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ATOMIC WEAPOXS AND GROURD COMBAT:

Search for Organization and Doctrine

t is now mors than eight years since the atomic blasts at
Hiroshima and Nagasaki announced an impending revolution in war
metnicds. It was clesr from the start that this was no ordinary
development, Unlike earlier wWeapons which: reguired years of
development even after they z2ppesred, the atoxic boxb, as Captaian
€yril Fails observed, was a virtuvally "complete™ weapon when it
arrived. The #.S. Strategic Bombing Survey sugsgested almost
izmediately that the context in which 21) forces would be employed
in an stomic war reguired "radical changes® in equipment, training

nd tactics. Writing four years ister, Nsjor CGeneral James M. Cavin

Y

used alsost the sare language saying that "if an H-tomb is devesloped
and A-boz=bs b2come svaileble for tactical employment, we should

realize now thst this will radicaily revolutionize land warfare.™

in the autumm of 1G5i, Gordon Jean of the Atomic Znergy Cozmission
pointed cut thet "our fund=mental concepts of what atoxic warfare is
and «wnat it =might mear to us rast undergo revolutionary change.”
Sreaking btefors the Assembly of the United Rations on Decembter 8, 1G53,
President Eisenhower said that "the United States stockpile of atomic

weapons, wnich, of course, increases daily, exceeds by =any times the




explosive ecuivalent of the total of zil the bombs a2nd all the shells
that came from every plape ard every gun in every theater of wer
through all the years of World Wer II." He added that ™in size and
variety the developzent of atomic weapons has been no less remarkatle.”

For tetter or for worse the Air Force developed a weapons
system and doctrine for the employment of atemic weapons in strategic
air war in the_perioﬂ after 1945. Tris w2s no mystery and its rros
ard cons were debsted with conspicuous frankness in the 3-3€ and tu-
Mzcirtbhur hearings., We have had no such detziled revelation of the
reaction of the ground forces to the "revolution®™ which seemed to
have been pending in its organization, squipmeni, aad doctrine since
1345,

This dozs not mez2n $0 imply th=i the Defense Department has S2en
slow to comcern itself with the prcllems of ztcm=ic Weapons a2nd

have zbundant grounds for assurance thet it has

11

ground warfare. W
been about its business with oreomptness and snergy. The resulis of

for it is not in the

faé

its work are not zlways ¥visitie to the pubdlic,
naticnal interest that 511 aspects of onr wezpons systerms an
stratozies e discussad in unclsssified nublications. Sut thers is
an arez in tha field of doctrine =223 organigzasiiorn in wrich no zmourn
of free discussion car tenefit tha epezy. It is iz this field that
w2 cannot rely entirely on the orersiions analyst and sciantist,
valuzbile 2s their cenitributions =2y te. Trere is a trexendsis
resevoir of practical experieace in the olficer corps of the irmy.
These men have s grest desl to contritute, for sovnd docirine and

orsanization can only be zchieved thirough the give and taxe of open
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discussion between ren with different experiences and skills. It

is Tre gurpose ©of tlis article to stirulate this kind of discussica.

n an article ir ti:e February issue of CO¥S8aT FORCES JOURNAL,

recarkavle for its clarity and insigrt, Lloyd Norman calied attention

-~y

to trne dangers 2and wezlnesses of a nationzl policy which emphasizes

-

2ir sioric rower at the sxgense of the zground forces and the navy.

Some reaiers ==y feel that he should lLave gone farther in stressing

the imrlicxtions wrnict the "messive reieiiation” policy ma2y nave in

t¥a Jdav wner T.e Soviet Union nzs rziatively eguzl 2ir ztomic

capartility. rut it is not enocugh mer2iy to set forth the perils of

irezent trecds without systexatically considering alternative

bety

sirztesias znd poliicies and without offering sorme idea o
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o 2re 1o imnlerent them. One must do more than
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have bsen and a2re keing =ade to prepare tha ground forces for
emplcyment in the day of atomic pienty?
Mr. Norman's article gives his opinion of the time table

involved. He writes that in 1950, five years after Hiroshima,
"Army planners realiized that atomic weapons and guided missiles
would change the nature of future warfare."™ Then, later in his
article, he suggests that it may be 1356 or 196C "before the atomic
age infantry will appezr.™ In otrx. words a2 fifteen year delay may
nave to be envisaged batween the advent of atomic wezapons and the
appearance of atomic 2ge infantry. If this is to be the case, when
ray we expect to heve 2 doctrine for *he effective employment of
these forces and atomic weapons in ground operations?

In the March issue of COMBAT FORCZS JOURKAL, Walter Mill:is
raises further questions apout the wisdom of basing natioral policies
and strategy prixsrily on atomic weapons. He warns that they cannot
be considered as fully "converntionzl" in our ground forces untii we
car reduce the artillery, armor and infantry components which hither-
tofore providea their ==in source of fire, shock and staying power.
He questions the wisdom of hurrying atomic weapons into tactical use
by suggesting that in a pericd of Soviet inferiority in nuzmbters of
atoric weapons, their erployment by our side in the ground defense of
Western Surope or some other vital area, ma2y force the Soviet Unmion
to reply by expending their smaller stockpile on American cities.
Thus he fears that an attempt to bring atomic weapons back to the
battlefield may merely insure bringirng them back to the cities. 3By

stressing the belief that in & symetrical atomic air and ground wear,
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ws may need mora not fewer seoidiers, Nr. Millis sees a confirmation
of the value of Scviet manpower numbers,

After reading Mr. Millists thought-provoking article, ore is
forced to ask tke fcllowinz questions: Unless it is abie to employ
an atemic ground capability against a Soviet invasion by conventiocnal
or stomic ground forces, especiaily at a time when the Soviet lnion
holds over the heads of Zurops and imericz the blackgail threat of
atomic attacks on our cities, how is the ¥est to defend itsexf?

If tne american capability for waging strategic air war with
atormic weapons has exerted a powerful deterrent effect on the Soriet
Union, m3y we not assume that a ground atomic capability would add
to this deterrence?

toric weapons, like the zirplare and the weather are here to
stay. If we do not develop a ground atomic capadility, we run the
risk that in time the Soviet Union may do so. If we judge by their
ideolozy, objectives, and past metheds, this application of atomic
energy to war purposeswould be ®doing what comes raturally.® Of what
use would mere numbers of soldiers and conventional weapons be in
the face of this development?

Zfter the advent cof atomic weapons, one should have anticipated
that our military rericdicais would be filled with articles exploring
the implicatiors of this deveiopzent. This has hardly teen the case.
Pernaps the XKorean war, with its exclusive use of conventicnal weaporns
has diverted attention away from the tacticzl expioyment of atomic
weapons, and so added several yezrs to the time lag involved in the

transier to advanced weapons. If that is the case, it may turn out to
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lormmists will draw from the XKorean war.

w 5“ -e Sad -~= Te=fS oD
Be that as it ray, the fact remains that comparatively few articles
have been written by military men on the tactical employment of
atomic weapons. «hy is this? Why have ground force officers in
particular been sloWw to rake their views and opinions known?

As Professor I. 3. Holley, Jr. nhas written:

nZven the most cursory survey of mili‘ary history

substantiates the premise that superior weapons give

their users an advantage favoring victory. A somewhat

closer study of military nistory shows that new and

nore eifective wearons have generaily been adogpted

slowly in spite of their obyious advantages. JSince

the character of modern wearvons is such thac their

production as well as their use can dislocate whole

economies, it is probably not too much to suggest that

the sur~1v31 of entire cultures may hinge upon an abllltj

to verfect superior weapons and e1p101t thenm fully.”

In order for a weapon to zttain its maxirmm effectiveness three
things sre necessary. Military leaders must recogaize its capabiljties
and potentialities, forces must be adapted to employ it, a2nd a doctrine
rust be developed regarding its use. It would appear that although
we have or will have atomic weapcas for tacstical exployment, we lack
forces adapted to their use ang 2 doctrine covering their ermployment.
Here is where the active participation of ground force officers and
men is required.

There are many understandable reasons wWhy soldiers have teen
reluctant to "go out on 2 1imp® in print 2tout a matter like the
employment of atomic weapons in tactical operations. Since no one
knows what wer will actuaily te iike under thess conditions, the

that his views may loox bad in

e

writer runs a2 certain amount of risk

retrospect. In earlier days one could offer official secrecy about
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atomic weapons as an excuse for inaction, but that is hardly
ssitle now. Enough literature is available and uwnclassified to

et at the essentials. To judge by the statements of President

0

Eisenhower and Gordon Dean, the day of atomic plenty is dewning if
not already here. Therefore no officer can at present pretend that
he does not have enough "facts" on hand to begin a study of the
effects of atomic wesapons ou ground force operations.
The few books and articles written by ground force officers on

this subject in the rericd from 1945-1954 show that they have

rerated upon the assumption that very few atomic weapons would be
zvailable for tactical operations aiter the recuirements of strategic
air operations ware ret. This may have encouraged them to look upon
toxic weapons as just arother 1limited addition to an z2lready large
arsenal &t their disposal -- znd mot as & weapon which might itself
revolutionize ground warfare. It may account for what on the surface
appears to te an effort to fit stomic weapons into existing ground
force organization and doctrine with & minirmum dislocation. This is
the traditional way of armed forces with new wezpons amd accounts at
least in part for the astonishing time lag which has accoxzpanied the
exploitation of new weapons in the past.

In the period of tramsition froxm high explosives to atomic

U

vezpons, there is a great danger thst these new weapons will be farxed
out te existing organizations and that the public will assurme that
this constitutes preparing for atomic war. Ore suspects that a

strange hersaphrodite creature, nalf HZ and half atomic will ererge

having all tke limitations of the forrmer with only hali the potentiality




of the lattier.

Rather than trying to save as much as possible of existing
institutions and organizations, it may be helpful for ground force
officers to hammer out some kind of hard and detailed answers to
questions of the following kind:

1. How can targets be found and attacked with atomic weapons
by ground force organizations with the minirmum delay?

2. What is the most advantageous size for a self-contained
combat unit which can utilize atomic weapons in a2 ground campaign?

3. What ¥ind of specialized training will be recguired and
wnat kind of cormand structure can control the operation of many of
these units when widely dispersed or in rapid wovement?

The lymitations of 2 less drastic approach tc the problem are

illustrated in the book recently written by Colonel G. C. Heinhardt

and Lt. Colorel W, R. Kintner entitled: Atoxic Weaprons in Lznd Combst.

While these officars deserve highest cozmendation for their pioneer
effort in this field, it suffers under the handicap of assuming that
the next war will be fought by World ¥ar Ii type organizations such
as regiments, battalions, anrd divisions, and that they zay empioy &
few atomic weapcns now and then as weapons of opportunity along with
conventional types. The authors pay soxe attention to the need for
dispersion, concealment and mobility, but when the chips are down,
they spezk primerily in terms of World War I experience. In their
efforts to reassure ground force readers that the problers of atomic
war can be zmastered, the a2uthors may have unintentionaily conveyed a

misieading irpression of the survival possibilities under atomic
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attack of ground force organizations employing Worid Wer II numbers,
wearons and logistics. They have also, perhaps unwittingly, haelped
to strengthen the existing irpression that atomic wearons are and will
continue to be low powered, very expensive, iimited in numbers, and
difficult to obtai:.

The framework in which Reiahardt and Kintrer foresee the
applicztion of atomic weapons to ground force oreraticns (p. 39) is
one in wnich they will be used to verfora tasks which cannot be
handled effectively by conventionzl weapons. The suprly will be too
limited and these weapons will ©e too "valuable for exzenditure on
area targets or blanket interdiction.® Heed is seen (p. 55} for
speciziiy-trained forces to service and deliver the wezpons but our
mzain reliance must be plzced on "==ny divisions backed by acequate
tactical airpower.” Then, in 2 rather astonishing follow up {p. 56)
it is insisted that these "divisions rust possess the mobility of
cormand, and the organization and training to survive hostile atoxic
attacks."™ How is this to be achieved? Certaialy act Ly giving our
ndivisions” {p. 147) discipline and mobility at least egqual to that
of the elite divisions of World war 1i.

Even if it were possible for an old fashioned division to
survive in the day of atomic scarcity -- which is oren to doubt --
tneir use on the bvattlefield in the day of stomic plenty would seem
to invite disaster, Ons can only hope that Colonels Reinhardt and
Kintner will try their hands at writing & new book based on the
assumption that atomic wea2pons wilil pe plentiful enough in the future

to fight through an entire ground campaign without being forced to
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rely in any important way on HE for fire and shock power. Such an
effort might lead thenm to the conclusion that an entirely new type
ground sombat organization is required. It might also force them to
work out = hasic doctrine for the exployrment of atonic weapons in
iand warfare, not as wear ns of opportunity, but as the main source
of shock power, not as something to exploit the power of the in ‘antry
but as something whose poder the ianfantry might exploit.'

When anyone gets to this point in a discussicn of the implications
‘of atomic wearoyns for the ¥nited States, Xorsa and Indo China are
mentioned znd there is an anvil cherus of objections 211 ending with

the refrain: we can't =fford to diszantle our conventioral =military

(

(g

organizations at this stage and rely on an untrisd w2apons systesx.

One could list these objecticns -- and what I think are fairiy
convincing counter arguzmernts if space were zvailable -- but 211 this
rhetoric will ro: 2iter the fact that a Zjreat technological revolution
is pushing us in the direction of advanced weapons, wnether w2 like it
cr not. ®e rust consider the advantcges a2s well as the risks invelved.
As for relying on ™untried weapons,” it is kelpful te rzcall Ssrpard

-
Brodie's observation that "z2ii weapons are untried”® as far 2s atomic

wariare is concarned,

i

o

There &re reasons to believe that the initroduction of atoxic
w2apens inte ground force operations will offer zdvantages to the
k] Y97

United States =ncd to our =iiies 2 have shown in the past 2

rezarnable aptitude for soliving the engineering ard logistics problens

x it may ce worth pointing out that the British Deferse Hinistry's
White Paper of February 195&, speaks of employing conventional

Torces to exploit stomic and advanced weapons rather than the other
way around.
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We shonld he able to produce machines which would

—— - ———— -

o1
give small, well-trained atomic ground forces A mobility and radius
of actison undreamed of in ¥orid War IiI. Such ground forces could
exert a fire or shock pciwer dwarfing that of army groups in =2arlier
days without being burdenmed by vast weichts of high explosives. The
zobility and radius of action wnich could oe achieved by investing
this saving in weight in new machines for transporting men and
supplies cross-country siould de great encugh to revolutionize war
plans, If we free ourselives from dependence on roads, movement and
surprise will be restcred to the vattlefield. 3Being speciaiists in
confusion, we should not be the omes to worry if che old familiar
~ar of lines disappears in the interacticn of widely disperssd smell
units. We do not have to imsist on weoden and rigid controlis. We
can trust our peoplel

Since no one knows whst form and character ground force orera-
tions will take ia the day of atozic pienty, it is highly desirabis

he delay involved in finding out.

ot

that scrething b2 done to reduce
in the zbsence of knowiedge and lzcxing the resources ¢f the
operations analyst, one must tegin by resoriing to speculation. This
speculative effort mignt weil b= divided into two thases. In the
first phase, an atteampt should be made to establish the organizationsl
requiremeats of 2 ground co=tat unit capable of exmploying atomic
weapons and having in addition as m=ny of the following capabilities
2s possitle: (1) rapid movazent a2cross terrain (2) air transport-
ability (3) meximum dispersion and radius of action ({4) operation

in a flankiess frontless war (5) expending its own atomic weapons
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with minimum delay on air and ground targets in its area (6) close
cooperation with tactical air.

iIf 211 these capabilities cannot be built into a single new
organization, and it is unlikely that they can, then the best
cozpromise possible shouild be accepted. Once a combat unit designed
exclusively for atomic operations has been devised, one can move to
the second phase during wnich efforts should te m2de to play froncless
and flankless campz mns in =p exercises and war gares in the environ-
ment of atomic plenty. I nothing else presents its=1f one could
begin with Rozmel's campaigns of Lovember 1CL1 and June 1942 in the
¥estern Desert. These exercises would show, I think, the need for
2 command structure which can keep track of & batiie of confusion znd
wnich will 2136w decisions to expernd atozmic muniticas 36 o ==de at

the lowest echelon possible. They m=2v slso show that a start on the

tactical 2ir suonort coroblen cannot te mads until after the nsture

of the ground force ztomic units and the doctrines covernins their

employment nz2ve Lean worked out.

- -

Ground force officers shouid not ve discouracad Dy the ==gnituds
g g

of the overzail probles, frightening thoush it m3y seem. Fortunately
there are limiteg segzents of the overall problem which ==y be
handled separately. Fortunstely also they ars in the general areas
in wnich the Urited States nas shown spscial skill in the past. If
someone could, for example, devise 2 target =2cguisition and fire
control system which wouild give our atomic cozbat units the capacity
tc tring their shock powsr to bear on 2 terget area a few minutes

faster than the enemy can, that alone might decide the outcorme of a
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comrunications system which would be 20 percent more dependabtle,

aster than that of the enemy, and impervious to couanter measures,

*

Lave the szme vslue. There is also the field of camoufiage

nd concealrment, togetner with provisions for misleading the enermy

1Y

s to the location of our ow»n units,

[1}]

Little is o T2 gaired Dy dealing with the ztomic weapons

i bt .e:,, T A#M;‘;u»wvxm
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tler 2s if it were tie principal czuse for inter-service rivalries.

pro
‘ - - - - - - g - - - - -

jdor is tnere much Lo v happy 2bout in dwellinz on the iimitations
‘of 2n 2ir svoxic sirctegy, unless the organizstion, eguipnent, a:d

+3octrine =xists for the eifective employvment of z2tomic wespons in

jAnstitvtion ir July 1850, he szid:
§

: "Ior crrnot hely men who have had experience and

‘ hzrndled r=iters, after tem eor fifteen ye2rs of peace

? ha7ing rooted in their minds tha strons icpressions

. wrich they derived frct.tt- sctuzl conduct of operziions

’ in the fieli. Thet is of the crestest vzlue Lecause, in

1 the rein, wer consists of the sare tunes plzved thru

< tre ggeS... Tut it is of the utmost consecuence thet,
2sidas cherishins tre fFUiuS oi experience, everyone's
mind should ™2 cvern to the cesseless and zlmost vafiling
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rapidity oI Tne ckanoes which Science 1is lﬁbfﬁﬁktifg
into tte whole field of war, into every aspect of it.

"Above all we have this intruder -- the air, which
has shoved its way in and continues to push forward in
221 directions...until & lot of psople begin to think
that there is oniy one pebble on the seach. That would
t2 going too far btecause I am quite sure of this, that
wnen all modern science has been sxpiloited ard exmployed,
and when all the worst that can be donre has teen done in
scxe terrible encounter, which pray God 2y never occur,
hut if it should be so, ’still the 1ife of nations will
cerend on the spirit, the courage of their race arnd of
their men and wozen... JTais/ wiil be the finsl decider
of the life of nsticns, whether in a civilized or a
barpvaric world."

Since nothing clarifies idezs more effectively than an attemps
to set ther forth in writing, it is to be noped that a number of
ground force officers znd men will express their ideas in print about

the problecs of ground atoxzic operatioms. That is the way that

n

weapons, organization and doctrine have svoived im the past. A3s

Mr. Norman correctiy indicated: "the Army cam offer no giittering

(W]

promises im the dirty business of wsr,” but it car speed the day

when alternative stozmic strategies and policiss z=y be pessible. 1t

can do this best by analyzing tte organizetion am

doctrine of ground forces in the dzy of ato=ic rileaty.
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