not only in terms of shared expe-
rience, but in terms of national policy and diplomacy, and the very culture of the
two armies.

So, on the one hand, you have what just happened—the French understand-
ing that we must fight the next war by reducing the casualties, by leveraging our
inferior manpower, by using firepower as the substitute for manpower—any of
this sound familiar to you? The Germans, on the other hand, having lost the war,
used the Mihiel offensive in April-May 1918 to say, “Very interesting. | think if
we can just restore mobility to the battlefield—bypass the enemy’s strong points,
bypass his extremities, and strike at his brain, by exploiting two technologies, the
internal combustion engine and the wireless radio, then perhaps we don’t need to
worry about a methodical battle.”

But what I find interesting is a couple of things: Why did the French fail, and
why did the Germans succeed? It all had to do with culture—the culture of the
institution and the way the institution looked at what just happened. The French
preconceptions won. Victory has a very seductive effect on armies; it reinforces
the stereotype. Secondly, you had a French Army that came away from just one
battlefield, and that was the Western Front.

So you had a sort of homogenist’s view of how a war should be fought, since
virtually everyone in the French Army shared the same experience. Germans, on
the other hand, lost. And in an extraordinary event, beginning in the spring of
1919, right in the middle of the Spartacist Revolt in Berlin, von Seeckt literally
took about a third of the German Army out of the line, and had them write 900
papers on future warfare and the impact of war on how the Reichswehr might be
reconstituted in the future. What was interesting is the Germans brought in two
cultures—the Eastern Front and Western Front cultures. If you read the writings
of those who come from the Western Front, almost without an exception, it’s
an exact parallel with the French. But if you look at those who fought in other
theaters, you see that they have an entirely different cultural context of looking at
the future of war.

So the Germans had a catalyst and a leader; they had this dueling dualities of
vision, if you will, that fought themselves out in a very rigorous, intellectual
process. The Germans had time to think, because they didn’t have a mountain
of metal that they had to deal with, and they had time to reflect, and by 1926,
von Seeckt comes up with his concepts; in 1933, he comes up with the Truppen-
fuhrung Regulations.

When you read the usual suspects—Bob Doughty’s piece on the French,
Corum’s piece on the Germans, and Harold Winton’s piece on the British—what
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you see is, that experiments of the interwar period tended to go back and rein-
force all the prejudices of the immediate postwar period. | mean, the French at
Soissons in the late “20s and early *30s went back and got Renault F1 tanks and
drove them across the plains at 2 1/2 miles per hour.

The Germans, on the other hand, had no equipment, and they had to deal in the
abstract. Their experiments in 1933, ‘34, were with newer armored machines,
which gave them a completely different perspective.

There’s a great book by Allan Millett, and my co-author, Williamson Murray,
on reform in the interwar years. Both of them looked at that period and asked
what were the transformational things that happened, and who was responsible
for them? Wick concludes that this country produced only one: the evolution of
large-deck carrier aviation, and the operational art that went into winning at sea.

Some would argue that Lieutenant Colonel Ellis’ postulations about amphibi-
ous warfare fit in that, but really his contribution was mostly new and imagina-
tive ways to conduct amphibious warfare. We went into World War 11 picking
up behind the Germans and trying to apply the tenets of mechanized warfare we
learned from them.

Back to transformation. It’s incredibly interesting to read the series of seminars
that Patton ran in June, July, and August of 1945—amazing that he got on it that
fast. What you learn from what Patton said and what others have said in that im-
mediate postwar is that our army, after World War 11, began to bifurcate into two
competing camps—for lack of a better term, we’ll call them the “Europeanists”
and the “Asiatics”. Essentially, the Army today is still divided into those same
two camps. Today the Europeanists are trying to find an enemy worthy of our
weapons, and the Asiatics, who take a much more pragmatic view of the future.

Unfortunately, we march off to the Korean War, and the Europeanists win. Wal-
ton Walker probably leads the most inept campaign in the history of our Army.
What came out of the Korean War, in many ways, was an operational concept
that was before its time—that the Army almost backed into, because the Europe-
anists were desperate to play in the game. The game, of course, was the advent of
nuclear weapons, the nuclear battlefield, the creation of the Strategic Air Com-
mand, the Navy’s pursuit of nuclear weapons, the space race and the develop-
ment of the Intercontinental Ballistic Missile.

There’s a wonderful little book by Skip Bacevich about the Pentomic Army. |
recommend it to any of you if you haven’t read it, because it has more insight per
word than any book I’ve read in many years. But what Skip says is the Army in
the 1950s, in many ways, got it right for many of the wrong reasons. The Army



then was trying to find a way to fight in a nuclear battlefield, not thinking that

it wasn’t going to happen, and they came up with the Pentomic Division. The
Pentomic Division actually stayed with us in the airborne, almost until the early
‘60s. It was the idea of autonomous battle groups, dispersed and able to fight on a
distributed battlefield, enabled the Army to fight autonomously.

The irony is that many of the concepts that the Pentomic Division came up
with were very much an Asiatic view of war. But they failed because the con-
cepts were developed before the technology was available to support them, and
also because the Europeanists reached out and wrenched the Army right back to
where it belonged, and that was on the plains of Western Europe.

So you have a failed doctrine, you have a failed concept, you have technology
that doesn’t apply, the wrong lessons drawn from the Korean War. The irony is,
of course, is that fast forward 30, 40 years later, those concepts fit very well when
technology and conditions in the world catch up to it.

In many ways Vietnam was an amplification of the dueling dualities of the
Army. Now we have a truly Asiatic Army, developing ways to fight against in-
surgents, and we have the leftover of the European Army that’s trying to preserve
the images of the past. This dueling duality then comes out in 1972 with the
Europeanists winning again.

The catalyst that caused the Army to change wasn’t Vietham—it was the Yom
Kippur War—again, a catalyst that induced reform in the American Army. It was
an attempt by the American Army to restore respectability and walk away from
the horrible images of Vietnam, where the Army essentially failed at the opera-
tional and strategic level. We left all of that baggage behind, hoping, then, to
restore our respectability.

Eliot Cohen calls this the return of “Uptonian hunger”—the idea that, very
much like the Germans in 1920, and very much similar mistakes of the Germans
in 1920, we declared that we’ve had it with diplomacy, we’ve had it with politics,
we’ve had it with war at the strategic level—we’re going to become absolutely
the world’s most proficient Army at winning the operational fight. No one will be
better than us. This is the Germans in 1920; this is us in the 1970s. That led, of
course, to the Starry revolution in the late ‘70s.

An interesting sort of backwater, as far as you guys are concerned in this discus-
sion, is probably the most successful transformational effort during Vietnam, dur-
ing the war, was the Air Force. Very interesting. There have been several books
written about the air war in Vietnam and the trauma of all that, but let me just



give that to you very quickly, because I think it’s important to the general topic of
how militaries change.

Recall that in World War I, the “exchange ratio” against the Germans and
Japanese was eight to one, and thirteen to one against the North Koreans and
the Chinese in the skies over Korea. By the summer of 1967, both the Air Force
and the Navy were at parity; they had invested hundreds of billions of dollars,
developing the F-4, the F-105, and they realized that the North Vietnamese were
beating them in air-to-air combat.

It was all due to a failed doctrine. Fighter pilots were taught the lob/toss tech-
nique for delivering nuclear weapons, rather than how to do air-to-air combat.
The F-4 was essentially a fleet interceptor which was not able to dog fight. Rus-
sian aircraft, the MiG-21, the MiG-19, even the MiG-17, was able to shoot down
Air Force and Navy aircraft to an embarrassing degree, and actually reached
parity—much of it, of course, coming from anti-aircraft fire.

So what happened was a stand-down in air services, where the Air Force and
Navy stood back and said “we’ve got to fix this”. The problem was both tech-
nological and cultural. That led to the creation of Red Flag and Top Gun, and
the development of a body of aircraft, the F-15 and 16 for the Air Force, and the
F-18 and the F-14 for the Navy, essentially a high/low mix that was able, then,
to cover the spectrum of air-to-air combat. The American Air Forces have never
been challenged in the air since.

Today the exchange ratio for an F-15/16 in the hands of Israelis and Americans
is something like 257 to 1. No better success story probably in the history of the
development of American technology than our absolute dominance of the air at a
cost of trillions.

But my point to you is that this was a magic moment for the air services, when
they woke up one morning and they said, “We’ve got it wrong, and we’ve got to
get it right.”

What about the Army? Well, our obsession to return to respectability in 1973
led us down the Europeanist course again. It taught us to walk away from ap-
preciating warfare at the strategic level, and go straight to the operational and the
tactical, and frankly, we’ve paid a price for it.

The bright light in all of this happened in this very command, and some of the
guys in this room participated in the Starry era reforms. Not so much because
Starry had the right answer—I happen to believe he did—»but Starry invented the
most successful method of forcing the institution to change, and that was the use
of the collegial method of reform; the ability to build a very broad transforma-



tional tent, to get political and media and industry to buy into a concept, and then,
as a final act, to buy the weapons.

By the time he finished with Gary Hart and Newt Gingrich and Bill Lind, and
all the usual suspects, we had an entire nation that bought into the idea of a return
to the operational level of war, and AirLand Battle. When we showed up with
the “Big Five” and went to The Hill, people complained about the cost of Air-
Land Battle, we held up the moniker: “You believe in the concept, right? You’ve
already agreed! The Israelis told you it was right. So now we must buy the mate-
rial to fulfill the dream, rather than coming up with the material and try to build a
dream after the material is fast on the way to being developed?”

Yet even then we had two armies. We had the Europeanists who were dominant,
and we had the Asiatics who were following in trail. We see the dueling dualities
for the next two wars that profoundly have shaped the way we think about war,
and that is to compare two major wars—the visceral, the dramatic, the wars in the
media—DESERT STORM, and IRAQI FREEDOM. Then we have two subordi-
nate wars—one in Panama, and the other in Afghanistan.

Part of the interesting thing about this duality is, oftentimes, the more dramatic
captures the imagination, while perhaps the less evident, and the more sublimated
experience, might have more sinews, or more indicators of how future warfare
may be fought. But in every case—in DESERT STORM, and in IRAQI FREE-
DOM—the Europeanists have prevailed again.

I’ll tell you a quick war story on myself. | was a brand new brigadier general,
and I wrote Certain Victory, which was the history of the Army in the Gulf War.
| learned a couple of interesting lessons from having done that. Number one is, |
swore that as long as | remained on active duty, | would never write another piece
of contemporary history until all the actors were stone cold dead. | got a lot of
“help” in this book. One of the great things that Scott Wallace did is pick a retired
officer—Greg Fontenot—to do On Point, which is the chronicle of the kinetic
phase of this war.

The second thing is Bob Scales’ corollary to rule number one, and that is, the
performance of a division commander is inversely proportional to the amount
of help he offers when you write the book. For those division commanders who
were brilliant, it was simply, you know, “Write the story, Bob; tell me how it
comes out.” For those who sort of screwed it up, about every three days, an eigh-
teen-wheeler would back up to my headquarters, with mountains of material to
show how their particular division actually performed a lot better than the press
clippings indicated.



Another quick war story. This is about the failure of being too quick—too quick
to come out of a war with wisdom. One of the things that | was told by all my
artillery buddies after DESERT STORM was that, “Why did the artillery perform
so poorly in DESERT STORM?” “Their answer was it couldn’t keep up,” and
that became a mantra that | happened to write in Chapter 9 of my book: The artil-
lery couldn’t keep up. Then when | came back to TRADOC in 1995, | realized |
got it exactly wrong. It wasn’t that the artillery couldn’t keep up; it was that the
artillery couldn’t keep up because it wasn’t precise. The artillery kept up fine in
the kinetic phase of IRAQI FREEDOM. Why? Well, because commanders didn’t
have much of it, and they realized that it was useful.

The conclusion | came to in this second order of thought, in the mid nineties,
when | started AAN project, was that it wasn’t about the speed of the system; it
was about the bullet. What maneuver commanders were realizing in this almost
subliminal use of firepower was that if | have something that has one meter ac-
curacy, why should | use an area-fire weapon that takes, on average, an hour and
fifteen minutes to get it to put into play?

So, what did we do? We marched down the path of building the Crusader, didn’t
we? We relied on information that was developed too soon, without an opportu-
nity to age sufficiently, we applied it too quick to a program. When we realized
three years later, it’s not about the platform; it’s about the bullet! Yet we wasted
probably close to $20 billion, chasing a ghost down a blind alley. Had | been a bit
more reflective about it, | might have gotten it right.

So we continue with this process of dualities here. But there was some good
news. The good news was that the Asiatics—in this case, my good friend and
mentor, Huba Wass de Czege—woke up one morning and said to me, “Well,
Bob, what if we could combine the speed of aerial maneuver with the advantages
of protected firepower, and put it together in the same system, and lift an army
away from the tyranny of terrain, and conduct the operation maneuver to long
distances? Maybe we don’t need all this heft and bulk and miles-long logistics
trains that clog the MSR.”

Sixty-six percent of an armored division in the Gulf War consisted of artillery,
and all the stuff to haul it, protect it, and shoot it. In the famous GHQ (General
Headquarters) exercises in ‘92, ‘93 Huba came up with the concept of aerial-
mechanized maneuver. | picked it up in—geez, when was it, Jim?—’95, ‘96,
‘97, and ‘98, and the AAN (Army After Next) concept and the work | did in
TRADOC, where we said, “Hmm, maybe there’s a way we truly can transform
the Army, and get away from this passion on heavy metal, and talk about a true
reform in how armies fight.”



Well, the person who drove us in this direction was the enemy. Clausewitz says
war is a two-sided game, and both sides want to win—and in this case, almost
thankfully, I guess, in a way, the enemy have changed the context of this whole
debate. They’ve begun to push the Army away from its duality, from the Europe-
anist side, into more of the Asiatic view of war.

The first lesson is: let’s not be too quick to judge the outcome of a war while
you’re fighting the war. Let’s be reflective and empirical about it, and let’s make
sure that we don’t allow our own experiential baggage to determine where the
Army is going.

Which leads me to Bob Scales’ 12 concepts about how transformation failed,
based on what’s happened over the last 50 years in our Army. Why do reforms
fail?

Number one, “change driven by strategic and political preconceptions.” That’s
what happened to the French in the 1920s; that’s what happened to us in the
1970s. That’s probably what’s happening to us, to a large extent, today. We have
a series of political and strategic perceptions that we believe to be right, often-
times driven by factors unrelated to the realities of the battlefield or the promise
of technologies or the influence that the enemy may have on where we go. These
preconceptions will pull us or drive us, or drag us in the wrong direction. Some-
times those misconceptions, in the long term, can prove to be prophetic. | use
the Pentomic example as a case in point. But that’s more by accident than by any
rigorous intellectual process.

Secondly, seeing what just happened, versus thinking about what might be.
There is no action-reaction in future-gazing when looking at the future of war.
Everything has to be passed through that war-fighting lens; everything has to be
filtered. What just happened is not enough to tell you what’s going to happen;
otherwise, you find yourself in that pedantic treadmill, of leading you from the
past into the future without any deviations caused by any of the traditional vari-
ables that cause armies to change how they fight.

Third, incremental versus leap-ahead. It takes about half a generation to change
an army, and you can’t do it any faster than that. The difference is that during
wartime, the rate at which ideas pummel you come at a much faster pace and the
price for mistakes are much higher. But ultimately, the only true manifestation
of a transformed army is units that know how to fight in this new environment.
Schools are important, doctrine is important, but the ultimate manifestation of
success or failure is units in the field, and that takes a long time. The process of
change is very, very straightforward. It takes 12 years to make a tank; 15 years to
create a battalion commander. So the data point that you pick is at least 15 to 20
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years ahead, because if you talk about change in 2010, that’s already happened;
you talk about 2015, we’re there.

Very important: “grandstanding versus empirical analysis and reflection.” Big
problem. The bigger the experiment, the less relevant. What was that war game
that Paul Van Riper got in so much trouble over?

Audience: MILLENNIUM CHALLENGE.

MILLENNIUM CHALLENGE. Absolutely the worst experiment our military
has ever done in 50 years of trying to divine the future! If you spend $250 mil-
lion dollars on an experiment, guess what? It’s going to succeed—even if it fails!
It’s like turning to Jonas Salk and saying, “Jonas, look, I’ve got good news and
bad news. | know you want to cure polio, and I’m going to give you a billion
dollars—that’s the good news. The bad news is, I’m going to give you one egg.
And, oh, by the way, the press is going to be there when you inject that egg with
your virus, and you’d better get it right, stud, or you’re out of here.” That was the
problem with MILLENNIUM CHALLENGE. We had aircraft carriers deployed,
air wings all over the place, divisions running around in Twentynine Palms and
NTC, and the answer was, “We’re going to win!”

My good friend Paul Van Riper said, “I’ll tell you what, let’s just take a bunch
of speedboats and run them up against aircraft carriers and sink a couple, because
that’s what the enemy will try to do. Paul had to get up and walk out. Why?
Because the game was a grandstanding event. The key to change, of verify-
ing historical experiences, experimentation, and war game: It has to be done in
digestible increments. Like any empirical process, you begin with a hypothesis
and move to analysis and synthesis, and you’ve got to do it over and over again,
to create enough data points to ensure that you’re on the right path. View change
and experimentation as a series of stop-action pictures, if you will—taking verti-
cal slices in time, where you are able to stack empiricisms, which over time allow
you to form a mental matrix, or a view of what the future looks like. The more
data points, the better; the degree of granularity and resolution almost doesn’t
matter. It’s the repetition, it’s the variety, it’s the diversity of the inquiry that’s
important, not how many planes you put in the air, or how many ships you put
at sea—that’s grandstanding, not experimentation. The French did it in Soissons,
and the Brits did it in Salisbury Plain. The media was there, and by God, that’s
how it’s going to work, because that’s how you sold it. You can’t “lose”, even if
after a time you realize that you were wrong.

Too quick to the tactical. This is a minor disease in both the Army and the
Marine Corps. You have to lift yourself away from the tactical. Why? Because if
you get to the tactical, you get too much into detail, and it becomes all about TTP
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(Tactics, Techniques and Procedures). When you focus on TTP, you’re out of the
realm of transformation; you’re simply gilding the lily. Part of the key element of
experimentation is to conduct tactical experiments, and to proliferate them. But
the collective thought has to be at the operational and the strategic level.

Technologies dictating concepts—find an enemy and a method worthy of our
weapons. This is a very serious problem with us. We have the technology—net-
centric warfare—so let’s come up with a military theory that supports it. What’s
good for IBM has got to be good for the Army—build me a network, and the
enemy will collapse. Build me a net, and the enemy will come.

Well, we’re learning about that, aren’t we? The enemy adapts. He says, “You
want a net? I’ll build a net, and I’ll build it with tribal affiliations, and execute
with notes passed in the middle of the night, and through backyard deals. And
you can build all the nets you want, but I’ll beat you at your own game.” | think
the bill on netcentric warfare is something around a trillion dollars. I’ve been to
the Office of Force Transformation. It’s incredible that people are still living in a
realm of fantasy. Try to talk to these guys about the enemy, and about war being
a two-sided affair, and they look at you as if you have a tree root growing out of
your head.

Do you know what they call tactical land warfare in OFT (Office of Force
Transition)? They call it networking at the edges. [Laughter] Networking at the
edges—as if to say the object of netcentric warfare is to tell every admiral ex-
actly what he needs to know, and all the rest will fall into play. You got all these
soldiers dying in Fallujah and Baghdad. Okay, well, that’s the edges. So we’ll
network to those at the edges.” That’s the mind-set that we’re in today, in many
ways. Unfortunately, our service, much like the Pentomic Era is, trying to jump
on the network bandwagon.

The issue, as Scott Wallace has said over and over and over again: “It’s about
battle command!” The networks facilitate the decision-making process; the deci-
sion-making process is not tailored to fit the networks. Now, fortunately, since
he’s the Commander of CAC (Combined Arms Cernter) and he’s been beating
this drum, and as | wrote in my book The Iraq War, he’s kind of figured out how
to craft the instrument to fit conditions instead of the other way around. Thus,
the Army’s making progress in this but we are minor players in this wonderful
drama. Give me an enemy worthy of my weapons...please. Do you ever notice
that we only decide to fight China during the Quadrennial Defense Review? Do
you ever notice that? “Give me a peer! Who can make a carrier? China. Okay,
they’re the enemy.” It’s this whole idea of technology driving doctrine instead of
doctrine driving technology.
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“An imperfect view of future geostrategic environment.” There are three princi-
pal variables in change. One is domestic politics; two is technology; three is the
geostrategic environment. The one we almost always get wrong is anticipating
the geostrategic environment. Steve Metz works with me at the War College.
He’s a very obstreperous gentleman; many of you know him. When | first came
to the War College in 1997, he kicked in my door and came in with his furrowed
brow, and says, “You need to understand something about the enemy.” “What,
Steve?” He said, “It’s terrorism, by God. It’s 13-year-olds with the Kalashnikovs
that are going to bring us down—they’re going to attack our country. There’s
this guy named Osama bin Laden...” and of course, | immediately blew him off
because | knew he was wrong, and 1’ve been apologizing to him repeatedly for
the last three or four years.

Why? Why did Steve get it right? Because Steve had a clear view of the course
of geopolitics, and the conditions of the world. He knew that the Cold War may
have been a Blue-driven period, but he knew that the post-Cold War period was
Red-driven, and he was able to peel back the layers, and look at the enemy as he
really was, and anticipate where this country was going. It all has to do with a
realistic view in a geostrategic environment.

The next three are pretty straightforward: unanticipated breakthroughs, and
overreacting to unanticipated breakthroughs. War is war; there is no era of war,
there’s no such thing as fourth-generation warfare or third-generation warfare
or second-generation warfare—there’s just warfare. Then, occasionally, break-
throughs will come along that may change some of the tactical conditions of
warfare. Sometimes they can be catastrophic; sometimes they can be revolution-
ary. You could argue that World War 1, it was chemistry; World War Il, it was
electronic science; you could argue that it was information in the Cold War. |
believe, into the future, if there’s going to be a breakthrough, it’s going to be in
the biological sciences—that’s where we have to look for the next Big Thing.
You have to anticipate it, and do the best you can to figure out what it is.

Next is shape and change to conform to programmatics. This is probably our
biggest problem now, in the sense that we’ve committed ourselves to program-
matics, and to admit that some piece of the programmatics might be faulty, based
on current events, will cause the whole program to collapse and fail. That’s the
way our system works; that’s the way we acquire material. So, in many ways,
material acquirers wind up driving the train once the concept moves into struc-
tures and material. We have to be very careful, as we drive into modularity—into
Stryker and FCS (Future Combat System)—that we always have an off-ramp, or
at least we’re able to do a branch or a sequel, to make sure that we don’t get too
far being driven by programmatics rather than the realities of war.
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So, what does all this mean? Let me tell you what I believe. I believe, to do
this right, you have to have time for synthesis; you have to have time for reflec-
tion. That’s hard to do during a war. Military change is sort of like creating a fine
wine, or a great painting—it takes time, it takes reflection, it takes the ability to
do second and third order of thought. I use the analogy of the Crusader, I think,
as a perfect example of that. We’re too quick to rush to conclusions in a war,
because, first of all, we want to apply the immediate tactical lessons into some-
thing that we can apply for the future. But you can’t do that—you’re too close to
the problem; you need to stand back and you need to reflect. To my mind, that’s
always been the genius of TRADOC. It’s this institution that forces synthesis.

I said, “Never fight the war like the last,” but you know, we’re talking here
about key variables. I’m going to offer you what I think are some sinews that
are beginning to emerge from this war, but it’s all hypothesis; there’s nothing
that I’m going to offer you that | believe in so firmly that I’m not willing to walk
away from.

The porosity of ideas and concepts. It’s interesting that visionaries often don’t
win. | mean, look, the Germans lost, and the great visionaries in the interwar
period—at least those who applied it—were the Germans. The problem is that the
passage of ideas is so porous today, that those who come up with the idea usually
wind up not being able to apply it properly, for two reasons. It’s the old problem
of late lock versus early lock. The great visionaries want early lock. “Give me a
four-engine bomber,” in 1933, “and I’ll make you pure.” Unfortunately, the pace
of time is sort of self-driven, and often times, it’s the guy who does the late lock
that ultimately winds up with the best fighting machine.

The power of first-hand experiences. | did my doctoral dissertation on the Brit-
ish Army in the late 19th century. | could see this train wreck coming at Mons
and Le Cateau in 1914, and | kept thinking to myself, “Don’t these guys get it?”
Because, like any graduate student, I’m following it from 1858 to 1914, and |
get to about the turn of the century and kept saying, “It’s there! It’s there! Can’t
you see it? You know, the small-bore rifle, the machine guns, mines, barbed wire,
entrenchments. Look around! Why can’t you figure this out?”

The British encountered the power and the seductive effect of first-hand experi-
ences—the visceral that trumps the vicarious every time; the practical soldier will
win over the theoretical soldier, particularly during wartime. Why? Well, practi-
cal soldiers are rewarded; theoretical soldiers are not. All armies do this. Almost
without exception, the theoreticians are crushed, because they’re willing to think
about something that’s not based directly on real war experience.
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So you have to be very, very careful at some of the conclusions that are coming
out of the lessons learned process. You cannot equate lessons learned with vision-
ing for the future. Visioning for the future is second order, or third order thought;
lessons learned is action-reaction. If you view an event, you gain a lesson; you
apply a corrective. That is not change—that’s reaction—and you’ve got to under-
stand the difference between the two.

Proper institutions, 1 think, facilitate change, and this is the “Starry method.” It
goes like this: There are two ways to look at institutions that nurture change. The
optimum is what I call islands of excellence guided by a continuous spirit. Ge-
nius comes from people in their twenties and thirties, not from guys in their fifties
and sixties. The ability to see into the future is a young man or young woman’s
game, and generally, it comes from these intellectual petri dishes that dot islands
of conservatism.

The German Army, the Prussian Army—there was no more conservative army
on the planet. The American Navy in the *20s and ‘30s was incredibly conserva-
tive; if it hadn’t been for Admirals Sims and Moffett and a small body of creative
naval officers, transformation never would have occurred.

So you need to have in every army a body of malcontents; you need to have
people willing to listen to people who have alternative ideas. The classic example
of failure in that regard is the Israeli Army in 1973—the one we all used to wor-
ship. They were so successful after the Yom Kippur War, that the commander’s
intent about mechanized warfare was so deeply embedded into their school
system and into their culture. It was a homogenous culture in the IDF of 1982, if
you went to any second lieutenant, he would give you exactly the same view into
future warfare as any two- or three-star general in the IDF. And they march into
Lebanon, and the rest is history. Even today, the IDF is struggling to break out of
that homogenous mind set to find new ways to deal with the Intifada. They have
had to completely reorder their culture. You can be too doctrinaire—you have
to be able to find ways to build into this institution islands of excellence. What’s
the worst condition? Strict hierarchies, dominated by practical soldiers, who
know the truth. It’s your job to reinforce what they already know—make slides,
rather than think for yourself. What Starry did in 1979 was to create something
called the “boathouse gang”—nine officers, and a body of peripheral islands of
excellence. | was a guy on the artillery team at Fort Sill. Starry’s technique was
to throw something out, and let the lion’s eat it. He had a gentleman named Don
Morelli, a brigadier general, who literally died from the exercise. Starry spent
a year and a half preparing the intellectual battlefield. He allowed foment and
change; He allowed diversity of opinion. He brought politicians and the media in
to get their views. FM-100-5, the transformational document, published in 1982,
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didn’t come about until Starry had done a year and a half of briefings around

the world—never put anything to paper—2111 briefings, | think, Jim, if I’m not
wrong, or something like that. Not too long ago, he told me “What’s wrong with
JFCOM? They’re too quick to write!” Because as soon as you put something on
paper, it becomes a Talmudic exercise. It’s all happy to glad; it’s line in and line
out—it’s the old 2023 stuff that all of us dealt with when we were junior officers.
You know, “Don’t tell me my concept is wrong! It’s in the document!” So you
have the Pharisees setting up in the temple, grinding through these incredible
turgid tomes to believe in it and to make it better. That’s not change—that’s intel-
lectual and institutional ossification.

The problem with the one Big Idea—be careful with this, because pretty soon,
the Big Idea becomes a litmus test for truth, and the idea, if you want to succeed,
is to support the idea; if you want to fail, then you tilt against the windmill. And
what if the Big Idea is wrong? Or what if it’s irrelevant? Or what if it’s periph-
eral to the problem—netcentric warfare? Or what if the enemy has the ability to
develop a Big Idea faster than you can refine the one you have? You lose the war.
Be careful of the moniker and the bumper sticker—be careful of net this and net
that. | wrote a piece a few months ago called, “Culture-Centric Warfare.” 1 told
my editor, “Look, if I don’t put centric on something, you guys won’t publish it.”

A national strategy that determines priorities. Political leadership usually gets
it wrong, or they get it right for the wrong reasons. When you have doctrine
that comes down from the oracle of Delphi, you must automatically assume that
it’s wrong, because it’s driven by motives other than an enemy—it’s driven by
political motives, or motives that relate to the field of international diplomacy. No
visionary can overcome wrong-headed strategy—this is the French example.

Reform is often impeded by Metal—one of the reasons the French failed to
adapt is that they had billions invested in legacy material. So the temptation is to
rearrange the deck chairs instead of starting over—simply because of the invest-
ments. At Camp Mihiel in 1932, the French were still using 75mm horse-drawn
howitzers, and they were still using Renault F1 tanks. Why? Because they had
so many of them! You take what you have and you make it better; you find ways
to adapt, using what you have already, because you’ve already made this huge
investment.

The mundane—most of what soldiers do is incredibly mundane, and routine.
We are, at our heart and souls, bureaucrats, and most of our time is taken up with
process—that’s just who we are. Rarely do we have occasions like this, where we
can step back and do second-order analysis and synthesis, and think about the fu-
ture. Our OER (Officer Evaluation Report) is written about how we do practical
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things—how we get chow, and ammunition to the guns. We ask: “How did you
do at the National Training Center (NTC)?” not “Do we need NTC.”

The problem with process is that pretty soon, when you get to the right of my
chart, doctrine looks like a huge sausage machine. When you’re in the process of
doing process, all you’re doing is turning a crank and turning raw meat into ham-
burger. Step back a little, and think about what you’re doing. Are the assumptions
that go into that sausage machine correct?

Inclusion—uvery dangerous in our military today. Remember the great story
about von Manstein trying to build armored divisions, and all the Western Front
veterans contended that every division needed an armored car? Let’s give tanks
to every division. It took an enormous strength of will for von Manstein and oth-
ers to say, “No, no, no, no. We’re going to put our armored formations at the tip
of the spear, because that’s the essence of operational maneuver.

This problem is made particularly difficult today because of our obsession with
jointness. Jointness is, by its very nature, a source of friction in forward think-
ing, because everybody has to have a piece of the action. Why do we put a “J” in
front of all of our headquarters? Well, because we have to be joint. Actually, we
don’t. There’s very little “joint” about IRAQI FREEDOM—it’s 95 percent Army
and Marine Corps. It’s got everything to do with winning the war on the ground.
The enemy has ceded us the global commons. We own space, the air, and the sea.

A great article, by the way, by Barry Posen in the MIT Review called, “The
Command of the Commons.” Barry Posen gets it, that this obsession with joint-
ness, the obsession with inclusion, this idea of all doctrine development must
be collegial; everybody has to be brought along until everybody’s happy. That’s
insidious.

So what do you need to succeed? | think, first of all, you have to begin with a
realistic image of future war. Not what’s going to happen after IRAQI FREE-
DOM, but what’s war going to look like in 2020 or 2025? How are we going to
view warfare in the future? This is this idea of leap-ahead, the left part of my
chart.

Second, you need a catalyst for reform. Normally, it’s a person. You need a
Donn Starry. You need someone who has the unique skills, not so much as a
visionary—Donn Starry will tell you that he was not a visionary; what he was,
was an individual who knew how to move an institution forward. He knew how
to manipulate the elements of change in order to get the most from the process.

Third, as | said before, you’ve got to experiment. Experiment in minute incre-
ments. Experiment over, and over, and over again. You might have a grand event,
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but it needs to be cheap, it needs to be repetitive, it needs to be distributed, and
it needs to be run by captains and majors and maybe lieutenant colonels—not by
generals and heads-of-state. That’s how change occurs.

You’ve got to create in this process, over time, a common cultural bias, and
that’s the genius of Donn Starry. His idea was, through his collegial style of
leadership, to buy consensus. You know, Starry once said “Doctrine isn’t doctrine

Figure 2

until 51 percent of the Army believes in it.” | would argue that doctrine isn’t
doctrine until 51 percent of the American military believes in it.

Finally, and most importantly, we have to have uninterrupted support from the
top, because if you get a break, as the British did between 1931 and 1935, when
the Chief of the Imperial General Staff shut down experimentation and that the
British Army was forced back to their colonial roots. It has to be uninterrupted
and it has to be continuous; otherwise, you’ll fail.

Now everybody in the back of the room is saying, “Okay, smart ass. If you’re so
wise on how to look at the future, what do you think about this war? Let me give
you a list (Figure 2)

Obviously, secure areas of populations. | think one of the greatest transforma-
tional ah-ha’s that comes out of this war is the rediscovery of the value of the
tactical fight. Remember I told you, don’t be too quick to the tactical? But there’s
science that goes into the tactical fight, and the enemy has pulled us down to the
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tactical level. You could almost argue that he has removed the operational level
of war, and the tactical fight has become increasingly more important for deter-
mining strategic consequences. Shoot an Italian journalist at a checkpoint, and it
changes the strategic context of the war.

I think you have to have a military force that can transition seamlessly across
the levels of war. You cannot allow a vacuum to occur. Collapsing an enemy’s
will is always transitory—when he’s down, you have to keep him down. You
cannot allow a military vacuum to occur; if you do, it leads to a political vacuum,
and it gives the enemy an opportunity.

Clearly, fight effectively in other dimensions. Know the enemy better than he
knows us. It’s not enough just to know the enemy; you must have an intellectual
OODA Loop that’s tightened, such that the process of knowing the enemy and
adapting to the way he fights has got to be tied into the way the enemy adapts to
us. It’s all about intelligence, but it’s intelligence of a different sort.

Fight in complex situations. | think this is the lesson of Panama and Afghanistan
that is being subsumed by events in DESERT STORM and IRAQI FREEDOM.
Operational maneuver from strategic distances, and the ability to not only maneu-
ver great distances, but arrive ready to fight. One of the things that didn’t seem to
hit the public consciousness, at least in the media—was the march of the Stryker
Brigade from Fallujah to Kut. | woke up one morning and “This is huge! This is
enormous! Does anybody get it?” Everybody looked at me like, you know, “Well,
that’s very interesting; so we had a bunch of armored cars drive up the high-
way.” No, no, no, no. This is operational maneuver of a completely different sort,
something that Huba and I have been talking about for almost 15 years. It was an
enormous distance, 400 kilometers, they rehearsed on the move, and deployed
once they arrived.

Adapt faster than the enemy, and protect soldiers. You know, that used to be
number one. We’re away from protecting soldiers as job one, but we still are an
army whose vulnerable center of gravity is dead soldiers. 9/11 changed the con-
text—it raised the bar—but people are still counting.

We must kill with immediacy and discretion. Immediacy—we’re still too slow
in how we kill, and we’re still relatively indiscriminate. We need to be able to kill
someone on the other side of the wall, rather than dropping a building in Fallujah,
and we need to do it within seconds and not minutes. The Air Force is very proud
of the fact that their reaction time for close air support has gone from an hour and
15 minutes in Korea, down to about 20 to 25 minutes now—that’s still too long.
It should be two minutes, not 20 to 25 minutes, in this type of war.

19



Command while moving widely distributed units. I get this from Scott Wal-
lace—he’s absolutely right. That’s the genius of the American method of com-
mand and control. Wallace broke ground in his command of V corps in the
kinetic phase of this war by being able to do that, and probably the first corps
commander since Rommel able to make that happen.

Control time. It’s all about time. Time is our enemy, and our enemy’s friend.
Ultimately, if we can’t regain the control of the clock, we cannot regain the op-
erational initiative. Right now, the operational initiative, | would argue, is in the
hands of the enemy. Again, operational maneuver from strategic distance, going
long distances. Why is it important? Because the enemy has chosen to take us on
in the hidden places, in the far corners of America’s regions of influence, and he
is the one who determines where the battle is being fought, not us.

Let me just end with a quick thought. When we finally opened the Soviet ar-
chives, in the late “‘80s and early ‘90s, we suddenly realized, to our great amaze-
ment, that we were driving the train, which is why Star Wars was so successful.
The Soviets had this enormous envy of us, and much of what they followed was a
trail behind those innovations and changes that we made in the ‘80s and “90s, and
we didn’t even know it. An enormous amount of intellectual envy that went on.
So the Cold War was, in many ways, a Blue-driven condition.

What happened after 9/11, | would argue, is that it shifted to the other way—
we’re now living in a world that’s driven by Red. Osama bin Laden doesn’t care
about joint doctrine. He controls the clock, he’s driving change, he’s adapted very
quickly, and he really doesn’t care about any of our structures, about mimicking
anything that we do whatsoever.

So what does that mean—for you? What it means, is the onus for adaptation—
for increasing the pace of adaptation—is on you, not on him. Until we’re able to
do that, until we’re able to cast forward and get away from the practical present
and think of the theoretical future, we’ll never be able to close that gap.

What are your questions?
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Day 1, Session 1 Question and Answers

Audience Member:
Inaudible

MG Scales:

I think one of the equities that Mike Hagee has embraced is to actually start

at the squad. This is something that Van Riper and Mattis and Hagee all have
embraced—changing the nature—it’s almost as if we’re changing it from two dif-
ferent dimensions and moving towards the middle—and | don’t think that’s bad; |
think that’s healthy.

So, does the Marine Corps think at the tactical level? Yes. Why? It’s their
history. Is that important? Absolutely. But what’s missing, | think—I would offer
to you humbly—is a lack of intellectual convergence between the three of us, and
there are really three of us: Special Operating Forces (SOF), the Army, and the
Marine Corps—this is the ground warfare family, what the Chief of Staff calls
the “new Triad.” We don’t do a good job sharing to the degree that we should.
We oftentimes operate in isolation at the higher levels, when we have to build a
single view, if you will.

What we see here, at the tactical level, is a practical convergence between
all three entities—Special Ops, the Marines and the Army, increasingly, on the
ground look very much the same. It’s how they fight. The truth is, the enemy
is pulling us and converging us together. This process of convergence is going
on, on the battlefield right now. Look at Fallujah, and how it was fought—SOF,
heavy Army- and Marine-dismounted infantry, for the most part, is what went
down. But my fear is that we’ll come out of this war and we’ll snap back into our
old ways, and we won’t continue this process of convergence.

It’s kind of like the air forces in the Gulf War, or better yet, the air forces in
Vietnam. Remember they had two different route packages, because the Navy
and the Air Force could never fly over the same air space? Well, that all changed
during the Gulf War, and it sure as hell changed in IRAQI FREEDOM. | think
it’s a similar place where we are right now between us. | believe—I passionately
believe—that we are at about the DESERT STORM phase of getting it when it
comes to converging land power forces, and making them homogenous.

Does that mean that we get rid of the Army or get rid of the Marine Corps?
No, no, no. Culture counts. History counts. But it’s this similarity of method,
driven by the enemy, that has to be embraced. So, as we look to the future, and as
Jim Mattis begins to develop his new vision of war at the tactical level, we in the
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Army have to embrace it. As we begin to change our concepts of operational ma-
neuver from strategic distances, and strategic coup de main, and all of the things
that we’ve been writing about for years, the Marines need to embrace it. And to
some extent, | believe they are. Go ahead.

Audience Member:

Well, I would also suggest, looking at your list there, one of the things that
certainly I would suggest that happened in the aftermath of Vietnam also, and
in your talk, | think you were quite correct in describing the advent or AirLand
Battle was that the Army dropped counterinsurgents like a hot rock.

MG Scales:

Exactly! Exactly! That’s my point to you about convergence again. So, let’s say
we walk away from this war and two bad things happen: All the goodness that
we’ve learned from training the Iraqi Army, much as we learned from training
the Vietnamese Army, is forgotten and the lessons that the Marine Corps learned
about intimate street fighting—not about blowing up cities, but about door-to-
door fighting, all that’s lost. As we somehow try to snap back into a different way
of thinking of war at a higher level, that would be unfortunate. | would suggest
that, you (the Marine Corps) are the keeper of the keys at that level.

To me, | think if there’s one skill that we carry forward from both the Army and
the Marine Corps, that becomes a supreme equity, not a disadvantage, as we look
to the future.

Audience Member:
Well, but what you’re really talking about is just the connect. | mean with coun-
terinsurgents, there’s so much more than that.

MG Scales:
Absolutely.

Audience Member:
I mean knowing about power grids, and trash disposal, and all this other stuff—

MG Scales:

That’s all important. | absolutely got that. And 1I’m not just talking about kinetic,
but you know, if you don’t build a secure environment, you go out and try to
collect the trash and somebody puts a bullet in your head. So it’s not one or the
other.
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Audience Member:
No, but you know, one needs to—too often, though, we have ignored one at the
expense of the other.

MG Scales:

You’re absolutely right. No question about it. | absolutely agree with you. But
I would suggest to you that as you march into the future, we cannot allow that
divergence to occur, once this war is over, because the goodness needs to be
preserved.

Audience Member:
How do we control time with an enemy that has no sense of time?

MG Scales:

Great question. The question is “How do we control time with an enemy that

has no sense of time”? And the answer, | would argue, respectfully sir, is they
do have a sense of time. The only difference is that counterinsurgency, if you’re
engaged in counterinsurgency, the time you measure is oftentimes in years, if not
decades.

But you still have to control the clock. I mean, just because the clock ticks slower
doesn’t mean that you can’t control it, or manage it, or manipulate it. You can do
that in all three levels of war in a counterinsurgency. To sit back and do noth-
ing, and to follow a trail with the actions of the enemy in a counterinsurgency,

is counterproductive. The British learned that in Malaya. One of the reasons
why the British managed to bring that to a successful conclusion is that they
controlled events; they controlled time. They regained control of the time; they
wrested it away from the enemy. Now, it took time, but instead of the insurgency
lasting until today, they managed to suppress it in about a decade, which is light-
ning speed in terms of what goes on in insurgency. But it ultimately came down
to that.

There’s also a military dimension in terms of controlling time at the tactical level.
Ultimately, counterinsurgency at the kinetic phase, to use the doctor’s phrase
over here, comes down to very small unit fights, conducted in very tight confines
and done very quickly and very brutally. That’s also an important aspect of con-
trolling time, because killing the enemy is still important in a counterinsurgency,
I will submit to you, and doing it efficiently—and doing it quickly—is an impor-
tant element.

But, having said that, clearly, an insurgency is not like a kinetic war—it does take
time. In fact, | would argue, controlling the clock in an insurgency is even more
important, because in many ways, the only advantage the enemy has in an insur-
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gency is time. The only major advantage. He doesn’t have technology; he doesn’t
have much else. What he’s got is patience, and a willingness to die. So that is
something that needs to be controlled—it’s still important. But you’re right—pa-
tience. And we Americans tend to be very impatient.

Audience Member:

John Lynn, University of Illinois. Loved your talk very much. But it seems to
me there is one big obstacle in this whole thing, and that is, to the extent that the
military is conceiving as the ideas, the military is going to see itself as the an-
swer, and we may be in a struggle in which the military is part of the answer, but
maybe a much smaller part than the military’s comfortable with. 1’d like to have
your reaction to that.

MG Scales:

Oh, you’re absolutely right. | guess, John, the only excuse | can give to you is

to consider the audience. [Laughter] That’s not why | was brought here to talk
about, but you’re absolutely right. I mean, we all know that wars are —like
Clausewitz, again—political events, and that war is a means to an end rather
than an end in itself. Particularly in this war. This war’s not going to end with a
military victory; it’s going to end with some sort of political solution. Absolutely
right.

Audience Member:

Yes. Except, the thing is, it looks like violence—it is violence—and I’m only too
happy to call it war. It’s just that the way to deal with it most effectively is a spec-
trum of intelligence and uses of violence, in which you’re almost admitting that
something’s gone horribly wrong if you’re committing maneuver units to doing
something like this.

MG Scales:

Oh, okay. On that one, | disagree with you about—because—this is Colin Gray
again, one of my mentors. He once said to me, he said, “You need to understand,
it’s all about war. It’s about war at different levels, and different intensities. It’s
all about war.” Because, you know, the default position in regions like Bosnia is
conflict. Now, how you manage it, and the elements of power that you apply to
managing it—one of which, of course, is the kinetic military side—it’s the bal-
ance, and that’s important. But it’s all about conflict. | mean, Bosnia, even today,
is a conflict that’s just moving at a very, very, slow pace and it’s almost as if the
military becomes—to use the doctor’s point over here—becomes a sort of rheo-
stat, and a way to move the level of violence up or down, to allow other things to
happen.
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But one of the things to take away, as | get from all my wonderful media friends,
who try to convince me that it’s all about building schools, is, you know what? If
you build a school and the guys go in and blow it to bits the next day and kill all
the students, it’s not about schools. It’s about managing violence. It’s about that
rheostat that needs to be moved up and down. What bothers the Iragis today? A
lack of democracy, a lack of electricity, or a lack of security? Kind of all, but the
one that’s most important to them is security. So | hear what you’re saying, and

I understand that wars follow the spectrum, everything from low-lying insurgen-
cies all the way up to thermonuclear war. And in the essence of transformation,
we need to build a military that’s able to move seamlessly back and forth across
them, not only from war to war, but within wars. That’s a lesson from Vietnam.
But ultimately, 1 would respectfully submit to you, sir, that it’s still about conflict,
and it’s still about security.

Well, ladies and gentlemen, thank you very much. | enjoyed talking to
you. [Applause]
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Army Transformations Past and Present
Brigadier General (Retired) John Brown - Center of Military History

I would like to talk about transformation, and maybe making a distinction in
the terms change, modernization, and transformation.

I’m thoroughly in agreement with General Scales on at least one issue: Trans-
formation has a lot more to do with than just technology. If you deal with the
technology and advance the technology, well, then, of course, that’s moderniza-
tion.

But we have our transformation at points in time where not only do you have
technological advance, but also you have some kind of an appreciable change in
the strategic circumstances, and you have some kind of complementary socioeco-
nomic change that changes both your organization and perhaps even the nature
and reasons for the wars you fight.

I would argue that in the past hundred or so years, we have actually trans-
formed only a discrete series of times. | think we have changed always; we have
modernized often. But we’ve only transformed about seven times. What | want
to do is briefly talk to you about each of those transformations, to underscore the
point that technology alone did not drive the change.

From frontier to empire, it is true that around the turn of the century, we had
such technological advances as smokeless powder and breech loading guns that
were generally available. But what really had caused us to change was that the
frontier had closed—America had become a seamless nation from one end of the
continent to another, following about 1890. The future of our economic advance
would not be by the virtue of further agricultural areas brought under cultivation;
it would be by the virtue of commercial and industrial enterprises.

Our strategic setting dramatically changed in 1898 when, as an outgrowth of
this change, we ended up owning colonies around the world and having commer-
cial interests that we felt obligated to protect.

The Army that we developed was very different than the Frontier Army that
had existed for a hundred years. It was an army for empire—it consisted of units
and soldiers who rotated overseas for extended periods. It included garrisons in
Panama and the Philippines that were different than anything we’d done before,
and it included large infusions of native troops—colonial troops, if you will; the
Philippine Constabulary being perhaps the most famous and most successful.

The next great change was from empire to expeditionary force when we
intervened in World War | in Europe. Now, it was true that at that time, there was
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technological change by the virtue of the general introduction of the machine
gun, or artillery that was able to fire from distributed locations and mass fire on
single points on the battlefield. But what really drove the change more than that
was the strategic setting had changed. We were now forced to fight a world class
adversary who was at least our peer, if not our superior with respect to the means
of modern warfare, and so we had to commit ourselves to war on a mass scale
that we had not seen, at least certainly, since our own Civil War.

The socioeconomic change that accompanied the period was the absorption at
the time of huge waves of immigrants into our social fabric that had been over
the last 20 years arriving by the virtue of the radically enhanced means of com-
munication across the Atlantic, and the change in the ethnic nature of our popula-
tion. Additionally in what some call the first phase of globalization—the con-
struction of a global economy that brought us into the European war in the first
place—we couldn’t let Britain and France lose, because they owed us too much
money.

The American Expeditionary Force that fought World War | was a very dif-
ferent army than we’d ever had before—it was mass and constricted, but it was
also ethnically integrated; not yet racially integrated, but ethnically integrated. It
was part of an expression of the changing culture of the times that caused every
American citizen to have the obligation of service, and the Army to have the
expectation that it would be drafting large numbers of men from diverse back-
grounds, and pulling them all together into effective units.

Immediately after World War I, we transformed to hemispheric defense—that
was a change in our strategic setting. We decided that it was a mistake to have
intervened overseas. We did not appreciate or enjoy the experience of fighting in
World War | with the trenches; we were disillusioned with the behavior of our al-
lies, and we thought we would close ourselves within our hemisphere and protect
it.

The technology that allowed us to be confident in doing that, were some very
radical advances in post artillery, a Navy that was second to none, and an Air
Force that was probably at least second or third with respect to effectiveness in
the world, but considerably advanced. The Army, on the other hand, was very
modest, very small, but with a large mobilization base.

The socioeconomic change of the time was one wherein the culture itself rein-
forced a notion of distance from the United States—the Roaring Twenties—you
know, the flappers—the dismissing of the external cares of the world, and the
desire to kind of make our own way on our own continent, and everybody else
leave us alone.
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Now, one thing 1’d say that plays here is that it’s often said that the United
States Army was unprepared for war in the “20s and *30s, that we just kind of
had lost our military capability and our military outlook. I would argue that that’s
just not true, that we were actually very well prepared for the war that we were
anticipating, which is to say a war that involved hemispheric defense. | can’t
imagine a better configuration for us to defend the hemisphere than the one that
we deployed, given the expense that we were willing to invest.

The problem was not that our great grandfathers were unprepared for war; it
was that they were unprepared for the war that they were actually called upon
to fight. They fought a different war than the one that they had been prepared to
fight. That underscores yet another thing that General Scales was commenting on
— making sure that your vision of the future hopefully corresponds to the future
you actually experience.

The Army that we raised at the time was ideal for its purpose— mobilizing to
defend its continent, and garrisoning a very few strategic points overseas that we
considered a requirement to defend.

Now, of course, the war we got into was not the defense of the hemisphere.
The war we got into was huge expeditions across the Atlantic and Pacific, in
order to bring down an adversary who was, once again, certainly our peer, with
respect to military capability.

Now, the technological advances that accompanied that march to war include
the Blitzkrieg, that was so ably described by General Scales a little earlier, the
wedding of the armored vehicle and the plain and the adaptation of the German
techniques of battlefield performance on an even larger, more pervasive scale
than the Germans had been capable of achieving.

But | would argue that those technological advances were not as important
as the socioeconomic change that accompanied this new Army that was going
into battle. The new Army that was going into battle was the product, in part, of
the Great Depression, and, in part, of that huge collapse of the economic system
within the United States that resulted in a huge intervention of the federal govern-
ment into all aspects of national life.

Whatever the Civil War did to kind of set states’ rights down a notch in the
perception of the American people, the Great Depression and the New Deal
wiped away the notion that the states were in any way competitive with the
federal government as the way in which society would be organized and run, and
that the big operations would continue.

So the New Deal, the Great Depression, the radical expansion of federal pre-
rogatives caused the United States to be organized as a centralized government
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capable of mobilizing national resources in a way that it never had been before.
With these capabilities it went into this new strategic setting that was global war.

The Army that fought World War Il very much reflected this massive industrial
mobilization capability, wherein the whole society went to war—every industry,
every factory, every resource, every man, every woman, every child. Of course,
that was capitalized on with 12 million folks in uniforms, huge expenditures with
respect to the financial background, and an unparalleled, almost breath-taking
industrial performance.

Coming out of World War |1, you had the first change out of all of them that |
believe was driven by technology—the shift to an Army wherein which nuclear
weapons were an expectation with respect to your strategic response. Because we
had the nuclear weapon and nobody else did, it was very clear that land warfare
was a thing of the past—we weren’t going to have to worry about competition
with peer adversaries in ground combat—and we adapted a constabulary pos-
ture overseas, because all the Army was going to be doing was policing up the
fragments that would be left, if anybody else at some other time were so reckless
as to compete with the United States of America, which was the world’s sole
nuclear power.

Collaterally, at that time, the socioeconomic change that was going on that we
would see bear fruit later was that, in the aftermath of World War 11, the rhetoric
that we had mobilized with respect to human rights began to resonate within our
own consciousness, as we began racial integration that would be the parallel to
the ethnic integration that had already occurred in World War I.

The Army that existed for a very brief period of time in this golden moment of
us being the sole nuclear power was a constabulary. It was very good at what it
did, which was to say police Germany and Japan. It was incapable of responding
to the Next Big Threat, which is to say, the attack of the North Koreans, daring
us to nuke ‘em, given the fact that the Russians had acquired the nuclear weapon
(atomic bomb) about a year and a half before they attacked.

That carried us to a different paradigm—to the Cold War. Here, the strategic
setting was appreciably different than anything we’d ever experienced before. We
were now going to man the ramparts—we were going to contain communism,
and we were going to do that by the virtue of a continuous commitment to large
forces deployed overseas, up front, in the face of the enemy, prepared to compete
at any level across the fullness of the strategic spectrum.

That strategic setting drove all else. With respect to technological advance, we
introduce a helicopter and we upgraded and consistently remechanized our forc-
es. But that equipment modernization, less the helicopter, involved improvements

30



to equipment that had already proven itself in our hands in combat in World War
Il and Korea.

The socioeconomic change that accompanied the course of the Cold War of
course included gender integration and a deepening of what we call “The Many
Colors of Benetton.” The notion that we were all a big family and that it was not
only our own American character that was going to be tested in the course of
our wars and our confrontations, but that you were going to have huge alliance
structures that were going to involve virtually all of the world’s free peoples, and
you were going to add more and more allies all the time, as more and more of our
neighbors embraced democracy.

The Cold War Army was unique in our history. It was a continuous-standing,
long-term force, that was continuously modernizing. The Army didn’t change,
but the equipment changed that was in the Army’s hands, and you had one tank
replace another tank which replaced another tank; you had one artillery piece re-
place another artillery piece replace another artillery piece. So it was this perma-
nent mobilization and permanent modernization that was the character.

Now, General Scales did argue that there was transformation to and from the
Pentomic Division, to and from the Army that fought the Vietnam War, with the
introduction of the helicopter. | agree that those were changes; I’m inclined not
to characterize them as transformational. | would say that the Army that marched
out of Europe in the “90s was identifiably the same as the Army that marched into
Europe in the ‘50s—about the same organization, about the same mind-set, about
the same expectation of how it was supposed to perform in combat—a slight dif-
ference in the equipment that was available.

Now, obviously, we need to be thinking about what’s next. | would say that if
you believe that we’re positioned for another transformation—and | believe that
we are, and | believe the reason is not because technology has advanced, al-
though it has—I think the reason we’re facing another transformation is because
we have once again experienced simultaneously a change in our strategic setting,
a change in our technology, and a socioeconomic change. The strategic setting, of
course, is that we no longer have a single adversary, and as a matter of fact, all of
the potential peer adversaries are happily buying into the global economic order
that causes all of us to kind of behave by the same rule set.

So it’s a bit hard to envision fighting the Russians, or the Chinese, or the Indi-
ans if all of them adhere to the same rules you do, and are as interested as you are
in globalization, global advance, getting their products sold. The dangers to our
world, the dangers to our system, originate not in our new peers in the globalized
economy; it’s from those folks in the regions that have not yet bought in, and
remain turbulent, chaotic, and hostile.
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Technological advance is obviously based on the microchip, whether it’s in
precision-guided munitions or in the control of information. There are two types
of socioeconomic changes that | would say matters most to us. One is the global-
ization that | described, and by the way, some theorists would say we’re in kind
of a fourth phase of globalization, and this one is driven by the pervasive Internet
technology that’s kind of sweeping away so many of the national differences that
previously existed. The other socioeconomic change is the brain of both our own
country, our former allies, and our former adversaries—that you’ve got this huge
population demographic where the population growth has slowed down almost
to a standstill amongst folks who formerly were our rivals, and yet is running, as
yet, unchecked in the Third World, wherein which so much of our trouble lies.

That concludes my presentation. In conclusion, | just wanted to give you a
quick overview of, where our Army transformations have occurred in the past,
to lay out some conceptual ideas, and some definitional terms we may be able
to draw on later, as we ascertain whether the changes that we are speaking to
represent change, or represent modernization, or whether they truly do represent
transformation.

I’d also say that the issue of whether or not we should transform during war-
time, there’s no better time to transform, because it’s during wartime that you
have in fact the resources and the manpower and the public attention to accom-
plish the changes that you need to accomplish. That’s not just me talking; that’s
General Schoomaker’s personal philosophy, that there’s no better time to trans-
form the Army than now. It would be a bad idea to defer transformation until the
fighting’s over, with the expectation that Congress would continue to give you
the money to transform at some later point in time, because it seems like a good
idea.
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Army Organizational Changes—The New Modular Army

Ned Bedessem—Center of Military History

I’m going to talk about the Army Modular Force, and how CMH has partici-
pated in the designation of its units. I’ll start with a brief description of the Mod-
ular Force. Through modularity, the Army intends to create a force that is more
powerful, more readily adaptable to any contingency and more readily deploy-
able. Of course, well before 9/11, the Army recognized the need to restructure its
forces, to achieve a better balance of firepower and deployability, and had already
begun the process. The Global War on Terrorism has increased that urgency.

The Army of the past, designed around the division as the principal fighting
command, was routinely broken up into Brigade Combat Teams for deployments.
Modularity recognizes this and seeks to formalize and optimize the Brigade
Combat Team as the Army’s new primary building block. The new BCTs are
smaller, allowing a greater number to be organized without a major increase
in end-strength. The modular redesign will also increase the number of regular
Army brigades from 33 to at least 43. This will reduce the deployment tempo of
each brigade, and increase available training time.

Prior to modularity, the Army consisted of a wide variety of very diverse units.
Even divisions had evolved so that each had a nearly unique organization. This
hindered the ability to quickly organize a force package tailored to the needs
of the combatant commander. As the name implies, the Army Modular Force
consists of standardized units that can be readily exchanged with each other as
required. They’re self-contained and organized to provide the full range of mis-
sion capabilities. This will allow the Army to rapidly create and deploy a force
custom-designed for any contingency, using uniform building blocks with clearly
recognized capabilities.

Another key to modularity is that the traditional functions of the Army Service
Component Command—corps, division, and brigade—are reallocated among the
new modular commands. There will no longer be a fixed hierarchy among com-
mand echelons. They will be organized more along functional lines, with some
overlap in their abilities.

Only those echelons required by the specific contingency will be used, and
other echelons can be easily skipped when they aren’t needed. So the combatant
commander will get exactly the structure he needs for the mission at hand.

During the period that the new designs were being developed, a new set of
terms was created to help separate unit functions from the unit designations that
traditionally perform those functions, as Dr. Stewart pointed out. It was this at-
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tempt to break the old mind-set that gave us the terms Unit of Employment (UE)
and Unit of Action (UA). The fact that new terminology was needed to help make
this conceptual break demonstrates the power of unit designations, and shows
that names really do mean something.

Although the terms UE and UA are helpful for their purpose, they’ve always
been intended as temporary aids to thought and discussion. They were never
intended to be permanent names for units. The Army staff has been clear in its
intent to replace these terms with real, recognizable unit designations in the final
designation plan, and in fact, their replacement has already begun, as I’ll discuss
later.

There are two main types of Units of Employment—the UEX and the UEy.
The UEy functions as a theater-level command; it’s geographically focused in a
line with the regional combatant command. It combines the traditional adminis-
trative functions formerly associated with armies and corps.

In addition, the UEy has embedded joint capabilities, so it can operate as a
Joint Force Land Component Command, or JFLCC headquarters, or with the
Joint Task Force Headquarters itself. The UEX is the principal Army Forces Op-
erational Headquarters in the Modular Force. The UEX can also function as a JTF
(Joint Task Force) or JFLCC headquarters, with minor augmentation.

It conducts operations through command of subordinate maneuver and support
brigades, combining many of the operational functions of the old corps and divi-
sion.

In garrison, the UEX also has training and readiness responsibilities for maneu-
ver and support brigades. However, the brigades are not organic elements of the
UEX. It’ll deploy with whatever brigades are ready in the force generation cycle,
regardless of the patch or the home stations of those brigades.

There are two types of UEx—the operational UEXx with the three-star com-
mander, and the tactical UEx with the two-star commander. They’re organized
and employed very similarly, but the operational UEx can be more quickly ap-
plied in certain joint and multinational contingencies, where a three-star com-
mand is called for.

Now the Units of Action. There are a variety of Units of Action which are
brigade-sized units and are the basic building blocks of the Army Modular Force.
Some are maneuver UAs, or Brigade Combat Teams (BCTs). There are three
types—infantry, heavy, and Stryker BCTs. Others are support brigades. I’ll de-
scribe the BCTSs first.
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The Brigade Combat Teams are designed to incorporate as organic elements
the assets that used to be controlled and distributed by the division. By formally
organizing the BCTs with the structure and assets they’ll fight with, they’re also
trained and resourced according to that structure.

Figure 1

The infantry BCT (Figure 1) consists of two infantry battalions, each with
three rifle companies and a weapons company, a reconnaissance, surveillance and
target acquisition, or RSTA squadron, with two motorized recon troops and one
dismounted recon troop; a fires battalion with a target acquisition platoon and
two firing batteries of towed 105mm guns; a support battalion with distribution,
maintenance, and medical companies and four forward support companies, one
for each infantry, RSTA, and Field Artillery (FA) battalion; and a special troops
battalion, which includes the brigade headquarters company and many of the
assets previously controlled at the division level, including engineer, signal and
military intelligence companies, and military police and chemical platoons.

So you can see how a BCT is a permanently structured, self-contained, com-
bined arms team. We used to have to task-organize to get all these functions to-
gether in a Brigade Combat Team; now, it’ll be permanently organized that way.
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Figure 2

The heavy BCT (Figure 2) consists of two combined arms maneuver battal-
ions, each with two mechanized infantry companies, two tank companies, and an
engineer company; an armed reconnaissance squadron with three mounted recon
troops; a fires battalion with a target acquisition platoon and two batteries of self-
propelled 155mm guns; a support battalion with maintenance, distribution, and
medical companies, and four forward support companies for the combined arms,
ARS and FA battalions; and a special troops battalion with the brigade headquar-
ters company, the signal company, and military intelligence company.

The third type of maneuver brigade is the Stryker Brigade; it’s included as a
Modular Force BCT, but it’s really a holdover from the initiative begun prior to
modularity, and it’s organized very differently from the heavy and the infantry
brigades. Dr. Charlston will be addressing the Strykers in his presentation, and
I’m going to leave that to him.

There are also five types of support brigade Units of Action (Figure 3). Multi-
functional aviation brigades provide tactical aviation, including reconnaissance,
attack, assault and lift, and MedEvac. Fires brigades provide artillery and other
fire support. Battlefield surveillance brigades provide reconnaissance surveil-
lance, target acquisition, and intelligence operations. Sustaining brigades control
support and sustainment operations. And maneuver enhancement brigades are
designed to provide protection for the force and preserve its freedom of action.
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Figure 3

Of these support brigades, only the aviation brigade has a fixed structure. The
other types are designed as fixed headquarters, to which subordinate elements are
assigned or attached as needed, from an Army-wide pool of available units.

Upon deployment, the composition of these brigades is determined by the mis-
sion requirements. You can see how the support brigades are organized here.

I can’t detail them all, but | would like to point out the maneuver enhance-
ment brigade’s assets, because it’s particularly interesting. It combines the fixed
headquarters, signal company, and support battalion, with assigned and attached
engineers, military police, chemical, air defense, ordinance disposal, and civil
affairs. It can also provide operational control of maneuver elements when re-
quired, but its focus is on the protection of the force’s ability to maneuver. This
is the first time the army has formally structured an organization to focus on this
mix of functions, and this kind of functional alignment is one of the hallmarks of
modularity.

In addition to these support brigades, there will be a variety of additional sup-
port units at the UEy level, to provide and augment the pools that these brigades
draw their units from.

Now I’d like to discuss the Center of Military History’s (CMH) involvement
in designating the Modular Force Units. Because unit designations create a link
between current force structure and the lineage and honors of historic units, it’s
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the responsibility of CMH, and the Center’s Force Structure and Unit History
Branch in particular, to provide unit designations throughout the Army.

In February 2004, TRADOC's Task Force Modularity contacted the CMH to
say they had reached a point in their work where it was appropriate to look at
how the units would be officially designated, and they asked us to design some
options. From the huge array of possibilities, CMH developed some courses of
action that we felt would represent various directions that the Army staff might
choose to go, and that also were fully feasible to implement.

There were three primary goals, as we looked at these options: Preserve
historic units, limit turbulence, and reflect the new modular structure through the
unit designations. But if you think about it, you can’t really maximize all three of
those goals at the same time; to maximize in one area, you’ve got to be willing to
compromise in another. So the courses of action that we looked at tended toward
the various mixes of those three goals. In addition, we decided that the current
methods for designating units at the battalion level and below could still be ap-
plied to the modular forces, regardless of the designations used at brigade level
and above.

So in order to preserve regimental lineages, in each option, combat arms units
would continue to use the US Army regimental system designations, and non-
combat arms units would continue to use their traditional designation types. It
doesn’t mean that the units at the battalion level and below would retain their
current designations and specific designations; just that they would use the same
kinds of designations. For example, fires battalions would be designed as field
artillery; RSTA and ARS (Armed Reconnaissance Squadron) squadrons would be
designated as cavalry. The combined arms battalions and the heavy BCTs would
get one infantry and one armor, in order to preserve both infantry and armor regi-
ments.

Now I’ll describe some of the options CMH came up with for designating the
Modular Force. For example, if the primary goal was to limit the changes made
to the current designation structure, we could adapt the same designation patterns
the Army’s used essentially for the past 50 years, with minimal changes.

In such a course of action, the UEys could be designated as armies or corps,
the UEXs as divisions, and the maneuver BCTs as divisional brigades—1st
Brigade or 1st Infantry Division; that’s essentially what we do now. The benefits
of adapting this system to the Modular Force are that it’s the least disruptive to
implement, and would be easily recognized, due to its familiarity. The downside
is it doesn’t really communicate the depth of change taking place in the Army.
In fact, this minimum change option is the designation plan CMH was already
implementing as the 1st Divisions underwent the modular redesign. Because the
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Army was converting these divisions before the overall designation plan was
approved, we had to come up with some interim solutions to designate the units
as they were redesigned. We’d already been working with G3 on the 3d Infantry
Division redesign since December of 2003, so during 2004, we were designating
the converting divisions with interim designations, according to this minimum
change option, and at the same time, we were working toward a decision on the
Army staff’s desired long-term solution to modular designations

Another possible designation plan we looked at would be to return regimen-
tal headquarters to the force, and designate the UAs as regiments rather than
brigades. In this course of action, the UEys could be armies or corps, and the
UEXxs divisions. We characterized the UAs as hybrid regiments, because rather
than designate every organic element as part of the same regiment, only the two
maneuver battalions and the special troops battalion would share the regimental
designation. This was done to preserve the lineages of cavalry, field artillery,
and support units, that would otherwise be inactivated and subsumed under the
regimental designation. So the UAs end up looking more like regimental com-
bat teams than fixed regiments, under this option. The benefits of this option are
that it gives the UAs their own identity, and helps clarify the new relationships
in which the division does not own the subordinate echelons. At the same time,
it retains the current division lineages. One major disadvantage of this course of
action is the number of regiments that would have to be removed from the force,
since both maneuver battalions in each regiment would be from the same regi-
ment. In a brigade, you can perpetuate a different regiment with each battalion.
So approximately 25 percent of the current infantry and armor regiments would
be dropped from the force, in this regimental option. Other drawbacks are the
amount of reflagging required at the brigade level and below, and the degree to
which it focuses the UA designations on combat arms, despite the significant
number of CSS soldiers in the organization.

Yet another option we looked at was almost the opposite of the minimum
change option. It uses changes in designations as a way of underscoring the struc-
tural changes of modularity. In this course of action, the UEys could be armies,
the UEXxs designated as corps, and the maneuver UAs as brigades that perpetuate
either divisional headquarters or separate brigade lineages. For example, you’d
have the 1st Infantry Brigade wearing the big red one, or the 82d Airborne Bri-
gade wearing the All-American. The division echelon would drop from the force
in this option. Obviously, this is a radical option, but it strongly emphasizes the
new functional distinctions between the UEx and the UA, and clearly signals that
a major change has taken place in the Army. Also, because the currently active
divisions would only flag 10 of the 43 brigades, this option would allow the re-
turn to the force of many division and separate brigade lineages that are currently
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inactive, but are historically significant. The downside of this course of action

is the huge number of reflaggings involved, especially if you want to flag the
battalions under the UAs with designations that relate historically to the brigade
that they’re assigned to. You’d almost have to reflag the entire Army to make
this work, but when you were done, the designations would definitely match the
modular structure.

So those are the kinds of options that CMH was looking at. In the spring and
summer of 2004, General Brown briefed possible designation plans to a variety
of decision makers and interested parties on the Army staff and elsewhere. Inter-
est was routinely high and we got a lot of valuable input. In September 2004, an
initial brief was presented to General Schoomaker, who directed CMH to work
up charts with specific designations for all units down to the battalion level. He
also directed that a blue-ribbon panel of senior retired general officers be estab-
lished to review the options and provide him their thoughts.

The blue-ribbon panel was convened and briefed, and in January 2005, pro-
vided its recommendations to General Schoomaker. The panel recognized that
various options were feasible, but they strongly recommended following the
course of minimum change. They felt that the conditional designation methods
carried too much value, tradition, and meaning that would be lost under the other
options, and that changing the basic way Army units are designed is not neces-
sary to communicate the changes of modularity. They felt that since divisional
brigades are already being task-force organized, and serving under the command
of division headquarters other than their own, that the Army would quickly adapt
traditional designation methods to the new modular force. They also believed that
there were enough changes and stresses on an Army transforming during war-
time that a dramatic change in unit designations would be counterproductive and
distracting.

The Army staff ultimately agreed with these arguments. Based on the rec-
ommendation of the panel and the direction of the Vice Chief of Staff, CMH
presented a new series of briefings to General Schoomaker and the Army staff,
with variations on that minimum change option. The variations reflected input
from the staff principals. This recently resulted in a set of decisions by the Chief
of Staff regarding designations in the Army modular force. Not all the decisions
have been made and not all the decisions that have been made are ready to be
announced, but last week, the announcement was released regarding the regular
Army UExs and maneuver BCTs. | have a few copies of the transcript of that an-
nouncement that | can set out for anybody who’d like to read them, and it’s also
available, you can link to it from the Army home page.
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In the approved plan, the operational UExs will be designated as corps, the
tactical UExs will keep division headquarters designations, and most maneuver
BCTs will be designated as divisional brigades. There will be four brigades wear-
ing the patch of each division, plus four nondivisional brigade-size elements in
the regular Army. These designation decisions were linked to stationing deci-
sions, as you can see on the map. The chief decided to co-locate the brigades with
the division headquarters that they share patches with, to the extent possible. This
is to provide a cohesive focus for training, readiness, and force generation cycles,
and to give the brigades a sense of home base (Figure 4).

Figure 4

You can see on the map that the 2d Infantry Division in Korea and Fort Lewis
and the 25th Infantry Division in Alaska and Hawaii have a Pacific orientation,
with the current 172d Infantry Brigade in Alaska replaced by a brigade of the
25th. Other divisions are concentrated as follows: The 1st Armored Division of
Fort Bliss, 1st Cavalry Division of Fort Hood, the 1st Infantry Division of Fort
Riley, with a brigade at Fort Knox, the 3d ID at Fort Stewart, with a brigade at
Fort Benning, 4th ID at Fort Carson, the 10th Mountain Division at Fort Drum,
with a brigade at Fort Polk, 82d Airborne at Fort Bragg, and the 101st at Fort
Campbell.

The four nondivisional brigade-level units are the 173d Airborne Brigade in
Italy, the 2nd Cavalry Regiment in Germany, the 3d ACR at Fort Hood, and the
11th ACR at Fort Irwin, which is really a brigade minus.
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CMH is currently working with G3 action officers to establish a time line for
the unit reflaggings necessary to implement the Chief of Staff’s plan. We’re also
working with National Guard to align their designation with the Chief of Staff’s
decisions.

This is essentially where things stand today. Thank you.
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The Evolution of the Stryker Brigade—from Doctrine to Battlefield
Operations in Iraq

Dr. Jeff Charlston - Center of Military History

As Dr. Stewart mentioned, this is actually a summary of a pamphlet that is
currently under preparation at CMH, by myself and Lieutenant Colonel Mark
Reardon. That pairing was deliberate, to pair an academic background with a
combat arms officer. Actually, | am here giving the brief, focusing largely on
combat arms action with the Stryker.

The SBCT, the Stryker Brigade Combat Team, is the hallmark of General
Shinseki’s Transformation effort—capital T—and an interesting stage in the
development of the future force as the interim force—Ilinking the Army of a few
years ago with the Army we hope to field in the increasingly near future.

We have already heard from General Scales about doctrine driving technology.
We can see that quite clearly in the Stryker Brigade, as it was developed initially
with off-the-shelf technology, and what I’m going to do is walk you through very
quickly the history of the Stryker Brigade as it took the field, specifically, the first
Stryker Brigade, not the subsequent units.

Now, of course, being a historian, trying to draw the actual starting point for
any concept or idea is a challenge. We took a few points that are fairly substantial
in the development of the Stryker (Figure 1).

Figure 1
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The current Army transformation can really be traced back to Chief of Staff
Sullivan, with his efforts to adapt the post-Cold War Army to the emerging 21st
century, and the problems the Army experienced with Desert Shield. Specifically,
ground forces began arriving to execute Desert Shield very, very quickly. But it
took some months before the Army could actually assemble enough weight of
arms material, men in theater, to conduct Desert Storm.

Looking at this situation, General Sullivan launched the General Headquarters
Maneuvers, or the Modern Louisiana Maneuvers, to try to get the Army to begin
developing experimental concepts, doctrine, new ideas, new ways of approaching
the future. Very shortly thereafter, Secretary of Defense Les Aspin launched, of
course, the Bottom-Up Review, which called for a complete review of US mili-
tary strategy

These ideas really merged in the Army as Force XXI. It was to be, of course,
the Army of the near-term future to be fielded circa 2010, integrating advanced
information technology into current systems—upgrades of existing hardware.

Essentially, Force XXI digitized the existing or legacy force into an interim
force, and the Stryker Brigade has become the first unit of that interim force.

When General Reimer replaced General Sullivan, he took the next logical step,
looking beyond the Force XXI structure to the Army circa 2025, integrating not
only updated information technology, new business practices, new ways of man-
aging the Army, but new systems entirely. General Shinseki came into office as
Chief of Staff with this background in mind, took a good look at all these ideas,
which had been circulating in the Army for almost a decade at that point, and
decided it was time to move.

Now, the first speech of any new Chief of Staff at the AUSA Conference is
always worth hearing. General Shinseki’s speech in October 1999 was particu-
larly interesting in that he decided the Army was going to start moving and start
moving now. He established a number of clear-cut goals and directives. One of
the most challenging was that the Army would stand up a prototype unit of the
interim force, using off-the-shelf technology, and have it in place at Fort Lewis,
Washington, for the end of that year. To say that creating an entirely new brigade
within a year is a challenge is putting it somewhat conservatively.

General Shinseki also identified some specific features of this new brigade. It
would be medium weight. It would be able to bridge the light and heavy capa-
bilities gap, which had been a problem for Desert Storm/Desert Shield. It would
be based on off-the-shelf technology entirely, perhaps using a medium-weight
wheeled vehicle. The entire brigade would be developed with an eye to reducing
its logistical needs, to reducing its overall tooth-to-tail ratio, and to producing a
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full spectrum force, capable of executing any mission the Army might be re-
quired to perform.

The Army launched a very ambitious schedule to implement this directive.
Having established its plan to do so in slightly less than 60 days, the transforma-
tion would begin with a then-Bradley-equipped infantry brigade—3d Brigade, 2d
Infantry Division at Fort Lewis. The time line is up there, and was almost impos-
sible to meet (Figure 2).

Figure 2

This entire process saw doctrine and training and equipment developing hand
in hand, and occasionally getting ahead of itself in the process. For example, the
signature vehicle of the Stryker Brigade did not exist when the brigade officially
transformed—took on its new shape. It used surrogate vehicles, and not only
surrogate vehicles, but it hadn’t identified a single surrogate vehicle. At the same
time that some 35 contenders for the honor of becoming the unit’s new mount
were being assessed, the unit was employing a good number of those surrogate
vehicles in actual training—developing them, testing the doctrine.

To summarize this process quite rapidly, well, you can see, going here, March
2000, the reorganization officially begins, before the doctrine exists. Vehicles
are turned in; surrogate vehicles are adopted. The interim vehicle is not chosen
until near the end of that year—beyond the end of the fiscal year. The Stryker
Brigade Combat Team met General Shinseki’s deadline; it did exist by the end of
the fiscal year he initially launched it in, but it did not have any of the vehicles,
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it did not have any of the doctrine, it did not have any of the established train-
ing that would eventually extinguish that brigade. Despite that, the brigade made
extremely rapid progress.

The first airlift test, April 2001, began to certify one of its important abili-
ties—being able to deploy with C-130 airlift, tactically. MILLENNIUM CHAL-
LENGE, referred to earlier, was really the debut of the Stryker in a large-scale
test. It performed surprisingly well. One of the decisions that might have been,
in retrospect, a mistake for the Army happened in 2002. The vehicle had been
selected, and by 27 February ‘02, that vehicle did have a name: Stryker. The
brigade had become synonymous with the vehicle; the hardware was defining the
brigade, in many minds, and by 1 July ‘02, the brigade was officially labeled the
Stryker Brigade—after its signature vehicle. It’s important to note—and always
remember—when discussing one of these brigades, that the brigade is not the
vehicle.

Figure 3

What are the core characteristics of the Stryker Brigade Combat Team (SBCT)
(Figure 3)? Well, number one—reminding yourself that the Stryker vehicle is not
the brigade—the soldiers of the first Stryker Brigade refer to this combat vehicle
as their truck. This is an important mind-set: The Stryker vehicle is not a combat
vehicle; it is not Bradley-Light.

This also had some advantages for the first SBCT. When they went to the
National Training Center (NTC) for the first time, both the opposing forces (OP-
FOR) and the controllers were not quite familiar with this distinction between the
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vehicle and the brigade bearing its name—they expected the first SBCT to ma-
neuver like any other Bradley unit. Exploiting this advantage over the OPFOR,
the brigade stationed itself, in traditional Bradley fashion, lured the OPFOR into
attacking the Bradleys, and falling into the path of a nice, prearranged ambush,
using Javelin missiles. OPFOR was defeated in the SBCT’s first field at NTC. It
is important to remember that this is not a Bradley unit.

The advantages of the Stryker unit developed not only from the vehicle but
from the other aspects of the unit. Its enhanced C4ISR (Command, Control,
Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance)
architecture connects not only the Strykers, but the support vehicles—everything
associated with the unit. It allows the commander to have an unparalleled picture
of the battlefield. FBCB2 is throughout this brigade.

The wheeled vehicle allowed this unit to be extremely mobile—agile; it can go
places where tracked vehicles simply cannot—it is quiet on the ground, allowing
the commander to exploit this as a tactical advantage. Due to the rapid fielding
initiative, the Stryker unit was able to obtain advance technologies, technologies
that had not been used in a line unit before. It adopted a lot of special operations
material, techniques, and training. Special operations training can be found writ-
ten right into its doctrine as well. This is an unusual unit.

Although formed out of a mechanized infantry brigade, it became very much
a foot infantry-centric training regiment. The vehicle is used as the brigade’s
truck—it delivers the troops to combat; they fight on foot. The result, overall, is a
tremendously capable flight infantry unit, with every soldier in that unit, courtesy
of the FBCB2 (Force XXI Battle Command, Brigade and Below) and enhanced
electronics, to serve as a potential shooter able to call fire.

The Stryker vehicle was only one of 570 lines of new equipment to be incor-
porated into the brigade. And of course the Stryker Brigade became the first of
the new UAs to really take the field, in its structure (Figure 4), laid out there,
based on three infantry battalions, a RSTA squadron, which also, of course, is
mounted on the Stryker, with fewer dismounts—this becomes significant in op-
erations later—enhanced military intelligence, awareness. All the attributes we’re
looking at in the modular Army are there in Stryker brigades.

Now, when General Shinseki set the Army on the course of fielding this new
type of unit, the Army was at peace; we had a window of opportunity where the
Army could concentrate on such things as fielding new units. But, by the time the
Stryker unit began to approach operational readiness, we have an Army at war.

The Stryker Brigade also faced a unique challenge. Immediately before
deploying, almost every senior officer in the brigade was rotated out—within
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Figure 4

60 days of its departure. Despite that handicap, the brigade managed to deploy
without significant incident.

To give you an idea of the speed this whole thing happened with, it had been
decided, or determined that the Stryker vehicle had a vulnerability to Rocket
Propelled Grenade (RPG) fire—you-all heard of the bolt-on armor problems, I’'m
sure. Slat armor was rapidly developed as an alternative. It proved very effective,
but it could not be manufactured in time to equip the unit before it deployed; it
actually had to be mounted in theater.

The Stryker Brigade deployed directly from Seattle on two LMSRs (large,
medium-speed, roll-on/roll-off ship) in October; troops followed by airlift. It was
initially intended to replace the 101st Airborne Division in the vicinity of Mo-
sul—one brigade to replace a division. That’s not entirely true, however, and I’ll
get onto that in a few minutes (Figure 5).

When it arrived, it conducted the routine procedures, added the bolt-on ar-
mor—excuse me, the slat armor—and proceeded to cross into Irag. The brigade
did not replace the 101st Division itself, but getting into the modularity concept,
it formed the core of what would called Task Force Olympia—a total force of
some 8,000 troops replacing the 24,000 personnel of the 101st, in control of a
city of some 1.8 million people.

This was done by using an SBCT battalion to replace the each 101st brigades,
except inside the city, where two battalions were used to replace the 101st 2d
Brigade. The sheer size of Mosul meant that two of the three infantry battalions
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Figure 5

were positioned there permanently—the 1-23d and 2-3d. This arrangement—and
probably for no other reason—meant that the 5-20th became the action battalion

for the brigade—it got a lot of the emergency calls and wound up chasing hither

and yon across Irag.

In addition to its security duties, of course, the brigade also formed security
locally, executed the rebuilding missions, the public relations, public affairs—all
of the important functions that are going on behind the scenes that don’t draw the
attention that combat does, including training the Iragi National Guard. The bri-
gade performed this mission magnificently, but I’m not going to address it in this
forum. Realize that that’s going on, and while all this is happening—this single
brigade is replacing a division, and executing this mission.

Very early upon its arrival in the theater, the Stryker Brigade earned a reputa-
tion for its ability to move fast, to adapt, to respond to changing conditions. It
became, in the course of its one-year deployment, Combined Joint Task Force 7
(CJITF-7)—well, the term used here is fire brigade—the unit of choice whenever
anything changed within theater: “Where is the Stryker unit? What does it have
available?” (Figure 6)

For instance, immediately upon crossing into Irag, rather than joining the
101st, it was attached to the 4th Infantry Division (ID) in Samarra. This was
required by, of course, the problems that the 4th ID was encountering in Samarra
at the time. After that situation was-certainly not rectified, but reduced in signifi-
cance, the initial idea, initial tasking prevailed; the first SBCT went off to Mosul,
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Figure 6

replaced the 101st, as planned, and remained there as a brigade throughout most
of its deployment, while the 5-20th Battalion, because of the deployment outside
the city while the 1-23d Infantry and 2-3d Infantry were within Mosul itself, was
the unit most readily detached for other assignments.

The 5-20th received a number of such assignments as CJTF-7 came to ap-
preciate the capabilities of Stryker units. While the rest of the brigade conducted
stability and support operations and trained Iragi units around Mosul, the 5-20th
saw action elsewhere. Its first assignment was 11-15 April, joining thelst Bri-
gade, 1st Infantry Division’s strike into An Najaf. To accomplish this the battal-
ion reconfigured as Task Force Arrow on 10 April, now containing three Stryker
companies - one of its own, one from the 1-23d, and one from the 2-3d. The re-
configured battalion immediately deployed on a 400km, 15 hour drive to Forward
Operating Base (FOB) Warhorse, north of Baghdad.

This mission really demonstrated the speed and flexibility of the SBCT’s com-
ponents. At 0001 on 12 April, now attached to the 1st ID, the battalion set out on
a 36 hour, 500km road march to An Najaf.

While it was conducting that march, it escorted some 103 vehicles that it
had picked up on the fly and integrated into its own formation, using FBCB2-
equipped Strykers on either ends of, you know, chains of the 103 vehicles from
the 201st FSB (Forward Support Battalion). En route, in addition to the counter-
mobility efforts which included destruction of bridges, mining attempts, impro-
vised explosive devices (IEDs), two actual ambushes were encountered, and
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the only losses in this march were one soldier from the 1st ID killed, and two
wounded. The Stryker Brigade proved a very efficient transit security force, and
it was detached and reassigned on a few occasions, to actually divide [sic, pro-
vide] route security, including a longstanding mission for the 5-20th in that role
(Figure 7).

Figure 7

The SBCT proved extremely rapid, agile, lethal, survivable, and above all,
sustainable in these missions. One of the nice things about this brigade is that the
Stryker uses the same engine as in the FMTV (Family of Medium Tactical Ve-
hicles) family—again, reducing logistical needs. A careful eye to such logistical
concerns in its construction resulted not only in a reduction of its physical logisti-
cal needs, but its personnel needs, sustainment needs—across the board, this is a
lighter, faster organization.

In combating agents itself, the first notable one occurred on 13 December “04,
when an IED made the first Stryker combat Kill, lifting the front of the vehicle
entirely off the ground. The vehicle burned, and the only casualty was the driver,
in the most exposed position, immediately adjacent to the detonation, who suf-
fered a fractured leg. The vehicle consistently proved remarkably resilient. The
slat armor, although developed in only less than 90 days, proved very efficient
and effective against RPG fire. The only other Stryker kill suffered by this bri-
gade in the course of its deployment was by RPG, and that was simply because
the RPG managed to set fire to some externally stored stores—the vehicle was
lost through a secondary fire.
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On 15 December, the insurgents encountered the same problem that the
OPFOR at the NTC did, when they mistook Stryker for Bradley. The insurgents
initially attacked B Company 1-23d, and the quick reaction force (QRF) from
Company A of the 5-20th, responded to encounter its own preplanned ambush.
The problem is, the insurgents had become very, very used to the 4th ID’s Brad-
leys; they decided to stick around, in strength of about 15 to 20 insurgents, to
combat Company A. Company A carried more than two times the total dismount
strengths the insurgents were expecting—sufficient to secure the vehicles, use
them as a firebase, flank the enemy—you can predict the outcome of that one.

Also during this engagement—again, underscoring the fact that this is not a
Bradley—it is force ... B Company 1-23rd, one of the platoons involved became
heavily engaged in built-up terrain, and a single member of that platoon made
7 of the 11 confirmed kills that day, using an M-4 rifle and all-purpose optics. |
mention this because that man was a sniper. The brigade makes extremely heavy
use of snipers and highly skilled marksmen. There is a sniper section in each
battalion and a sniper team in each company, usually dispersed out to the squad
level, for operations.

The snipers proved throughout the engagement and throughout the tour of
duty to be an ideal precision weapon for use in mount terrain—again, General
Scales’ idea of being able to kill immediately, and with high precision—you can’t
ask for more precision or more immediate response than snipers, and snipers are
throughout the brigade, a more heavy augmentation of a traditional capability,

Figure 8
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but again, addressing historical problems by using proven solutions, reducing the
wait, reducing the lethality of this unit (Figure 8).

On 4 August, a mobile gun system platoon of Charlie Company 5-20th was
ambushed in escort. Company B of the 1-23rd responded, and in a six-hour fight,
the brigade received 12 US casualties, for an estimated 200 enemy KIA (killed in
action).

One of the more interesting engagements of the entire tour occurred on 4
September, and in looking at this engagement, you have to cast your eyes back to
the Mogadishu experience of 1993. In this incident, on 4 September, an OH-58
was down by RPG fire in urban terrain, in the midst of an enemy-held area, and
of course, enemy insurgent forces began to gather around the downed OH-58.
But, the brigade had a preplanned drill for exactly this event, and it was aided by
the fact that FBCB2 survived on the Kiowa, provided an exact location. All units
converged on the location. A running fight that lasted several hours engaged, but
in the course of this fight, in a distinct contrast to the Mogadishu experience, not
only were the two pilots recovered, Medevaced rapidly, but with the assistance of
some casts and a several-hour engagement, the helicopter itself was withdrawn,
no further significant US casualties were encountered, and the insurgents suffered
heavy losses.

Again, 9 September, another significant event. The brigade itself executes a
preplanned mission in urban terrain, driving enemy from the southwest corner of
the city of Tal Afar. That proved the last significant combat action of their em-
ployment.

Again, we’re going through this rather rapidly. The pamphlet, which will be
forthcoming shortly from CMH, will go into this in significantly greater detail, if
you’re interested in the details of these operations. It’s worth looking at. This is a
taste of things to come for the Army, not only for the Stryker Brigades, which are
following the first SBCT, but for the Units of Action themselves, which are mod-
eling their operations and their doctrine on some of the lessons from the interim
force, composed of Stryker units.

While engaged, as I’ve said earlier, the brigade managed to reform itself into
various task organizations several times, reassembling companies, reassembling
battalions, reforming itself to meet the mission on—indicating modularity in an
echelon below the brigade. For example here, task force sites, for instance, where
there was a residual force left behind when the 5-20th conducted convoy security
operations in April through June 2004, consisting of one company from the 5-
20th, a cavalry troop, a brigade antitank company, and several engineer platoons,
but it functioned as an infantry force—a fairly common operational procedure for
the brigade.
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Total losses for the brigade throughout its deployment were 175 wounded, 13
KIA, another 125 soldiers injured and 13 killed as a result of nonhostile inci-
dents, with a total estimated insurgent losses in the neighborhood of 600 KIA.
Again, the loss of only two combat vehicles proved that the Stryker vehicle,
despite the warnings of early critics, was an effective combat vehicle, when used
as intended by doctrine and training, and when not used as a Bradley surrogate
(Figure 9).

Figure 9
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Day 1, Session 2 Question and Answers

Moderated by
Dr. Richard Stewart - Center of Military History

Dr Stewart

As we see the Army evolve and create its future combat systems, whatever shape
that may have over the next 10 to 15 years, I’m fairly confident that we’ll look
back on this experience and other experiences of the Stryker vehicle, as they be-
gin to look at the lessons learned, the procedures, the doctrine that’s being devel-
oped and growing over time. It’s not by any means the final word on the Stryker;
it’s an evolving system. The tactics—it’s almost like a playwright who’s having
to give the pieces of the play to the players as they’re up there on the stage, act-
ing it out; it’s not entirely coherent, but the result is an interesting, developing,
and organic process.

So now that we’ve looked at three aspects, at transformations past, in sort of
a global sense; modularity, getting down to the specifics of how the Army is try-
ing to implement this new modular force; and one instance of a sort of an early
experimental modular Stryker Brigade, we are open to your questions. Sir?

Audience Member

Real quick. You said something really profound. You said that the Army really
didn’t transform between 1950 and the time it left Europe. But what I find inter-
esting is the Army thought it did, and it sold to everyone else the fact that it did.
So | think that’s a remarkable statement, and I think | agree with you in part. But
AirLand Battle, what you’re saying is—I agree with this—really, in many ways,
was as much a marketing ploy to make—it’s the old wine in new bottles argu-
ment that is what you’re saying; right?

BG (Ret) Brown

Well, if you take a look at the performance of the 4th Infantry Division in France
in World War 11, you’re hard-put not to see that as AirLand Battle, and I think that
AirLand Battle drew most of its vocabulary from historical examples based in
World War Il and the fighting in France. And | would say that each new Chief of
Staff, for, you know, understandable reasons, has to pitch his particular initiative
as all new, unvarnished, definitive loop-ahead change for the purposes of making
sure that Congress stays sufficiently interested in the funding.

Audience Member

My name is Lieutenant Ronald Jackson. | work in the Army Reserve right now,
but I also work in the Center for Army Lessons Learned. One of the key con-
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cepts, is going to be the relationship between the military and the civilian. With
that in mind, and when we go to modulization, when 60 to 90 percent of some
of your logistic bases are in Reserve and Guard, what is going to be the face of
the new Army with that mixture? Because that gets into the political aspects of
the civilian-military interface real dramatically when you talk about reserving
Guard forces as part of the total Army force. So modularity is not just strictly ac-
tive duty, but also Reserve and Guard, and what is the role of those forces in this
evolution in military concept

BG (Ret) Brown

Well, actually, the modularity describes the organization with respect to the
wiring diagrams and how it looks, and the organizations that you saw depicted
are not just active components; there’s a very sizeable number of Reserve com-
ponent and National Guard formations as well. But there’s also, parallel to the
modularity initiative, another one that’s called rebalancing, and that is intended to
reset the balance between the reserve component and the active component with
respect to the respective mixes, so that you achieve an end state where an active
component soldier could reasonably anticipate a tour every two years or so, and
a Reserve component soldier could reasonably anticipate a tour every six years
or so overseas. By the virtue of that rebalancing, obviously, those high-demand
MQOS’s are going to migrate more into the active component than they heretofore
have been. Yes, sir?

Audience Member

Robert Nosher, a doctoral student from the Union Institute. One of the things I’ve
observed, too, sitting in Washington and watching the discussions on The Hill,
there was a panel last week, | believe, that was discussing Guard and Reserve,
but I think what they were really talking about was base realignment and closure
(BRAC), under the cover of what happens to my Guard and Reserve units back
in my home state when you start scrambling my bases? So that’s going to com-
plicate the socioeconomic and political aspects of this transformation process,
because they’re drawing connections, where perhaps they’re not drawing them
inside the Pentagon.

BG (Ret) Brown

No, no, I think the Pentagon is acutely aware of the emotional implications of
every BRAC decision. It’s just, you have to start somewhere with your wish list.
I do know that the National Guard Bureau has been very energetically engaged
with each state, with respect to identifying those facilities within the states

that are a National Guard purview, that they’re recommending for closure, and
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actually the Army National Guard is not getting much flak for the choices with
respect to BRAC.

Audience Member

I think that’s right; I think they are aware of it. I’m not sure that they’re yet
sufficiently aware of it inside the Pentagon—I think the hearing was a wake-up
call about the level. It’s a little higher, I think, than even they were anticipating,
especially, I think, in an environment where you have Guard and Reserve units
returning home from combat on a regular basis in Northern Virginia, and we just
had the 116th come back to a welcome that | don’t think they got even during the
end of World War I1. It’s a very emotional issue at the local level, and I’ve been
to their armory, and if you went down there and suggested that armory was clos-
ing because of BRAC, it would be an interesting political fight.

BG (Ret) Brown
Yes.

Audience Member

I’m an administrator. | live in Carlisle, Pennsylvania. | had a comment and a
question for General Brown. My comment is, General Scales, of course, laid this
out as well. It’s got the technological change, the sociological, economic change,
and strategic change. But it seems to me that when you say strategic change, real-
ly, the thing you’re talking about that causes the Army to change its doctrine, and
the way it does business, is really a change in the perception of who the enemy
is—either real or perceived. Each of those waypoints that you mentioned there,
the change was occasioned by a change in the enemy—the loss of the Indian
threat on the frontier, the Spanish-American War, Philippine Insurrection Period,
the threat of domination of Europe by Germany, World War 11, it’s a global threat,
the Cold War, the Soviet global threat. So it’s the same, the strategic—what |
wanted to point out is the strategic change is really perceived in terms of the
change of the enemy that you have. My question was a simple one. You showed
a slide there that had the zones of conflict. Was there a part two to that? I did not
see the Western Hemisphere on that chart.

BG (Ret) Brown

For the sake of brevity, we designed the slide with the Eastern Hemisphere in
mind. If you’d had a counterpart for the Western Hemisphere, your problem area
would have been Central America—that’s what would have showed up. Perhaps
Columbia, and the rest of Latin American would have been blue.
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Dr. Stewart

Your point about external circumstances changing, when the enemy changes,
necessarily, transformation is going to occur or be accelerated, you can see, with
General Sullivan and Reimer, and even the early years of Shinseki, that each of
them was trying to jumpstart change in their own way. They had a vision of how
they wanted to implement change, and they were pushing it forward, and yet,
when did the really significant fast-paced developments occur? Only when the
circumstances changed so dramatically that it was obvious, even to Congress,
that change needed to be made, and that money needed to be attached to that
change. So | think that’s an important point.

Audience Member

Yeah, to go back to the Guard issue, | was associated with the National Guard for
about five years. The units that | was in had tremendous numbers of police and
firemen. And given the emphasis on first responders these days, is anyone kind
of looking at and studying demographics of the Guard and Reserve, and how
mobilizing those units would impact on let’s say the first response capability for
those communities?

Dr. Stewart

I think we see state governors and local politicians screaming about that right
now, as a matter of fact, because they see half their police force, half their fire
department mobilizing, and yet, what are the alternatives? As they look around,
they’ll say, we’re going to discourage these people from joining the Guard and
Reserves? They can’t do that. To get other people to sign up? Good. Who? At the
moment, there is a bit of a crisis in enlistment in both of those things. | mea