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AIR WAR COLLEGE RESEARCH REFORT ABSTRACT

TITLE: Conflicts in Parallel--The American Revolution and the
Vietnam War

AUTHOR: Robert F. Dalv, I, Lieutenant Colonel, USAF

2 Research uses the Fabvanic Model to assess whv British anc
Jnited States military strategies were remarbtably similar 1n the

nd Wt

m

American Revolutiorn and the Vietnam War respectively,
2ach '"superpower' was defeated by a numerically ard gualtizativelw
inferi1or force. Comparative analvsis shows that boath Britizh anc

Aanmerican leaderz failed to appreciate the true rature of the con-

¥
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flicts, did not establish clear or reasonable naticrnal =

L

1ves, and each nation pursued a flawed military strategy of limi-
ted force. Report concludes that when faced with ravolulionarsy

zivil wars, military commanders should advocate military forc
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anly when the nolitical situaticon will support a decisive m
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“aryvy campaign early in the conflict.
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Lieutenant Colonel Robert F, Daly, II, (B.S.. US Air Fcrcs
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a strong interest in the Revqlutionary War period and the origin:s
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+ CONFLICTS IN PARALLEL

P e

THE VIETNAM WAR AND THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION

A recent speaker at the Air War College said: "Before vou

D I

advigee vyour PFresident to go to war, make csure it's a good war."

The reference was to the Vietnam War with the implication being

"

.

~hat 1t was a '"bad war" and that, in retrospect, the United

PRI

'J\ e

States fought a war that was unwinnable. A similar sentiment was

I

R later echoed in the zame forum by a former Chairman of the Joint
) Chiefs of Staff. The United States, clearly superior 1n every =2!-
2 2ment of national power, could not prevent the Communist takeocver

of South Vietnam—--whv? What made Vietnam a "bad war™"

. Tontemporary views on the Yietnam War are bv no means uni-

-

Ut

" tia2d on this subsiect. But on one thought all writers and histogy-

Lans are in agreement--that the Vietnam War experience was a

it

r

i
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gedvy of epic proportion which changed the verv fabric of Americar

PR RN I

zociety 1including how Americanse view the role of the United
States 1n the world. American leadership was never able to come
0 arips with the realities of the war until it was too late--
until a negotiated retreat was our onlwv rational recourss.

Tragic as that war was to the American psyche, it was not =

uniaue zonflict in our history. Vietnam was not an aberration o4

PR X X X G- AN, A, i

modern times but, in a broad context, had a precedent 1in hiszto-
= ry——the American Revolution. During the American Fevolution, ar
18th century Euperpowe? wae defeated by a numerically and Quali-
tatively inferior force. Like the United Statec, Great Britair,

. 20, had itz own "bad war." But in that war, the revoluticnar:ess

were Americ.

P

ns. and the Americans wor.
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of the American FRevolution and the

A comparative analysis
Vietnam War reveals that the two conflicts were remarkably sim:-
lar. Both Britieh and American leaders failed to appreciate the
true nature of their respective conflicts: both failed to estat-
ligh clear or reasonable national objectives: and, most impor-
tantly. in the absence of clear national objectives, each natior
surgued a military strategy predicated on the use of limited
force. These fatal flaws doomed each strategv to defeat. Rarel-

zan the use of limited force achieve militarv solutions to sccial

conflicts when the latter have matured into full scale revolu-

T

“ions. Thiz brief review of hiztaryv may dispel the peopular notion

n

that 28 vears age Vietram was "something new, something that

zould mot be foreceen.” In the realm of armed conflict. th

1}

Vietnam War did ostensbily usher in some "new ideas." But these
""ew ideasz" were merely new twists to some old themes which <the
United States, a nation and pgeople spawned by revolution. shoulc
mave undercstood.

=till struggling o comore-

]

The linited States as a nation i

w0

hend the role of military force in dealing with modern reavolu-
“ipnz. Certainly no conzensuz exigts. By contrast, at the 41ir War

Colleqe, the role of military force 1in dealing with revolut:ion

~aceives little attention. So little that, during the numercus
presentations on military historv and strategy, one speaker re-
narte that ";evoluti:ns are not a tooic of much interect hersa.,"
Indeed, our vervy own War af Indenendence is totallv ignored, Se--
napz had the United States remembered the re2asons  for G;eat

’

Britain’s defeat in the War of Independence. and the trues sozi1al
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mature of the conflict., then we might have better
~2alities of Vietnam.

The Americarn Fevolution should have taught us

t:onal military strategies based on the use of limited militar

forc=2 will most likely prove unsuccessful when
cambatants whose commitment to the cause is

iheer $force of will., they are able to =2rode their

cerservere 1n a war of attrition. Inm the words

tl
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. . « the strength of hisz= will is much
less easv to determine and can orlyv be
Jauged approximately byw the strength of
the motive animating it. (1:77)
z=moldering =2mbers, 1t consumes th
foundationz of the esnemy +orces.
it needs time tpo be effective. a
of tension will dewveloo while the
z2lements interact. This tension will
either gradually relax, if the insurger-
=y ig zuppressed. . . or it will build up
to a crisis: a gen2ral conrnflagratior
zloses in on the enemv, driving him out
0% the countryv before he iz faced with
+otal destruction. (1:480

m i

Before comparing and contrasting the military strateqg:s

"wo zonflicts, the fundamental nature of the two

understood-—what bind of wars were thev?

The American FRevolution was a zocial and pelitica
tion and indeed a civil war, since Americans fought American
Yow do Americans think of the Yietnam War—-—as a szocia
tical revolution, as a civil war, or as ar "unconvantional!
"zonvantional" war of a_gression orchecstrated and oros

the government in Hanoi? The distinction worth noting
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me "revolution" and "=Zivil war" connotate more
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~nacs foucght, whereas th

0

termes "unconventional." "conventional,

and "revolutionary." connotate "how" the war wa

"guerilla.
fought. The manner of our prosecution of the Vietnam War lesads
one to believe that the United States approached the war primar:-
lv as a technical enterprise and gave insufficient credence to
the social and political origins of the conflict., Too late came
the realization that the conflict in Vietnam was and alwawvs hzd
been a soci1al and nmolitical revalution and a civil war,., and noat

¥imply an  unconventional or conventional war of aggression by

1}

North Vistnam. (2:15)
A revolution i1is a orocess, rather than a =ingle =svent, and

its goal is redistribution of o©olitical and =sconomic oower. For

b

3 revolution to be successful, three slementz must be orssent

widespread and high levels aof discontent with the incumbent gov-—

2rnment and its political elites: 2) a strong organization with =2

cross section of support; and, I) external support. whether 1+t he
dirzct or indirect, All these factorz were opresent during the
American Revolution and the Vigtnam War., With thiz 1n mind we zar
"ow begin to examine the militarw =trateqgiees of Great Britain zand
the Unitead States.
THE FAEBYANIC MODEL
The military strategy employed by a natioan i1n conflict 1 1r

2esence a distillation oS¢ manv variables. In the cwriculum of
the Ai1r War College, the Fabvanic Model 135 offered as 2 framewar!
<2 assesz mlitary strategy (zee Aprpendix 1) by i1zolating =:10bt
d1screet variables which shaps a naticn’s military strategy: 1

force structure., ) doctrinme., ) the perceived thr=2at. &) toach-
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'5 nology, ) targetryv, and &' police. (2 These si:o variatlez =
" &

g . ~hen 1ntegratsd into a military stratsgy by 7Y =zociety, and
y =
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{ itz leadership. This research paper will use the Faovanicz Modsl
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States during the American FRevolution and the VYietriam War. R=2c20-

§ mizing that 2 nation’z =cciety and leaderszhip are the mozt perva—

)

4 .

% s1ve of the eight wvariables and are the meost 1nfluential - o

L)

. “oarmulatizon of militars ztratsgy. they will Ge dizcuszzec 4101,

o4

s SOCIETY AND LLEADERSHIC

-

‘ ——y -

{ The American Revolution officially mggam i 177 At
Lexington., Massachusetts, althouah some historiamns zomtand that

- »

y

D

v “he Revyolution ~=2all-sw ztarted in 1420 with +the larmzoimg o~ Lh=

’-' .

9 Ci1larims at FPlvmeouth Roc!:, (4:11-12Y The #1vs+t zolonists Zame Tz
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Morth America from Great Britain seeking to gain polit:

nomiz, and religious freedoms. Although the coclonies remainac
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reat Britain for 1S2% vearz, the seed:z of zoci:3l +Fzrmert

! +
mad pbeen sown at thsz *i1me the cColoaniss were fourd=ad,

w:.
;ﬁ Imerican socizty wasz highly mobile amd $l=2uiblz o staro=zcds
3
% 2f the 18tk cerntury. The British., omn the other harnd, wers =z Ttz
N
3 ol and r1gid =ociety. Americans lockead for change whilz EritizEn
\ }
W lntersasts wers 1m maintaining the status-—-auas. The Brit:izr  wars
) 3
X
K zonvinc2d o2f their zocial z=yperiaorit, and, after +tRe Jefzat of
-
> the French in 1747 1n tha Seven Y2ar's War, s,oved wealth  anc
)

sower as rno Eurooean gower had simc2 the Foman Empirs. 4

i Much =f Britain’szs wealth and prosperits Zame +oom Soe Jrowtr
A .

o 2mc 2oohnOmMLC Tucc2ss oF kb= Amerizan Zolohi2=., Al ouess man

b~ hawva attributed *he ra2ascns for tne recellion 33 being cSrinIila. -
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lv econmmic. the real reason was a demand for sel f-governmensz,

This <=ubtle, but very important distinction, iz the reason wh
the revolution apoealed to all classes of colonial societyv:

4 rich idecology of republican =zelf-

gavernment was sweeping the colonies,

and the great concern was that continued

British rule by an increasingly corrup*

2lite was beginning to pervert even the

rich British democratic legacv. (4:14"

The American colonies were blessed with a gifted assemblage
of civilian and military leaders throughout the conflic+., A4:-
though American leadership rarely exhibited unanmimity of thought
throughout the war, thus mirroring the highly individualistic so-
z12tvy  of the colonies, 1t could, however, rely to =ome deqgres on
the will of the peaople to defend their homes. British leaders. oar
the other hand. had to rely on mercenaries and the tradit:onal
methods of 18th century Europe to raise and equip an armv for 2
war  I,000 miles away. British society never fully accepted the
responsibility for the war and therefore never fielded a +orce
dedicated to victoryv at any cost. (4:93-157)

The failure of British society to fullv unmite 1n suppor+ o<

“he war was a predictable consequence of the dizzaffec

"
]

it
1o
1
3

vpressed by many in Parliament over the use of force te entor
“he legitimacy of Parliament’zs rule over the colonists. This
opposition was articulated by one of the aopposition leaders to

Lord North’s ministerv, Sir Edmund Burke:

To use it [forcel alone could be no mors
than a temporary measure, tor a ‘nation

15 not to be govermed which 1s pern=tuallwy
0 be czonguered.,’ A aovernment does rnot
rule bv the forceg at ites disposal but b
*he authority it commands. If Britain were




tg win by force of arms alone, the guiet o4
the Americane would be *nothing but the
meditation of revenge.’ (5:400)

As the war progressed and escalated in intensity, the Englich
Farliament 1increasingly found itself in heated debate over the
aver growing need for men and material to fight the war. Britich
and American societies of the 18th century were starkly different
and it 1s clear that the British never understood or appresctated
colonial aspirations.

The parallel between the Britizh experience in the American
Fevolution and the American euperience in VYietnam is vivid., Like
the British failure to appreciate colonial aspiratione, the
United States never fully appreciated the history and zulture of
Yigtnamese society. VYietnam has a long history of wviolencs  and
conflict and some historians contend that the Vistnamese culturs
Mas been the most violent culture in Asia. Yietnam has been a
nation 1in conflict since the early part of the l&th century. As
in the American colonies, the <seeds of social unrest had been
Anuwtured for a long oeriod of time—-—-over 4Z0 vears-—--and contlict.
sersonal zacrifice. and struggle had become an accepted wavy of
life in Vietnamese sociestv. The per:iod of American 1nvolvemenht 1n
Yietnam (1952 Lo 197%) was onlyv a continuation of an armed =trug-
Jle, revolution, and civil war which really begar 1n thzo 1str
zentury. American forces., inter jected after the ratreat of the

French, were viewed by the Communist i1nsurgents as mersly the

n
z
J

|

T
1]
ot
(b}
n
a

zurrent enemv 1n a long history of occupation force
in the wav of establishing a new social order.

Social charge was the prime i1ngredient in the mabilization




) af indigenous Communist forces. Their primary goal was the re-

distribution of wealth and power and the removal of the ruling

o -

INEY a2lite. Further,., the Communict Vietnamese <ctrongly attacked the

l"k"

’ 3
mﬁ cultures and political legacies of the Eurcpean countries whichk

formerly had dominated Indochina. This hatred for the west2rn

world was difficult for American leaders to fully aporeciate. It

"‘&
& €
‘.v‘\
;ﬁf is not "what" the Communiszt Vietnamese believed, but rather, "hcw
¥ 3
oty
stronglv" they believed that translated into their comm:tment Lo
:
Y N . R .
.ﬂ, the cause. The United States could not hope +o i1nstill in
[N
2 0
et ) . . .
.*b American troops a will to fight 2qual to the passion, nurtured bDv
1.“
. 450 yvears of wviolence, which was frequently displayed by +the
g A . |
N Communist Vietnamese forces. By contrast, American soci=2ty was
hat
i)
ﬁ,' democratic, idustrialized, impatient, and was far removed from
,,‘iﬁvc
the Vietnam War.
. ‘-‘l ‘
thyyo The significance of the Vietnam war as it related to nation-
R
L ) .
{ﬁﬁ al objectives, society., and interests of the United States became
0 }.
J less and less clear as the conflict continued. American politizal
o
jﬁb leadership, like their British counterparts nearl: 20 wvaars
ALY
)
Wiy . ) .
5m4 2arlier, also wrestled with the 1legitimacy of the war. Much has
"TJO
i been written on the roots of the American involvement in Vietnam.
i but one thought appears to be universal:
}."'.
e No serious discussion ar guestioning
o appears to have taken place of the impor-
T tance of Southeast Asia to American secwr -
.4? ity interests., of the correctness of the
3¢f dire predictions regarding the cunsequences .
X of the loss of the area, of the probability
H§ 2f success in the military struggle, or aof
K the costs of winning the war in Indochina. (6:&9%) .
.u} As in the American FRevolution when British society failed tz
A3
A0 .
g;} xccept fully the reesponsibility for the war and demanstrat=sd a
i
v ".
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zignificant degree of opposition to the conflict, American s=cci2-
tyv became less and less supportive of the war as oolitical lead-
2re increasingly failed to articulate clear national security i1n-
terests in the region. As the war escalated, i1t began to demanc
o0 much personal sacrifice from the average American and eventu-
ally large segments of American society publically defied goverr-
ment authority.

In retrospect, history suggests that the reasons +for United
States involvement 1n the Vietnam War were similar 1n orincicls
o the gradual ecscalation of political mizadventures {i.e. tzna-
tion, representation issues, 2tc) which culminated in the colon:-
al rebellicn againgt Great Britain. Over a =zpan of four admirnis-
trations beginning with Fresident Truman, seemingly small “mic—
zalculations imperceptibly pulled the US toward sn entarclin

situation" from which it eventually could not withdraw. Thers di:

ot appear to be any "master plan for intervention, nor any Zevi-

ous

b

ntrigue on the part of American presidents,”" but rather. ar
sverreaction +to involvement based on misunderstanding, mizinfor-
mation, and 1n some cases, lack of information. (7147

The United States 1e often i1gnorant of fullyw s=tudving armothe-

2r country’s politics and culture and, 1n  the <Ca

2 of ‘fretmar

w

almost a total failure to investigate and comoreshend the +zelings
and aspirations of th2 majority of the Vietnameses pooulatiorn.

Thise lace of understanding of the cultur2 of the rnoige
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wlation was a critical mistake made by not onl  the ey tec

Ztates, but also by Great Britain i1n the Fevolut:on., 7114
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United States expected that a large share aof the burden cf the
wars would be borne by indigenous forces., Great Britain expected
substantial effort and support in the conduct of the war +rom
those colonists remaining loyal to the crown, and the United
States certainly relied on the South Vietnamese not only to ecs-
tablish a government supported by the people, but also to field a
credible fighting force capable of defending South Vietnam. How-
ever, the United States failed to appreciate the true character
of the South Vietnamese people which resulted in disastrous
consequences:

« « « the non-Communist Vietnamese were

never able to achieve ideonlogical cohe-

z10n, organizational discipline, or poli-

tical legitimacy. They were never able Lo

overcome their differences spo as to pro-

ject one unified policy that would be able

to win the support of the peasantry. Given

this, America’s hapes for success in

Vietnam were probably doomed from the be-

ginning. (7:14%9)

In a similar fashion, during the American FRevolution, the

British failed to understand the true character of American soc:-—
2ty. Like the French and Americans in Vietnam 200 vearz later,

the British were unable to take advantage of their numer:i-al and

qualitative superiority in men and armaments, "it was like trwin

o]

to hit a swarm of flies with a hammer." (4:97) While caonguering
territory was relatively easy, the difficulty came in holding 1t.
This led to the desire to use Loyalist forces (or South Vietna-
mese troops) for occupation thus freeing regular forces for of-
fensive duties. However, 1n both wars, regular forces were rever

able to rely on indigenous forces to provide adequate control of

captured territory. This was due in large part to low morales.
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—ovalist morale during the War ot Independence was Zenerally
low for a varietvy of reasons. British forces were never zable tz
zustain effective offenzive operations and usually only temporar-
ily occupied rebe=l territary after capture preferring the ralsa-
tive zsafety of the coastal eeaports. During the course of the
war, British defeate and retreats essentially announced to tnhns
ovalist forces that British power was unable to support and pro-
tect those who remained loval from patriot recriminations. Witr

little confidence for their safety and in the ability o

+ i nl—
British to inflict the wltimate defeat oan the colonists, the
ovalists preferred to remain more '"neutral' arfd never became 2

serious fighting force.

Like the British military during the Revolution. zafts=

3
K}
Iy
0]

i

turing rebel held villages:-and territory, the Amer:can militar:s
Jften left loyal South VYietnamese to protect themselves againcst

the Viet Cong guerillas. Although the Scuth VYietnamese jovernment

€
e
0

certainly not "neutral." numerous criticz cite therr

w
n
[&]
Iy
i
A

3
it

lack of inmitiative and commitment to fi1ghting Commur:ism

1|
in
i

i

szsential ingredient 1n the American defeat. fe =2arl

[m
(1]}

1
on
'S

the Joint Chizfs of Staf+ warnec:

. . s that without x s=table civilia
government 1n control and without a wi
lingness by the VYVietnamese themselves
resist communism, ‘no amount of extern
aressure and aszsiztance can long delay com-

plete Tummunist victory in South Vi2tnam,® f(5:5°2
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Ancther critic wrote:
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mnent of our
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Indochinese regimes that the Congress and

the American people were asked to support

through the 1960s and early 19270s, (8:732)
The succession of South Vietnamese governments did little to
strengthen and solidify the legitimacy of the South Vietnamese
military. South Vietnamese forces, like the Lovyalists in the
American Revolution, were never considered a credible militar:y
force. It was not uncommon for "Cautious generals, fearful of
casualties, [to conduct] operations 1in areas where the VT wers
tnown not to be." (6:702)

It is against this background of dizcord, lack of uvnity,

I

and competing interests, that American and British socist.  arn

"

leadership formulated military strategy. The next *wc wvariatle
in the Fabyanicz Model tc be discussed are <+orce zhructura2  ana
doctrine.
FORCE STRUCTURE AND DOCTRINE
At the outbreak of the American Revolution, colonial forces
zonsisted of an amalgam of p?ovivinczal militias and fleets com-

posed of farmers, Ltradesmen, and sailors whose allegienc2as wers

Ju

to the individual colonies. The colonistz had no neecd for
standing army since they had received the benefit of th=2 B-it:szk

occupation forces for most of the century. At the outbreat of the

Fevolutian, British forces numbered around 7,000 men, man, ~a. i1n3
zeen duty in the Seven Year’s War. As the war progreszszed. N
excess of S0,000 men were eventually sent to North Ameriza. Mar

A British officer derived comfort from this numerical anrd a2ual:-
tative mismatch:

« + o the native American 13 an effemi-
nate thing. verw unfit for and veryv 1m-




patient of war. . . a set of upstart
vagabonde, the dregs and scorn of the
human species. (4:127)

During the course of the war, General Washington reccgnizesd
the need for a regular army saying that "regular troops are alone
equal to the exigencies of modern war, as well as for defense and
offense, and whenever a substitute is attempted it must prove :11-
lusory and ruinous." (9:177) However, cclonial forces were never
a match for the regular British forces under the rules 18+h
—entury warfare since they never 2uceeded 10,000 regul ar
then were the British unable to defeat the numerically i1nferio-
zoloni1al forces”

The Briticsh, per 18th century doctrine., looked to srngage the
zolonial army 1n  a decisive engagement. Although Sensral Howsa.
Commander of the British forces i1in America, realized that the w
could only be won by such an engagement, he was unable tc =e
clearly how to make 1t happen "as the enemy moves with o much
more celerity than we possibly can." (4:99) The British militz+r-
wase never able to adapt successzfully to the conditions they 2x-
nerianced 1n Morth America:

The British hidebound by their Eurcopean
background never i1mprovised sufficiently.
Howe, despite his reputation as a leading
proponent of Light Infantry, followed
exactly the art of war of Europe in the
eighteenth century--the accupation of
posts and cities, constant manoeuvering,
fighting as few major battles, and losing
as few men as possible. (4:99)
Blindly confident 1n traditional doctrine, British <ommand-

2rz disregarded the tactical and strateqic realities =f land

warfare on the North American continent, and r=2li12d toco
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on support from Lovalist forces which failed to materialize ir
appreciable numbers. EBoth of these deficiencies contributed to a
major failure in British military operations-—-the failure to sus-
tain offensive operations throughout the war. This failure can
also be attributed to the reluctance of British commanders tc
expose their troops to hostile fire:

Howe confessed that "as my opinian has

always been, that the defeat of the rebel

regular army is the surest road to peace,

I invariably pursued the most probable means

of forcing its commander to action,” but

with one proviso, "under circumstances the

least hazardous to the royal army;: for even

a victory, attended by a | eavy loss of men

an our part, would have given a fatal check

to the progress of the war, and might have

proved i1rreprable.’ This explains another

British disadvantage. Being predictable 1z

a cardinal sin 1n war. (4:98)

Early in the war,., the British never felt compelled to take
the offensive in the belief that the American army would crumble
from lack of commitment and supply. As an example., the British
believed that the American army which routinely had the bullh o+
1te membership up for reenlistment at one time., as 1n December
17746, could not endure. This lack of initiative on the part o-
British early in the war allowed the colonists to gain strength,
confidence, and experience, and most likely was the result of ths
British underestimating the enemy’s capabilities.

The British experience in doctrinal deficiency was rep2ated
by the American military nearly two centuries later. The American
Army was a large standing army principally trained and 2quipped

to defend Western Europe and., essentially, was predispccsed to the

tactics oFf 20th century conventional war as fought in World War

14




W T T e

{ II. American forces were psychologically ill-prepared to fight =2
jungle war against highly motivated. indigenous Communist forces
trained in the art of revolutionary warfare. Like their EBritish
counterparte, United States military doctrine did rnot support the
realities of the war:

Father than planning to fight small warszs,

the defense establishment from the Secretary
of Defense on down hopes to initmidate po-
tential oppaonents and therefore obviate the
need for fighting. . . The failure to grap-
ple with with the difficult task of pro-
viding a doctrine for the employment of force
in a small war is an old one. (13: 22

o 0N

)]

Colonel Harry G. Summers, in his book On trateqgy: The

Yiatnam War in  Context, summarizes the doctrinal 4dil=amma +aceod

by *the United States military in Yietmam. Ccolonel Summerz’ pre-—

- -

-+

Doused

mise is that prior to World War II, military doctrine had

11}

()

N ) on the ultimate objective of destruction of the enemy’s forces

0l -

a5 to foarce him to sue for peace. World War II changed this

[T}

timate doctrinal objective to =imply forcing the enemy’e uncondi-
: tional surrender. This perhaps subtle diffzrence could not  az-
* commodate the political restraints and problems we faced in kcresa
after the Chinese intervention. In 1962, the military 1ntroduecss
: two fundamental changes to itz doctrine which 1n concsrt would

eventually prove diastrous in Vietnam: first, that war carmn DL

.

considered in a "spectrum of war," and two, limited war was rede-—

: fined to limit the means +rather than the objective. According t:=

i

the 1962 doctrinal change, the gpectrum of war ranged from ccol
f war,  through limited war, o general war, The farmer belirg =2

A peacetime power struqgqgle between mnations with the dividng line

olute ¥

between zold war and limited war "neither distinct o ab
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Erasing the line between war and peace
was to prove a serious flaw. It con-
tributed to our failure to declare war .
over Vietnam, as well as the credibility
gap that developed between the govern-—
ment and the American people. (11:42)

The similarity in force structures and doctrines of the
British and American forces in the two wars is quite apparent. In
poth conflicts e=ach superpower had a regular army trained in the
art of the traditional wars of the period and each nation®s mili-
tary doctrine, influenced by contemporary national policy, nec2s-

=z=itated prosecution of the war with “Ylimited means." It is this

-~

i

concept of limitad force that needs to be explored 1n graat
detail. The degree of military force a nation chooses to emplcy
1in 2 conflict is a direct consegquence of national policv——anothe-
Fabvyanic Model variable. NMational policy and national =strateqgy
when coupled together form the basis faor "how" a nation achieves
its national objectives. It is from this combination of national
policy and national strategy that military doctrine results, From
what policies did the doctrine of limited use of force evclwe”
FOLICY

National policies and national objectives ar=2 i1ntertwined
since policies support the attainment of obj=2ctives. Bet+ores dis-
cussing policy, however, a review of the national objectives of
the combatants is in order.

The American colonists clearly wanted to establish an i1nde-
pendent confederation of the colonies although the 2:act  form
and conduct of the govermnment was vet to be determined. In :

retrospect, the policies of the Americans 1n 1773 were rather
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fragile and certainly not a unified concept in the minds of th

(]

separatists. However, the colonies did collectively subecribe to
a policy of self-determination and independence with 2xpulsion of
British forces from North America as their primary cobjective.

Clearly then, Great Britian®s ob:iective was to preserve the sta-

0

tus quo and the Empire such as it was following the Seven Year®
War in 1763:

As late as June 11, 1779, the King re-—
markted to Lord North that he should

think it the greatest instance among

the many he had met with of ingrat:i:tude

and injustice if it could be supposed

that any man in his daminions "more

ardently desired the restoration of

peace and solid happiness 1n every part

pf this Empire® than he did. "There 1=

no personal sacrifize I could rmot r=ad-

1ly vield for so desirable an object.’

But, at the same time, no desire to get

cut ot the present difficulties would

incline him to enter “into what I look

upon as the destruction of the Empire.” (4:24)

However, while the British objective was relatively clear, th

il

policy on how to deal with the American situation was vary much
in dispute,

Whereas the government and ite supporters
found the issue in supr2macy of Farliament--
or rather, the colonial rejection of parl:iaza-
mentary supremacy-—the opposition found the
issue in colonial resistance to dizcrete
measures taken by the metropolis since

1767 and, above all. to measures of ta:-
ation. « « « Throughout the almost con-
tinuous dispute on American policy that
raged in the Commons and ! ords from the
beginning of 1774 to the spring of 1775,

it is this difference in understanding

that overshadows all other points at con-
troversy. . . . This affinity of histor-
ians for the political opposition 1n Far-
liament rests, of course, upon far morsa

than simply the latter’s insicstence that

the dispute might have been settled with-

17
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out war. (5:384-385)

Unable to agree,
« « « the record of the North minicstery
was clearly open to the charge that its
American policy was marked by inconsist-
ency and sheer inadvertence . . . and
was one not only of compromise, but of
compromise that had been neither well
conceived nor consistently pursued. (S5:7321)

British policies were alternately fi1rm and appeasing and
stemmed in part from the paradox that the coloniztz wer= 1ndeed
British citizens under the protection of the British comstituo-
tion, and that every effort to bring them back into the Empire
should be made. However, the averuse of killing forcs would cnl:-
alienate them further,., +hus making long term pacification that
more difficult +to achieve. (4:351) This inconsistency plagu=ad
the vecution of military operations and contributed to indeci-
sive action on the part of British commanders.

What, then, were the objectives of the United States during

the Vietnam War?™ This question i1s by no means a dead :issue. To-

J
3

davy, ten years following the withdrawal of American trcops fr
South Vietnam, historians and analysts are still debating why thes
United States chose to enter 1nto a land war i1n Asia. RS arthur
Schlesinger, Jr. said 1n 1967:

Yietnam 13 a triumph of the politics of
1nadvertence. We have achie2ved our pre-—
zent entanglement., not after due and de-
liberate conside-ation, but thraough a
seri1es of smal. decisions. . . . Each =step
in the deepening of the American commitment
was reasonably regarded as the last that
would be necessary. Yet, 1n retrospect,
each step led only to the next. unti]l we
find ourselves entrapped tocay 1n that night-
mare of American strategizts., a land war 1in
Asia-—-a war which no Fres:ident, . . . .

i8




W desired or 1ntended. The Vietnam =ztory 1=
ﬂ a tragedy without wvillains (7:147:

Approimately a decade ago, 2 poll taken of

[
[1)]
D
3
3
-
i
)
1]
A
th
o
mn

showed that 70 percent of them considered fAmerican cbhjectives 1nm
Yietnam to be unclear and uncertain, and 21 percent of them f2lt
e that America should decide what it wanted to accomplicsh before 1t 1
' |
{ chose to commit military forces in futurs conflicts: |
K !
' In fact, the United States d:d purszue de-
' fin=2d obj=2ctives 1n Indochina; the troutls
p wag that 1t kept changing 1ts mind az to
N what they were. From first to last there
: ’ was consistent agreement only about what
$ our objective was not: we were not fi1g3hting
K to make South Yietmam into an American colony.
’ Unfortunately, that 1s exactly what a great
§ many pecople thought we were doing. S HAEARGE
I
|
v While agreement on sp=Ecific objsctives may ke Jdrffrzulh =z ‘
o
. achi1eve, perhaps the broad objective of "containment of  Comma-
nism" is sufficiently accurate to begin a discussion 2N AMSr1Iar
) policy during the war.
o] American political leadership was definitely weddeg to the
. "dominne theory" first espoused under the Eis2nhowsr admimstra-
. ' ' " "
k) tion. And if opne acceptz the "containment cbjective, tha2n Zrm=2
A/
’ .
; must 2also acknowledge that the wse of limited militar - <orze 1z
4
3 by necesszity a realiztic cornsequence of that ob,scti.2. The "zon-
% -
ﬂ tainment" objective spawned a politizal policv  whis Irsated e
1
N dilamma for the American military like the dilemma fac=d & the
: British military in the American Revalutran. Uni+t2d Statesz pol:-
=y 1n Yietnam was to contain the expansi1on of Communiszt powsr 1n
" the region, but the United States was not willing to rish 3 worla
war by using military means to destroy the szourc=2 2+ the aggras-
\ z1o0n. (11:7%S) The "zontainment' ab,2ct:ive, therafors, l=d 4=z




the policy of flexible response and this policy resulted in tha
American military doctrine (subsequent to 1962) of limited use of
force, or limited means.

The United States was confident that American forces could,
through a holicy of flexible response, demonstrate American re-
solve to keep South Vietnam free of Communist domination by grad-
ually escalating the level of conflict as necessary to counter
the threat. Not only did the military have to adapt to an unpop-
ular palicy of flexible response and "gradualism," but also was
expected to support and carryout such nontraditional missions as
zoalition warfare, nationbuilding activities, and Vietnamization.

During the course of the war, the United States attempted to

—

Vs

zhange the social fabric of South Vietnam whil®2 simultaneous
trying to prosecute the war. For the first time in history, the
military’s ultimate objective was not the ‘"destruction of the
enemy's armed forces in battle." but rather,

*The fundamental purpose of US military
forces is to preserve, restore, or cre-
ate an enviranment of order or stability
within which the instrumentalities of
government can function effectively under
a code of laws.’ We had come a long way
from the pre-Vietnam war doctrine that
called for the “defeat of an enemy by
application of military power directly or
indirectly against the armed forces which
support his political structure.” (11:49

The similarities between the American Revolution and the
Vietnam War are remarkable,. Both British and American.§or:es
were clearly shackled by governmental policies and military doc-
trines which precluded the effective initiation of offensive 2o-

erations. The British faced the dilemma that general war would

AROSASON]
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never lead to an amiable settlement and leniency would onlv serve

to encourage the rebels. The dilemma facing the United States i1n

'™

Vietnam was perhaps mare complicated, but a dilemma ori1ginating
from the perceived realities of world politice nonethelecss. In
both cases, military commanders were effectively prevented +ror

Wity

using "sufficient! force against the enemy’s center of gr

m

EARLY IN THE WAR. Flawed government palicies oroducec  £1lawez

doctrine which effectively precluded the use of =uch +orca. Thi

vt
it
u
1]

brings us to the last two variables 1n the Fabvaniz Mogsl
addressed: the threat and targetrv.
THREAT AND TARGETRV
The immediate threat of +he colemial rzbellion to Srzat
Britain was twofold., First, 1f the revelution was suczezsful. 1t
~ould signal to other members of the Empire that OGreat Br:itain
was fallible, and second, the departure of the coloni2s $rom  ths

Empire would have a severe adverse i1mpact on trage. Fcorasmcst,

Great Britain’'s prestige 1n the world was at stake:
there not being. . . 3 s=1ngle 1nstancs 1n
all history of anyv nation surrenderinrg 2

distant province voluntarily and of free
Zhoice. notwithstanding 1t was greatl. 1-
their i1interest to have done 1t. (3:24°
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If the British fai1l=2d tao <contain this <1t
other colonies might be 1nclined to +ollow zuit., Lit2 “he mitad
States during the the 1930s and 1260s, the British hac %121~ owr
version of "containment," contaimment of colonmi1al ocppositizn %C

Farliament’s pow2r and pro2s2rvation =f the Empirs.

53

What thrz2at did the potential fall. of South Vi2tm-m oz=e +cor

the United StatesT Like Gra2at Britain, was losz o+ ~2:=2 anz




orestige in the world perhaps the main reason that the United
States chaose to make a stand in South Vietnam or did the United
States, as leader of the free world, have a duty to intervene?
Did Washington undertake defense of South Vietnam on behalf of
the free world and did American leadership make & conscious
choice that intervention was necessary to ensure international

security and world order? The answer probably lies somewhere n

[

between the extremes of "saving face" and champion of the +tree
warld. It ite probably fair to conclude that inp a broad context,
the United States felt threatened by the perceived expansion of
manclithiz Communism and, like the British Z00O vears earlier. was
unable to comprehend a world which was Zontrary to 1ts own making

ard control.

In June 1996, then Senator John F. Fennedy outlined
"America's stake in Vietnpam" in a speech which xpressed the
zentiments of a broad spectrum of political opinion. Fennedy de-

lar

d that Vietnpam represented the cornerstone of the free world
n  Southeazt Asia and represented a proving ground for democracy

1~ the region. Most important, however, is that Fkennedy =said

b

tetnam represents a test of American responsibility, determina-
tion, and prestige in Asia:

1f it falls victim to any ome of the
perils that threaten its existence...
then the United States, with some ;usti-
fization will be held responsible; and
our precstige 1n Asia will sink to a new
low. 1453499

m

oth  Great Britain and  the United States considered the

it
ad

1nsurgencies to be a threa o their dominance in the world arena




and that their national interests would be served if the 1nsur-

‘wa

0

gencies were defeated. The guestion, however, must be asked,

the threat real, or was it contrived?" As noted previously, inm

- W

. the case of the American Revolution, history would indicate that
Great Britain could have prevented the war—--that the threat was

more contrived than real. By the same token, although only eleven

1"

y2ars ago, post-war events would indicate that in fact Asia ha

PR

not become a bastion of anti-West Communism and that perhaps the
United States was guilty of gross national parancia. Again, =)
zee a vivid parallel between the two conflicts in that both Great
Britain and the Urnited States perceived threats that history

might indicate were illusory to the national security interacsts

-

i of the nation.

The last variable in the Fabvanic Model to be discussed will
be targetry. What were the targets, or centers of gravity, upon
which the success or failure of the rebellions depended?

In the esarly stages af the Revolution, the American armvy re-

crted to harraszment tacticz aimed at keeping the Britizh of+f

w

balance since, as previuously mentioned, General Washington and
the colonial leaders recognized that the colonial militias were
no matzh for British regulars. This may have been the first time

"modern" guerilla forces were used in a major conflict. The aims

- A W e e

of the colonial forces were to avoid the climactic battle, with-
draa  when outnumbered, and stall for time while the British will
to fight declinmed and France would e@enter the war on the side of
. the colonies., Contrary to one of the mvths of the American FRewvol-

ntion, the citizen soldi=2r did not win the war.

e
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Americans have long believed the "standard patriotic myth-
olegy of a determined proQinicial free-holding popul ace ma}ching
arm=in—arm in the struggle +to overcome tyranny." (12:211) While
this potion certainly has strong sentimental appeal, unfortunate-
ly it is not true. As previously mentioned, the regular army un-
der +the command of General Washington was the center of gravity
in the colonial cause and remained the real British military ob-
jective during the war. However, given the severe limitations on
offensive operations imposed on the British forces, they were
never able to engage the colonial army in the decisive battle
that British commanders desired.

The British were clearly a long way from "home" and under-—
stood that the North American an& Canadian seaports were ossen-—
tial to the survival of their <forces on the continent. Conse-
quently, they seized and occupied the seaports in New England and
the South. The British successfully occupied these seaports for
most of the war although, as they soon discovered, once they left
the sanctity of their garrisons, the American army and militia
units proved very elusive tg engage. In addition, the general
oopul ation proved recalcitrant and frequently transformed itsel+
into bands of guerillas thersby increasing British frustration.
In 1777, unable to close with the colonial armv for a decisive
engagement, the British under the command of Gneral Burgaoyne
decided to embark on 3 bold offensive esgsentially deviating from
their earlier indirect strategy. This will be discussed 1n gresat-

er detail later.

Similar to the British in 1777, the United States military
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experienced many of the same frustrations during the Vietnam War
in that they were unable to strike at the enemy’s center of gra-
vity. (11:80) Like the British before them, the Americans faced
two types of military forces: the Viet Cong guerillas and the
Morth Vietnamese regular army. Early in the war, the American
military ﬁndertook A classic counter insurgency campaign against
the Viet Cong using special forces units. As the war progressed,
and in respanse tao Viet Cong successes, the United States esca-—

ong

1

lated its combat operations in an effort to defeat the Viet |

directly and, by 194673, had inserted 15,200 men into South

"

Vietnam. In the next two vyears, the United States increased 1t

troop strength in-—-country to 23,000 men and began to direct 1t

15

+ocus to the North. It was not unitl 1964, five vears after the
first direct involvement of American forces, that the United
States beqgan seriously to consider the conflict as being more
than just a guerilla war.

Like the British in the American Fevolution, the United

States was faced with a guerilla war 1n the =2arly stages of th

ili

conflict. However, unlike the British who recognized after the
tnitial stages of the war that the Americanm reagular army was tha
Ley to defeating the rebellion, the United States never really
accepted the conclusion that more than limited offensive apera-
tions against the Hanoli regime were needed in order to bring the
war to a successful conclusion. To do so was deemed politicallwy
unacceptable due to the risk of provoking ever greater levels of

canflizt in the region. Once again, we see a parallel between the

two conflictz. Beth Great BEritain and the United States failed to




engage the rebel centers of gravity——-the regular armies—-—and
during the early vyears, were preoccupied with a guerilla war
which, in reality, proved to be secondary in nature.

This concludes the assessment of the Fabyanic Model. In
light of this assessment, the militarv strategies of OGreat
Béitain and the United States in the respective conflicts will be
discussed next.

STRATEGIES
THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION

As Richard Preston and Sydney Wise wrote :n Men 1n Arme:

The American Revolution marks, i1ndeed, an
important transitional step i1in the history
of warfare. The professional military me-
thods of the =ighteenth century, which had
come to be predominant 1n the Anglo-French
=truggle in America by the time of the

Seven Year’'s War, were more important i1n the
Revolution than popular legend admits, At
the same time, the war was a portent for the
future, pointing toward conflicts quite dif-
feren: from thaose of the dynastic quarrels of
eighteenth century Europe. (9:172)

The British forces in Narth America were faced with what ma
have been an impossible zituation. As a consequence of the wvar:a-
ble relationships illustrated by the Fabvanic Model which existed
at the start of the Fevolution, the British ini1tially adopted a
deterrent and indirect strategv. [t was believed that the zTumula-
tive effects of such a strategy would demonstrate to the rzbels
that a war with Great Britain was unwinnable. But. as the war ecs-
zalated., it became increasingly clear to the British military
that direct offensive operations ai1med at destroving the Zoloanial

army were necessary 1f a militarv victory was to be ach:eved. It

was this dichotemy in strategies which characterized Br:t:sh con-
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duct of the war. The indirect strategy could nat win the war,.
and the offensive strategy was a strategy that, given the =state
of British military capabilities, was foreordained to defeat.

In view of British doctrine, terrain, hostile civilian pop-
ulace, long lines of supply, lack of support at home, etc., the
British military were unable to sustain effective offensive cper-
ations. In addition, the extreme caution exhibited bv EBritish
commanders hindered aggressive operations necessary to seeb znd
destrov the 2nemv. This latter condition, and the prevailing sen-
timent of the British military, was expressed by General Howe:

14 I could by anv manoeuvre remove an
enemy from a very advantageous position,
without hazarding consequences of an
attack, where the point to be carried

was not adequate to the loss of men to

be expected from the enterprise, I should
certainly adopt that cautionary conduct,
in the hopes of meeting my adversary upon
more equal terms. (4:110)

Given this penchant for caution on the part of the Britizh
mirlitary, it 1s not surprising that the turning point of the war
~esulted from a bold offensive campaign which was a marted He.:a-
tion from their deterrent and indirect strategv. This departurs
from their 1nitial strategy 1llustrates the dual stratsg. dilamma
that plagued British military forces 1n  the colonies., Fnown as
the Saratoga campaign, this operation was a classic =:ample of
the imnability of the British +to mount and sustain o2ffensive
thrusts into rebel territery.

The idea for the campaign was the brainchild of Ma,or

General John Burgovne and, 1n theory, was basicall. a sound plan.

However, as the analvysig of +the Fabvanic Model has zhown. gaiven




British doctrine, force structurs, policy, society, 2Lc.. Severa.
tnsurmountable Dbstaclés existed which prevented the Britizh mil-
itary from conducting and sustaining bold offencsive operation:c
against an indigenous rebel army.

The plan called for Burgoyne ta lead a strong Anglo-Germar
force f{(approximately &,500 men) from Montreal and, by striking
from the North along the Richilieu and Hudsor FRivers. taks
Jlbany, MNew York. At Albany, Burgoyne was to be met by Lisutenant
Colonel S, Leger 1n command of a mixed faorce of Briti
Heesians, Torise, and Indians, from Osweqo on Lake Ontarioc. These
two forces would then crush all colonial opposition 1in their oatre
x2 they met a British force led by Gensral Howe driving north up
the Hudson from New Yorhk. This campaign would then sever New
=ngland from the rest of the colonies. On the drive =zouth ta
Albany, General Burgayne was to capture weakly held Ticonderoaga.
However, history shows that the campaign was doomed from the be-

ginning., (17:234-28
49 kevy part of the plan was +for thousands of Torizs
Canadians. and Indians to supplement the regular Britizh +orcs

Thiz provision of the plamn, however., fell far short of eupecta-

ti1ons and 1n at least ope aspect un2upectdlyv work=2d against

t

]

11}

Sriticgh: 1) only approximately 100 Toriee and 400 Indianz wers
actually recruited, and 2) the 1dea of using Indians *o <fi1gh=%
against transplanted Englishman was considered i1mmoral bv Encgl

soci12tv and was one of the reasons that Englizh sociaot.

V-
~

logt faver with the war. In addit:ion. Burgoyne wasz getarmined

to Lty

W

vel with heavy artillervy (zome 128 artiller: piezces ir
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all', and 2all the2 traditional trappings of an eighteenth <emtur-.

trous. Informaticn

i

Army. One final item would prove equally disa
that Howe’'s forces were 1n Fennsvlvania, and would not be ava:rl-
able for the drive north to Albany, was casually disregarded by
Burgovne believing that London would surely make General Howes':z

forces available for the most important campaign of the war

Undermanned, overburdened and 1n the face of declining su

s}
3]
2]

3
it

feogm home. in July 1777, General Burgoyrne l2ft Montr=zal zmg ososn
) : oYy n

[}

tha Saratoga campalgn-—3 Campalgn upon which the haoes 24 Lor:c

“Mlorth' =z administration rested.

The march couth through the mountains of New Yorl waz sx-

cruciatingly slow dus to the eicessive hardware carrisd b tnhs
Sritish and the inhospitable terrain. Although Burgovne was suc-

cessful 1n driving the Americans from Ticonderoga., his lines of
zupply were unable to support his army and the Americans snzursd
that all supply along his route of march was destroved.

This supply problem was never =atisfact-

orilv solved by the British: hence thei-

~2lative i1mmobility, “tethered bwv their

supply lines to the coast,” and the contirm-

A1ng stress placad on the Lovalizts—-—-to

keep the country open behind the fighting

“roope 1n a terrain wher2 all were oppos

or =2gquivocally neutral urt:l proof of ab

bty to retain advantages was zhown. 451

The detailed account of General Burgovne’'s march souts 1z

well worth reading. It iz an epic story of the Fevolution which
Zlearly 1llustrates the shortcomings of the British militar. poc-

ture 10 America and the sztrength of will of the citizen =

The slow oace of the British allowed the colonial for-2s to amass

a crtizen army which overwhelmed the EBritizh forcez. The ==lcon:al




forces were ablz to szwell from 4 000 +o 17,000 men, o

October 14, 1777, totally ocutnumbered and with no reasonshls kb

oos .
i}
g 2% zupply, General Burgovne suwrrendered rnear the Mew York willags
g .
2 of Saratoga.
Y
The defeat at Saratoga was critical to the British cause for

K,
¥ two primary reasons: 1t gave the colonies time to train and ancg
1
.‘ - . . .
" 2quip a regular =army of sufficient capability to e2ngags  +he
»

British for the decisive battle whizh, bv this time, both sides
N
: mew would have to oczur. and 1t brought France 1nto thes war on
:
Y the si1de of the Americans. Although the colonial forces weres abls
N
.
- 2 SCcor2 numerous victories against the Britieh in the {first
§1
R\ vears of the war, thev knew full well *hat a trained regular arm.
‘ . . - - .
e wnd an alliance with Francz were crucial to final vigtory of +ke
[y

-

war. Baoth these objectives were achieved after the ceolonis

‘victory at Saratoga.

With the resources. men, and renewed confidencz bro

[
1p]
o
it
it
13

the colonial cause by the French, a combined force ot c2lonia:
f
N ang  Fre2nch regularz defzated +the Britizh at +*hs Eattls o<
4
* Yorktown in 1781 and essentially concluded the amer1oan
i ~evslution. Cut of+ bv Franch seapower +rom their lines oF zup-~-
iiq
,h olv. faced with increasing casualti=2s and declining support bacth
B
I .xn England, General Cornwallic surrendered to General Wazhimgoton,
o
- THE VIETNAM WAF
K
?. The analysis of the Fabvanic Model zhows that thz Uni+ad .
‘P
51 States faced much th2 zame situation 1n Vietnam that the Be-it:isre
. “fac2d in the American Fevoluticon. Conzeguentl:y, Americar l=zader-
A
f shio 1miti1ally adopted verv much the same military ztrateg az
e
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: the British. Early in the war (prior to 19454), the United 5States

¢

‘ attempted tc halt Communist expansionism in South VYietmam through

L]

{ a cumulative deterrent and indirect strategy. When 1t became

!

'

)

{ clear that this strategy was failing, and the Communists were

A

' 2scalating the level of conflict, the United States adopted =2

1 more direct strategy (although limited) designed to bring Nerth

{

2\

i Vietnam to the negotiating table.

N

s Toe be sure, the Yietnam War was politically mere complesns

i than the American Revolution. However, like the British 200 vears

K]

: zarlier, the United Statess hoped to deal 1nitizally with the 1n-

[

’ surgency with as little use of force as possible. For the first

) +*wo vears, the United States limited its military role to that of

. ]

N advisors and special forces units. As the Viet Cong became 1n-

)

* creasingly more aggressive and successful, the United States

: began to focus its efforts on defeating the Viet Cong and grad-

)

) ually increased its military commitment. By the end of 197,

3

' 15,000 troops had been deployed +£o South Vietnam, In 1954, 1m

‘l

) response to ever increasing Communist aggresszicn, the Unit=d

i

: States chose to begin bombing the North and, like the British 1in

5 . v v

{ the Revolution, dramatically changed their strategy. Incumbent in

3 this change of strategy was an incre=ased requirement for m2n and

3

& ) L. .

g material to meet the demands of intensified air and ground opera-

- tions. By the end of 1964, the American military had 23,000

o troops i1n-country.

‘ .

} The change to a more direct offensive strateqy, principxall.y

A

! . the bombing of targets 1n the North, was undertaken n2ither o
achia2ve an unconditional surrender. nor the total destructicn o+

P 1

LI

. A3 p . .
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the enemv’s war fighting capability, but rather was desianed tc
bring the Communists to the negotiating table. Four years later,
this gradual escalation of military force by both sides culminzat-
ed in the dramatic battle of Tet. Unlike the British, however,
the American military never tasted significant defeat 1n  the
field. But, nonetheless, Tet 1948 was a significant victory for
the North VYietnamese against the American center of grav:ity:

Father tham commending the military

victory, Americans were instead heorri-

fied by the brutality of war, and Tet

marked the beqginning of a radically i1n-
tensified antiwar protest. (134:7346)

Amer:can scociety and seagments of its leadership chose the raalit.
they wished to s2e. In the face of increasing casualtis2s, oublic
support for the war declined, and pressure to negotiatz 1ncrz2as-

2d. Three years later, the United States pulled out of Scuthn |
Vietnam.

The United States had won the battles. but lost the war. The
reasans for the defeat are found in the analysis of the Fabvanisc

Medel and closely parallel the conditions encountersd by the

British during the Revolution., Essentially., the Unit=d States had

failed to adapt tc the tactical, strategic, and peclitical reali- j
ties of the war they found 1n Southeast Asia while completely un- l
derestimating their emnemy’s capabilities. By adopting a flenible (
ragponse policy and a strategy of '"gradualism," the United States w
disdained the stracegic offensive early 1n the war and. as a re-
sult, anv hape of preventing the Communist takeover 24 South

Yietnam. Had the United States not felt politically com—elled to

limit th

]

use of force =2arly 1n the war then, libks the British
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anperi2nc2 1n the Amerizan Revolution, the ocutzome of war

- P

might have been very different.
N CONCLUSION
N The analysis of the Fabyanic Model variables clearly shows
that both the British and United States failed to appreciate the
o true nature of the American Revolution and WYigtnam War recsoec-— ;
tivelv. Both wars were revolutionary Zivil wars which gradualle i
|
escalataed 1i1nto conflict=s approaching the zonventi:crnal comfliziz |
which were representative o2f the time. Both wars wers trus rawvcl-

. wtions  and each nation, failing to fully comprehend the snem,’

it

zommitment, was forc=d

i
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et
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3
il

o respond gradually to an =S

level of intensity of Zonflict dictated bv the rebel zarm:

i
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) The military zommanders in both wars were cl=sar

m
n
"W
r
i

national policies which resulted in military doctrines 1nc
3 of bringing the conflicts to a successful military conclusien.

While military commanders can understand the con
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zhbiectives, the use of limited means to achieve these obj;2ctive

was contrary to the principles of war. Ths use of limitsd mn=z

a
Y

i}
Wi

1in these wars resulted from the fact  that national cha2Thiy

s e A -

! were unclear. A4nd, in the abzence of clear object:ves, the ©

! tional command authorities inhibited military opesrations f2r f2ar

Hy
’ I

of reducing egotiating fleuibility., The <following thoughts,

while written about the British in the American Revolut:ion, ara |
also applicable to the VYVietnam War:

It 15 a sound maxim in war Lo be zle
about one’s objiective--all the rest

. will follow, given sufficirent resour
and activity. Until 1778, this was
narad by the British who were uncer
about their main motive. Was 1t t
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ciliate, or to subdue, the Americans:
negotiated peace or war? This lack of
determination meant immediate loss of
initiative. Too vigorous a policy would
ruin the chance of a settlement whilst
too lenient handling of the rehbels could
only encourage them. IT SEEMS CLEAR
THAT HAD AN ENERGETIC FOLICY BEEN FOL-
LOWED FROM THE START BY FOURING TROOFS
AND SUFPLIES TO THE DECISIVE FOINTS,

BY ISOLATING THE MAIN AREAS OF DIS-
SAFFECTION, AND BY DEALING DECISIVELY
WITH EACH ONE, THE REBELLION COULD HAVE
REEN CRUSHED BREFORE FRANCE ENTERED THE
WAR. THERE WAS NOT IN THESE YEARS ONE
OVERRIDING FLAN TO WHICH ALL ELSE WAS
SUBORDIINATED. THE BRITISH WERE HOFING
TO HEAL AND SETTLE, AS WELL AS TO CON-
QUER, AND IMAGINED THAT RY THEIR VERY
APFEARANCE THE RERELLION COULD RE PUT
DOWN AS SUDDENLY AS IT HAD BROKEN OUT
—-—HENCE THEIR NEGLECT OF WHAT SHOULD
ALWAYS ACCOMFANY THE MAINTENANCE OF

THE OBJECTIVE, SUFFICIENT RESOURCES
READILY AVAILABLE FOR ITS ATTAINMENT. (4:1173

One last parallel between the two wares is significant—--i+f

W

cnly to show that the use of military force was merely a facade
for a national leadership bereft of clear peolitical vision. In
both wars, =sach nation attempted to negotiate peace while engagad
in offensive operations against the enemy. Again, the following
passage was written about the American Revolution, but is raemart-
able in its applicability to the Vietnam War:

To pursue appraoaches for peace while

using to their utmost extent the soldiers
and ships which were provided were in
reality two incompatible aims — AND IT

WAS THIS MISCONCEPTION WHICH FRUSTRATED
THE UNDOUBTED ADVANTAGES WHICH THE BRITISH
OFPENED OFERATIONS AGAINST THE COLONIES,
AND HINDERED THEM IN ACTION AGAINST

THEIR SMALL, UNORGANISED ENEMY. (4:113)

The principal lesson to be learned from both wars is that when

military force is to be used as an instrument of policy in deal-
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ing with revolutionary civil wars., the force must be dJec:iszi.s an?
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swift. If this action is politically untenable, thern alt
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means to  the application of military force must be

achieve national objectives.

- G -
“

In summary, the American Revolution and the Vietnam War wer=2
remarkably similar in many ways. In both cases, the primary cause
of each nation’s political failure can be traced to a lzcb of un-
derstanding of the true character of the conflicts, urclesr m2-
: tional objectives, and military strategies inmitially orsdicat=ag
on  the limited use of force. In the future, when faced with re-
volutionary civil wars, military commanders should advocats mili-

. tary force only when the political situation will support 2 J=-

cisive military campaign early inm the conflict.
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