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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study may be viewed as an exploratory effort
designed to examine the military as an instrument of policy.
The policymaker, if he is to be successful in establishing
control, among other things, must have an intimate knowledge
of the quantity, quality, and the nature of the means at his
disposal. There is a large body of literature which ad-
dresses the quantitative and qualitative aspects of combat
power. The purpose of this paper, however, is to examine
the concept of combat power with an aim toward understandidg‘
it as an instrument of policy. The approach taken here is
neither quantitative nor qualitative but, rather, ontological;
that is, the locus of analysis is the nature of combat power.

What I hope to do, therefore, is to provide a conceptual
framework for gaining an understanding of what combat power
is and, later in the paper, to ground some of the concepts
in empirical reality through the use of an historical example.

The methodology employed in this study consists of a
review of the literature to develop the conceptual framework
and an analysis of historical data.

We in the military have a responsibility to educate our
civilian leaders on the capabilities, limitations, and the
nature of the instrument of violence, which is military com-
bat power. It is my assertion in this paper that the poli-
tical instrument of force is in fact, combat power and that

there are likely to be situations in the near future where it
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will be necessary to use force in this form again.

We are living at a time when violence or threats of
violence have permeated the very fabric of our lives. Never
before have so many people lived in an environment so charged
with the imminence of violence. As a nation or a community
of nations we will always be faced with the possibility, if
not the probability, of violence in some form--spontaneous
or premeditated. We must be prepared to respond.

It is in the formation of military strategy that the
interface between the military and civilian leaders takes
place. "Politically, we must insure that our civilian leader-
ship is fully informed of the capabilities and limitations
of our military power. Part of the problem in the past was
that our civilian leaders were misled by our failure to tell
them the hard truths, the unpleasant realities, our short-
comings as well as our strengths."”

If we accept the Clausewitzian view that war is a
continuation of political intercourse and that battle is a
means of continuing that intercourse, it should be recognized
that success at the lower level may not always achieve the
result desire on the higher level. Military objectives must
support the political objectives for they are only the means
to a political end, and the political leaders must understand
the instrument they are using in order to be able to exploit
the success which results from its use.

The military power of a nation is the combined potential

of all the services to actualize force in the form of combat
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power. Combat power, therefore, is the actual instrument
which is used to gain control. However, not all the potential
military power of a nation may be actualized at any given time.
The ultimate objective of combat power (if the intent
is control) is the opponent's mind; more specifically, it is his
perception of reality. If ﬁé can, we want to create a
reality for the opponent that will allow us to control him.
During non-violent periods political leaders attempt to
create a reality that will convince a potential opponent not
to resort to violence. The political approach usually
assumes rationality--"To the rational actor, the availability
and use of military force has utility only so long as ex-
pected gains exceed expected costs." The perception we hope
to create, therefore, is that the potential opponent cannot
win now - and, it must be remembered: "...the opponent's
perception of one's commitment is decisive"--but, that he may
win at some time in the future. "In terms of policy, one
would combine a strong military posture (LOSE NOW) with
Machiavellian manipulation of Nation ¥'s ‘'Value of Peace'
(WIN LATER)." I wish to emphasize, of course, that this is
a "created perception" and not the actual reality. "We would
like the Soviets to perceive a WIN LATER outcome, although
we naturally hope that reality is quite different from that
perception.” If the opponent perceives a no-win in the
future, he may be willing to risk a possible loss now rather
than a certain loss later. This created reality is the pro-
duct of skillful political action which éxploits our national
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strengths and the opponent's weaknesses. Military power as
a potential--that is, as potential combat power--is one of ﬁ
the tools the political leaders may use.

In a violent environment the objective is still the

opponent's perception of reality and, therefore, his mind.

As always the ultimate objective is control. Let us turn
now to a descriptive model of the violent instrument of

political control - combat power.

Combat Power - The Concept 5

The concept of combat power may be seen as an equation
consisting of two elements; mass and fire. This conceptual
bifurcation is an analytical technique which is much neater
in the abstract than in the dynamics of actual combat opera-
tions. When addressing the concept of combat power we must

not lose sight of the fact that it is made up of these two

elements (mass and fire), and that they are variable rela-
tive to each other and relative to a specific opponent.

For the purposes of this paper, combat power may be
defined as the actualization of force in armed combat.
Force, in the broadest of terms may be viewed as the power
to effect change. Combat power is restricted in that it
exists in time as actualized force. Furthermore, it exists
in time only at the point of contact which is a spatio-
temporal concept. That is, it has a beginning and an end !

in time and specific geographical boundaries.
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Mass

Mass consists of personnel, equipment, and material which
is the physical, and usually psychological, center of balance.
Mass survives by avoiding the effects of fire. Physically, it is
made up of two variables; size and mobility. In determining
the size of one's mass, it will be large or small relative
to a specific opponent. Size of mass is relatively easy to
quantify. It may include the entire population and the re-
sources of the nation or be limited to the military services.

Mass, which exists in each medium, is usually based on
some particular element around which all else develops. Cur-
rent examples of this phenomenon would be the tank (land),
the aircraft carrier (sea)--possibly being replaced by the
submarine as the 'captital' ship, and the fighter aircraft
(air). These 'platforms' emerged out of World War II as
dominant in their respective mediums and, according to most,
remain dominant today. There are indications that these
base elements form not only the physical center of balance
but also the psychological center of balance. The result
of such psychological grounding is illustrated by the physical
and psychological unbalancing experienced by the Israelis
in the 1973 war.

These base elements are seen as dominant in the particular
medium in which they exist and, therefore, become the bases
for determining the relative size of mass. It is critical,
therefore, that the base element selected is actually the
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dominant element in that medium. Technology or tactics may
change the base element, and the change may go unrecognized
by one side or the other until hostilities begin.

The other physical variable of mass is mobility. Once
again we must remember that mobility, like size, is relative
to a specific opponent at the point of contact. Mobility
provides for the concentration or dispersion of mass. 1In
this age of nuclear fire the ability to disperse mass is more
critical than ever before. Keeping in mind the relativity
of movement, both sides could be in motion,relative to a
given medium, but in a steady state relative to each other.
To have superior mobility one must have the ability to
initiate a change from the steady state at will. When com-
paring the relative mobility of two masses, therefore, the
one which can change the steady state at will is considered to
have the greater mobility.

This concept is extremely important to an understanding
of the relativity of combat power. More than ever, "the
time factor is of crucial importance in relation to the ratio
of force to space." Speed of movement permits rapid concen-
tration and dispersion of mass. Technology has provided the
means to accelerate greatly the 'tempo' of operation. Unless
this tempo is understood by those involved in combat they
are llkely to be puychologically unbalanced and 'shocked' by
the rapidity of change.

Specialized platforms have been developed which
are designed to give high mobility to mass within a specific
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medium. The platforms survive the opponent's fire by avoid-
ing or by being impervious to it.

That part of a mass which is made up of personnel is
subject to social-psychological phenomena. This is, in fact,
the most brucial'aspect of combat power for it is here that
contrcl resides, and the sense of balance is ultimately

grounded.

Fire
Fire is measured in terms of its effect on an opponent's
mass. It is usually the product of a munition, and it has
both a manifest and latent function. Anything which will
neutralize a mass--that is, render it incapable of effective
action--or which can physically destroy a mass, would fall
under the rubric of fire. Therefore, when considering the
combat power eguation one must address conventional, nuclear,
chemical, bacteriological, or electromagnetic munitions as

fire producers.

It is important to understand fire as having both a mani-

fest and latent function. 1Its manifest function occurs when
it is actualized. 1Its latent function occurs only in the
perception of the individual. Thus, destruction is a result
of the manifest function of fire. Fear of being destroyed
is a result of the latent function.

Most munitions are projected through a medium by a
weapon. Weapons, which must be seen as weapon systems--man
and equipment--exist as part of mass and can be quantified.
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Fire, however, is only potential until actualized in time

and spaceagainst a mass. The effectiveness of fire is
dependent on the vulnerability of the mass at which it is
directed and the degree of concentration. Some have argued
that there has been a 'revolution' in warfare with the intro-
duction of large numbers of precision guided munitions (PGM) -
"A guided munition whose probability of making a direct hit
at full range on a tank, ship, radar, bridge, or airplane
(according to its type) is greater than half." 1In terms of
the combat power equation, the advent of PGMs coupled with
the exponential increase in the explosive power of munitions
has dramatically altered the relationship between mass and
fire. As long as the value of fire was completely linked

to the individual man, one could only increase the value of
fire by increasing the number of men, thus increasing mass.
The introduction of munitions and the weapons to project them
fundamentally changed the linkage between man and the value

attached to fire. Now a man or unit of mass can project a

; munition with a fire value many times greater than his own

mass value. Carried to an extreme, a small mass could pro-
ject fire of such a value that it would totally destroy all
mass--the mythical doomsday weapon.

Through the act of formulating military strategy, the
civilian leaders define the proper scope of action for the
military by defining the combat power equation relative to a
specific opponent. If the enemy mass is defined as military
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personnel only, then the level of violence is, by definition,

limited. If, on the other hand, the opponent's civilian
population is included in the definition of mass, that is,

as part of the combat power equation, then the level of vio-
lence may not be limited. Traditional American morality
prefers 'military' targets only: however, the popular under-
standing of the 'lex talionis,' the Law of the Talon, can be
seen operating in the iationalization of strategic bombing.
In defining the combat power equation the civilian leaders
also specify the type of fire that will be used. Thus, in
some situations, the fire available to the miiitary commander
at the point of contact is of a lower intehsity than what

it could be. Many of the current 'scenarios' specify exact-

ly what type of fire will be part of the combat power equation.

It should be emphasized that defining the combat power equa-
tion is a continual process once hostilities begin. Not only
can the definition of mass and fire change, but che point

of contact can expand or contract, geographically.

If war is a state of sustained violence then combat
power must also be sustained. Thus, logistical support is
essential to maintain combat power during time of war.
Logistical support is not only important to sustain combat
power but also essential to project it to the point of con-
tact. The validity of this concept is apparent when one
recalls the plight of the Russians during the Cuban missile
crisis or our own dilemma during the October War of 1972.

...if large (military) resources exist but cannot be moved
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to the point because they are too far away or because there
are geographical barriers, then the point is relatively
invulnerable. If large military resources can be moved
cheaply to a point, it is highly vulnerable." The reality
of our large naval forces makes immense geographical areas
'highly vulnerable' to our military forces.

The importance of these concepts and a clearer under-
standing of the model presented here may be derived from the
grounding of it in an empirical example. Our most recent
application of forces on a large scale was in Vietnam. In
light of that fact, using our experience and that of the
French, I have briefly attempted to link some of the concepts
with empirical reality. An examination of Chapters IV and V
will provide illustrative material which tends to support
my assertion that relative combat power is a function of
mass and fire at the point of contact. Furthermore, there are
indications that fire has reached a level of effectiveness
which may render the mobility of mass extremely difficult.

The primary vehicle for maintaining mobility in land
combat has been the tank. However, the use of relatively
inexpensive munitions, such as mines and PGMs coupled with
the high cost per armored vehicle may greatly curtail the
use of these vehicles. Will we be forced to react in an
historically predictive pattern of accepting exorbitant losses
in a vain attempt to gain the initiative? 1Is our only re-
sponse to extremely heavy armor losses more and more tanks?
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I suggest we examine once again the essense of combat power
and try to understand why the tank became the base element
of land combat. The tank rendered fire ineffective by being
invulnerable to it and by avoiding it. However, today the
vulnerability of the tank is growing, and its ability to
avoid fire is decreasing. There is, however, in my opinion,
clear indication that mobility on the battlefield can and
will be retained through the employment of another vehicle--
the helicopter.

While it is true that the helicopter is vulnerable to a
wide spectrum of fire, it is also true that it has a tremen-
dous ability to avoid fire through speed and by using the
protective cover and concealment of the ground. This last
point is especially important. The helicopter must be viewed
more as a surface vehicle than as a supra-surface vehicle
in that it is terrain dependent for its survival in combat.
Furthermore, its unique capability to land almost anywhere,
create a mass anywhere on the surface, or extract a mass
makes it, in essence, more of a land oriented platform than
an airplane.

I believe a crucial issue which must be examined in
greater detail is the relative strength in terms of helicopters
at the point of contact. In rough terms, potentially the
United States enjoys a 3 to 1 advantage over the Soviet Union
in helicopter strength. However, when we look at our pro-
jected deployment for the year 1984, we find only about 15%
of our total assets deployed in Central Europe. In relative

xi
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terms, therefore, the Soviets may enjoy parity at the point
of contact.

If the tank is stopped on the battlefield, helicopters
can be used to regain the initiative. Though we have a
tendency to see enemy AA weapons as ubiquitous we can use
helicopters to conduct high speed, small mass paralyzing

attacks on enemy 'nerve' centers.

Conclusion

Combat power, as an instrument in the hands of our

political leadership, can be an effective means for gaining
our nat’ional objectives. However, it must be understood by
those employing it. We live in a violent world which often
requires a violent response. Combat power as actualized
force is the violent response by which we may gain control.
A point made here which must not be forgotten is that military
power is merely potential until actualized as combat power
against a specific opponent at a point of contact. Crucial
to this point is that relative combat power is measured at
the point of contact. Furthermore, since our perceptions
are greatly affected by what we can actually see and measure,

mass as an element of combat power plays a more important

role in shaping perceptions than does the potential of fire.
Therefore, if we intend to limit the escalation of violeace

at a point of contact, we must be capable of creating a mass
of sufficient size to influence the perception of our opponent.
On the other hand, it has become clear that the relationship
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between mass and fire has been significantly altered by

the technological advances made in recent years. The intro-
duction of high value fire in the form of nuclear munitions
has greatly increased the vulnerability of all mass to the
effects of fire. Thus, large concentrations of mass in a
nuclear environment may be an intolerable liability in future
conflicts. 1In addition, the advent of large quantities of
PGMs has greatly increased the vulnerability of high value
mass. Overall, the increased effectiveness of fire greatly
reduces the effect an imbalance of mass may have on relative
combat power.

This, of course, is a gross oversimplification of a
complex issue. However, I believe the assertions made here
are important to our understanding of the true nature of
combat power. We are caught in a dilemma. If we rely
strictly on effective fire in order to strike a balance of
combat power with an opponent, we may be able to significantly
reduce the size of our mass. However, we are more likely to
be required to actualize fire in order to gain control than
if we had a large mass. On the other hand, if we rely on a
large mass, we may suffer heavy losses to an opponent who
relies on effective fire to strike a balance. There is a
way, however, to increase the effectiveness of a relatively
small mass, and that is by being more mobile than an opponent's
mass. Thus, relative mobility may be the crucial issue in

determining relative combat power. Mass which cannot be
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brought to the point of contact may have little effect on the

outcome of the combat.

In terms of combat power, I have attempted to demonstrate
that we can have superior mobility in land combat. Our
huge helicopter fleet can be the means of insuring superior
mobility in central Europe if we have them, in sufficient
quantity, when and where they are needed. 1In light of the
difficulty we anticipate in introducing any additional mass
at the point of contact once hostilities have begun, I argue
here that a larger portion of our helicopter mass should be |

deployed to central Europe than is currently envisioned.
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COMBAT POWER: AN ONTOLOGICAL APPROACH

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The policy maker, if he is to be successful in estab-
lishing control, among other things, must have an intimate
knowledge of the quantity, quality and the nature of the
means at his disposal. There is a large body of literature
which addresses the quantitativel and qualitative2 aspects
of combat power. The purpose of this paper, however, is
to examine the concept of combat power with an aim toward
understanding it as an instrument of policy. The approach
taken here is neither quantitative nor qualitative but, rather,
ontological; that is, the locus of analysis is the nature of
combat power. "Wars," said Hugo Grotius, "for the attainment
of their objectives, it cannot be denied, must employ force

. This quote from

and terror as their most proper agents."
the "Father of International Jurisprudence"4 succinctly
identifies the operative element of war -- combat power.
This study, therefore, may be viewed as an exploratory
effort designed to examine the military as an instrument of
policy. "Today voices are raised against the maintenance
and use of military force. This view ignores the lessons
of history, which contain ample proof that there are times

when the use of force is not only suitable but essential

1
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in the defense of a nation's interests.“5 As a result of

our recent experiences, wherein civilian control of the
instrument of violence was less than successful, some mem-
bers of the military (and for that matter, some civilians)
have become skeptical about the ability of civilian leader-
ship to employ military force effectively. I believe the
failures were primarily the result of a lack of understanding
by the civilian leaders of the instrument of violence they
were using. We in the military have a responsibility to
educate our civilian leaders on the capabilities, limitations,
and the nature of the instrument of violence, which is military
combat power. “Statesmanship, in the H-bomb age, must con-
trol not only the aims but the operations. It should direct
military defense planning, and the formulation of military
doctrine. Hence statesmen and their diplomatic advisers

must have a greater knowledge of military technique than they

needed in the past."6

It is my assertion in this paper that
the political instrument of force is combat power and that
there are likely to be situations where it will be necessary
to use force in the form of combat power. Furthermore, the
use of combat power is more likely to take place outside

the traditional context of war than in the past.7 This is
not to say that war as sustained violence is unlikely; on
the contrary, we must accept the assumption that "despite
whatever effort there may be to prevent it, there may be

war n8
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The use of combat power can be likened to the medical
instrument of the surgeon. Out of ignorance one may amputate
when it is not necessary. By the same token, fear of the
surgeon's knife may cost the life of the patient. "...a
nation which habitually avoids violence and a society which
considers all forms of war immoral may invite disaster

"9 However, just as

by destroying its military credibility.

the surgeon's knife should be the last resort, the use of

combat power should be carefully employed and then only in

the amount or at the level necessary to accomplish the task.
If combat power is to be a legitimate means for achieving

national objectives it must be understood by those employing

it. "The policy-maker, among other things, must have an

intimate knowledge of the quantity, quality, and nature of

the means at his disposal." ¢ More than ever our political

leaders must thoroughly understand what combat power is,

lest they refrain from using it out of fear or they use it

inappropriately out of ignorance. "...statesmen must under-

stand the language of war, so that they do not use it in-

wll In the limited use of combat power the

correctly.
political leaders must be prepared to exploit battlefield
success. If violence is to be limited, then its greatest
effect will be the political exploitation of it. "The power
to hurt is bargaining power. To exploit it is diplomacy..."12
If the political leaders are not prepared to exploit success
in order to gain the desired objectives, then the military

3
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leadership may attempt to achieve the objectives through an
escalation of violence.

What I hope to do, therefore, in the pages that follow,
is to provide a conceptual framework for gaining an under-
standing of what combat power is and, later in the paper, to
ground some of the concepts in empiricél reality through the
use of an historical example.

The methodology employed in this study consists of a
review of the literature to develop the conceptual framework
and an analysis of historical data. Some of the historical
data consist of extensive notes and taped interviews accum-
ulated by the author as a participant in the Vietnam War.
Chapter II is an attempt to develop a theoretical framework
and place this work in perspective. Chapter III is a
presentation of a model of combat power. The model is
intended to be descriptive rather than prescriptive. Chapter
IV, using Vietnam as an example, provides an historical

perspective for some of the key concepts of the model.

Chapter V is a rather detailed analysis of the Battle of Kontum

which took place in the spring of 1972, in South Vietnam.
The purposes of this chapter are first, to illustrate some
of the‘concepts and therefore ground them in an historical
event and secondly, to provide an accurate report for inter-
ested readers. Chapter VI is a brief examination of current

land combat doctrine with an emphasis on helicopter opera-

tions in a NATO environment. Based on the results of my work,
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tentative conclusions and recommendations are suggested in

Chapter VI.

Professor Martin Blumenson, in a talk at the Naval War
College in November 1971,13 stressed that in doing research,
especially historical research, we all have a tendency to
simplify, to get at the essentials -- to get at the mearing
of things so that we may understand. We tend, therefore,
to distort the truth. 1In order to limit the scope of this
study and remain within the parameters of my resources, I
have been selective in the presentation of data. There is,
therefore, distortion. My hope, however, is that I have
remained faithful enough to my charge so that this work
proves of some use. If it does nothing more than stimulate
thought on the issues addressed then I will consider the
effort worthwhile.

Aristotle once wrote, "Almost all things have been
£ found out, but some have been forgotten."14 I make no pre-
tensions of originality in this work; if one wanted to invest
the time and effort almost all the ideas presented can be
traced to their antecedents. As Edward Atkeson has stated,
"...few have contributed much that cannot be found in some

w15

form in the works of Sun, Clausewitz, and Jomini.
have assiduously attempted to provide citations; however, I
am sure there are errors of omission. The approach taken

here is not intended to be new in the sense of new pieces

to a puzzle but, rather, a slight rearranging of the old

5




oW

bR S N——— A 0

pieces to reveal a little different picture. Throughout

the preparation of this paper I have found Liddell Hart's

aphorism to be accurate: "...cold print is a merciless
wl6

exposer of mental fog.




CHAPTER II

A THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

If the free nations want a certain kind of world,
they will have to fight for it, with courage, money,
diplomacy -- and legions.

A nation that does not prepare for all forms of

war should then renounce the use of war in national

policy. A people that does not prepare to fight

should then be morally prepared to surrender.

America 1is not accustomed to political exploitation of
military success. We carry the burden of Napoleonic strategy
firmly established since the Civil War.3 The decision was
to be made on the field of battle with the statesmen merely
formalizing a "fait accompli." I reali;e this is an over-
simplification, but it does serve to illustrate what I believe
is a flaw in the American approach to world violence.

We are living at a time when violence or threats of
violence have permeated the very fabric of our lives. Never
before have so many people lived in an environment so charged
with the imminence of violence. As a nation or a community
of nations we will always be faced with the possibility, if
not the probability, of violence in some form -- spontaneous
or premeditated. We must be prepared to respond in order to
limit the collateral effects of viclence. Most of the people

of the world live with the specter of a nuclear holocaust

which threatens to engulf them and destroy their way of life.

7




Much has been written about the horrors of nuclear war, and

the balance sheets of the statisticians tally cities by the
tens and lives by the millions. More than ever, each of us,
as an individual, is immediately concerned with conditions
which might precipitate violence on this horrific scale.

If there is one word or concept which captures the essence
of our desires, it is the word control. "Control is what
separates senseless violence from the purposeful use of
force."4 This, then, becomes the objective of our actions.
We seekcontrol in all areas of social interaction in the
belief that if we have control we can gain our objectives
without undue risk. Control, as I am using the term here,
does not necessarily mean dominance -- it simply means an
ability to positively affect action. Thus, in terms of the
violence extant throughout the world, we seek to control it
in order to limit its collateral effects.

How, then, can we control violence? What are the means
at our disposal, and who has the authority to legitimately
employ these means? In terms of domestic violence we have
a body of law which can sanction and an instrument of the
state which can use violence to control violence. "While
violence breeds violence it can also act as a vaccine.“5
Our state and municipal police forces are the legitimate
means of force used to maintain domestic control. Recent
experience in the form of "strikes" and sick-outs" have

demonstrated, albeit painfully, the result of not having

the means to control violence. 1In the international arena




where violence has been endemic we do not have an effective

means of international control. "For where the power of law

ceases, there war begins."6 A8 a result, nations must de-

pend on themselves or on powerful allies to insure their

survival in the face of the aggressive forces of violence.
Since the dawn of time, men have competed

with each other -- with clubs, crossbows, or

cannon, dollars, ballots, and trading stamps...

Anyone who says there will be no competition in the

future simply does not understand the nature of

man.

The fiercest kind of competition is that in which one's
continued existence is at stake. Oftentimes intense competi-
tion has been manifested in overt confrontation and violence.
These primal struggles have taken a myriad of forms; however
most can be classified as armed conflict. Thus, war in all
its various manifestations may be viewed as a violent
struggle with each side attempting to control or annihilate
the other. 1In the context of a struggle, the concept of
balance is crucial to understanding the application of force
in the form of combat power. "The same Clausewitz who
argued that the psychological unbalancing of the enemy is
the most important factor in victory totally ignores this
factor when discussing the principle of mass. Tragically,
it has been his fate to be primarily associated with cata-
clysmic war and senseless slaughter, rather than with skill-
ful strategems aimed not at the physical but at the psy-

chological defeat of the enemy."8 Balance or "equilibrium,"9

9




as used here, is dynamic and must always be viewed in rela-
% tive terms. Furthermore, it can be grounded in two areas--
E physical and psychological. Physical balance may be viewed
: as an objective reality; whereas, psychological balance is
based on a perceived reality. For example, two boxers may
be objectively measured by standards applied to their rela-
tive physical attributes; however, their psychological balance
is difficult to measure. It may be understood as a created
perception of reality which is accepted by the one holding
it. The process by which the perception is created is

essentially based on an interpretation of sense data, logi-

cal deduction, and, to some extent, intuition.10 Thug, a
sense of psychological balance is based on one's perception
of reality which may or may not accurately reflect the ob-
jective reality. This is a crucial issue in that it is here
that one's sense of balance may be manipulated and, in compe-
titive situations, it often is.

In the "foq" of war a clear perception of the situation
is often lacking, and the participants are vulnerable to
being manipulated.ll Violence in the form of combat is
usually begun with both sides having some sense of balance
and continues until one side or the other loses its balance--
physical, psychological, or both; or, there is a mutual
recognition that an imbalance cannot be achieved through the
use of force. Usually during the latter stages of the con-
flict the protagonists enter into a dialogue, during which

10
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they agree on a reality. Historically this has been the
case; however, in recent times there has been a reticence on
the part of protagonists to arrive at a consensus.

"War" and "military strategy" are concepts which have
been defined and studied throughout recorded history.l2
For my purposes, however, I will use Grotius' definition of

w 13

war "...war is the state of contending parties... and

add that it is a violent state. "War is thus a type of
14

violence." "Strategy is the comprehensive direction of

all the elements of power to control situations and areas

nl5 Furthermore, "The under-

in order to attain objectives.
standing of power and force and their effective use is criti-
cal to the understanding of strategy."l6 The formulation of
strategy is extremely important in that it specifies the
opponent and provides a purpose for using violence. Strategy,
therefore, provides the definition of victoryl7——national
survival (a state of balance), or domination of the opponent
(a state of imbalance). By the same token, it defines

defeat. For example, the French grounded themselves in the
Maginot line prior to World War II. "They had hoped to sit
behind the Maginot Line and let the Germans batter themselves

senseless...."18

In a sense, in by-passing it the Germans
created a defeat according to the French definition. Our
public commitment to a forward defense in Central Europe may
in fact, be defining victory and defeat for us. "On this

calculation, the Warsaw Pact peacetime force is enough to make

11




a ‘breakthrough likely if peacetime NATO forces are deployed
forward, with only the two French divisions and the Canadian
brigade as reserves."19 "_ . NATO's forward forces should

not be designed to resist Pact attacks without giving ground--

this requirement can never be met against a force of compara-

ble size designed for penetration of a narrow main attack
sector."20 (Emphasis added.) 7

It is in the formation of military strategy that the
interface between the military and civilian leaders takes
place. "Politically, we must insure that our civilian lead-
ership is fully informed of the capabilities and limitations
of our military power. Part of the problem in the past was
that our civilian leaders were misled by our failure to tell
them the hard truths, the unpleasant realities, our short-

n2l However, the primary

comings as well as our strengths.
responsibility for the formation of strategy in our demo-
cratic society rests squarely with civilian leadership. "In

its fuller meaning, strategy is defined as the art of

mobilizing and directing the resources of a nation or
community of nations--including the armed forces--to safe-
guard and promote its interests against those of its enemies
actual or potential."22 (Emphasis added.)

Vietnam is a perfect example of the political leadership
not understanding the instrument of violence and, therefore,
using it inappropriately and not exploiting battlefield
success. Battles were won, but the war was lost. As in all
wars the defeat was ultimately moral rather than physical.

12
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v ..defeat results not from loss of life, save indirectly
and partially, but from loss of morale."23 Military ob-
jectives were achieved; however, they were not exploited by
the American political leaders to attain more important
political objectives. Indeed, some have argued that there
were no clear political objectives. "While the 'objective'
was repeatedly stated by the President and Secretary of
State, it was never done so in terms that would produce

n24

conceptual unity in the conduct of operations. If we

accept the Clausewitzian view that war is a continuation of
political intercourse?3 and that battle is a means of con-

26 it should be recognized that

tinuing that intercourse,
success at the lower level may not always achieve the result
desired on the higher level. Military objectives must sup-
port the political objectives "for they are only the means
to a political end,"27 and the political leaders must under-
stand the instrument they are using in order to be able to
exploit the success which results from its use. Furthermore,
1 it must be understood that war, in essence, is "the state of

contending parties"28 in which the involved parties intend

to use violence in order to establish control, for "the aim

of war is some measure of control over the enemy."29

The military power of a nation is the combined potential
of all the services to actualize force in the form of combat
power. Combat power, therefore, is the actual instrument
which is used to gain control. Not all the potential mili-
tary power of a nation may be actualized at any given time.

13




For example, in Vietnam--"We were losing the political war

and we did not have the power in usable form to invade North

Vietnam."3% The ultimate objective of combat power (if the
intent is control) is the opponent's mind; more specifically,
it is his perception of reality. "For the issue of any
operation of war is decided not by what the situation actually

»3l 3£ e

is, but by what the rival commanders think it is.
can, we want to create a reality for the opponent that will
allow us to control him. During non-violent periods politi-
cal leaders attempt to create a reality that will convince a
potential opponent not to resort to violence. The political
approach usually assumes rationality--"To the rational

actor, the availability and use of military force has utility
only so long as expected gains exceed expected costs.“32
This rational "“cost-benefit" approach is, of course, nothing
new. Hugo Grotius, in 1634, wrote: "This is conformable to
what was said by Augustus, that no war should be undertaken,
but where the hopes of advantage could be (shewn) to over-
balance the apprehensions of ruin. "33 The perception we

hope to create, therefore, is that the potential opponent
cannot win now-and, it must be remembered: "...the opponent's
perception of one's commitment is decisive"34--but, that he
may win at some time in the future. "In terms of policy,

one would combine a strong military posture (LOSE NOW) with
Machiavellian manipulation of Nation Y's 'Value of Peace'
(WIN LATER).“35 I wish to emphasize, of course, that this

is a "created perception" and not the actual reality. "We

14
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would like the Soviets to perceive a WIN LATER outcome,
although we naturally hope that reality is quite different

w36 1 the opponent perceives a no-

from that perception.
win situation now and no-win in the future, he may be willing
to risk a possible loss now rather than a certain loss later.
This created reality is the product of skillful political
action which exploits our nationai strengths and the opponent's

37

weaknesses. Military power as a potential-~-that is, as

potential combat power--is one of the tools the political

leaders may use.3® Admiral Arleigh A. Burke clearly under-
stood the Soviet use of this tool: "They have shown--and
they now show--a rare skill in the psychological use of good
military strength. They have often gained their ends with-
out having to commit their forces, and that is important.“39
When violence is imminent or has occurred, then actualized
force-~-combat power--is used to achieve the degree of con-
trol desired. "Power must be recognized by others if it is
to function, whereas force functions by itself."40 In a
violent environment the objective is still the opponent's
perception of reality and, therefore, his mind. As always,
the ultimate objective is control.

Let us turn now to a descriptive model of the violent

instrument of political control - combat power.
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CHAPTER III

A MODEL OF COMBAT POWER

Combat Power - The Concept

The concept of combat power may be seen as an equation
consisting of two elements; mass and fire. (I am making a
different distinction then that of the traditional fire and J
maneuver.) This conceptual bifurcation is an analytical
technique which is much neater in the abstract than in the
dynamics of actual combat operations. However, in the in-
terest of gaining understanding, I believe it is a useful
tool. When addressing the concept of combat power we must
not lose sight of the fact that it is made up of these two
elements (mass and fire), and that they are variable relative u
to each other and relative to a specific opponent. Further-
more, any meaningful model using this concept must be appli-
cable in any medium--land, sea or air (and for that matter,
space).

For the purposes of this paper, combat power may be 3
defined as the actualization of force in armed combat.l
Force, in the broadest of terms may be viewed as the power

to effect change. The purpose of combat power is to imple-

ment a strategy in support of national policy. Military
power is the potential from which combat power is actualized.2 |
Combat power is restricted in that it exists in time as

actualized force. Furthermore, it exists only at the point

of contact. "...military force levels scarcely exist in

16



abstracto and must of necessity be understood in the immediate

context of their global, regional, or even local emplace-

ll3

ment. Let me emphasize: the point of contact is a

spatio-temporal concept. That is, it has a beginning and

an end in time and specific geographical boundaries.

Mass
Mass consists of personnel, equipment, and material
which is the physical, and usually psychological, center of

balance. It exists in a medium and takes on one of three

configurations or formations: 1line, square or column, Or

some derivation of these.5 Mass survives by avoiding the

effects of fire. Physically, it is made up of two variables;

size and mobility. It must be emphasized that the relativity

of these two variables is always in terms of a specific

opponent and only at the point of contact. Thus, in deter-

mining the size of one's mass, it will be large or small

relative to a specific opponent.
easy to guantify. It may include
the resources of the nation or be
military services:

Army, Navy,

and Air Force,

Size of mass is relatively
the entire population and
limited to the three

which in turn

There

L—MW‘

provide a mass for each medium--land, sea, and air.

is, of course, some overlap, but each service is primarily

oriented toward a specific medium. (Interservice disputes
usually erupt as a result of these overlaps.)

Mass, which exists in each medium, is usually based on
some particular element around which all else develops.

17 -‘
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Current examples of this phenomenon would be the tank (land),
the aircraft carrier (sea)--possibly being replaced by the
submarine as the 'capital' ship, and the fighter aircraft
(air). These 'platforms' emerged out of World War II as
dominant in their respective mediums and, according to most,
remain dominant today. "While an army is a complete organism,
its core is the combined team built around the tank.... In
Europe today the tank is supreme. If it can be stopped, the
ability to project force and to occupy territory will no

nb There are indications that these base

longer exist.
elements form not only the physical center of balance but

also the psychological center of balance. "The Soviet com-
mand places almost unbounded faith in the armored fighting

4 The result of such psychological

vehicle, the tank."
grounding is illustrated by the physical and psychological
unbalancing experienced by the Israelis in the 1973 war.

One might draw an analogy between the tank of today and the
infantryman of World War I. The American Civil War demon-
strated the vulnerability of the advancing infantry to the
bullet, and the well-known response of leaders during World
War I was "more troops." In terms of C. S. Forester's book
The General this may be seen as the "Curzon" mentality.8 In
light of the growing proliferation and increased capabilities

of precision guided munitions, there seems to be evidence

that the "Curzon" mentality is still with us.
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In fiscal year 1975, following an interim
assessment of tank combat attrition rates exper-
ienced in the 1973 Middle East war, the Army raised
its inventory objective from 8,300 to 10,300 tanks
(including about 325 tanks for its three new di-
visions). A year later, after a more formal assess-
ment, the inventory objective was raised to 14,400
tanks--a 75% increase over the 1973 inventory ob-
jective.9

In Naval operations the supremacy of the aircraft carrier
is, at the moment, contentious. However, it continues to
be the prime determinant of the size of the fleet. "The
most important factor is the number of aircraft carriers.
The number of carriers determines the numbexr of carrier es-
corts; together they have a major impact on the required
number of fleet replenishment vessels, which in turn demand
escorts of their own."10 The physical and psychological
balance was so firmly grounded in the aircraft carrier during
World War II that its fate literally determined the fate of

nations. The Battle of Midway:

By destroying four of Japan's finest aircraft
carriers together with many of her best pilots it
deprived the Japanese Navy of a large and vital
portion of her powerful carrier striking force;
it must have had a sobering effect on the morale
of those members of the Japanese fighting forces
who witnessed the destruction of the four carriers;
it stopped the Japanese expansion to the east; it
put an end to Japanese offensive action which had
been all conquering for the first six months of
war} it restored the balance of naval power in the
Pacific which thereafter steadily shifted to
favor the American side; and it removed the threat
to Hawaii and to the west coast of the United
States.ll
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The dangers inherent in becoming too firmly grounded in
a single elemeﬁt are illustrated in the following statement
by Bernard Brodie: "The reason Admiral Halsey gave for
rejecting the idea of staying off the San Bernardino Strait
was a slogan in the fleet: 'The enemy's main forces are
where his carriers are.' Now, I submit that that conception
was true for the preceding two years of the war, but at the
time of Leyte Gulf, it was no longer true."12

The Air Force has resisted attempts tc- specialize air-
craft as close air support or air superiority. They have
preferred a "Doctrine of Quality" which provided technically
superior weapons capable of multiple combat roles--"air
superiority, interdiction, and close air support."13 Within
the Air Force and, more specifically, within the Tactical
Air Command (TAC), "...the mission of air superiority (and
the fighter pilcts who were good at it) tended to have more
prestige than the close air support mission. Air superior-
ity was closer to the 'essence' of the Air Force."14 The
historical example of the German Stuka in World War II is
often used to point out the vulnerability of specialized

£.15 Specialization, however, is

close air support aircraf
occurring with the introduction of the A-10 and F-15. The
importance of the air superiority platform was firmly es-
tablished in World War II and remains the base element of

the Air Force today. "“A major proportion‘of NAT( aircraft

would have to be assigned initially to air-to-air sorties
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to prevent Pact air superiority over the battlefield and
16
n

attacks on critical rear-area targets.... There are
those, however, who question the supremacy of the manned
aircraft. "These new trends tend to discourage the use of
manned attack aircraft in hostile environments. Advances
in missile and gun fire from mobile systems on the ground can
impose heavy casualties on manned aircraft at altitudes
ranging from just above the surface up to 50,000 feet."17

These base elements are seen as dominant in the particu-
lar medium in which they exist and, therefore, become the
bases for determining the relative size of mass. "Note that
Soviet tanks exceed ours by more than four to one...."18 1t
is critical, therefore, that the base element selected is
actually the dominant element in that medium. Technology
or tactics may change the base element, and the change may
go unrecognized by one side or the other until hostilities
begin. An historical example--and every war seems to pro-
vide some--was the French cavalry at Crecy in 1346.19

Mass because of its physical size must be treated as
having weight, and this weight can be increased relative to
an opponent through the action of momentum. Thus mass in
motion may overcome another by displacing it from the space
it occupied in a given medium. This displacement of an
opponent's mass may affect the relative balance, physical as
well as psychological, and expose the opponent's mass to

fire. Fire is the only thing that can destroy mass. However,
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since mass exists in a medium and occupies space within that
medium, it is subject to being overwhelmed and displaced by

another mass.?? Fire can deny an opponent use of space in a
medium, but mass must occupy space in order to use it.

The weight of an opponent mass, developed through the
momentum of his motion, can be addressed by your mass in a
number of ways: a) offer such resistance that his motion is
stopped immediately upon coming into contact with your mass; 21
b) offer permeable resistance which allows the opponent mass
to flow around and through your fractured mass--thus your

22

mass continues as smaller units; c) move away from the

thrust of the opponent mass so as to diminish the effect of
its momentum;23 or d) move toward his mass at a higher
velocity than he is moving, thus increasing your relative
weight..." - thus 'multiplying force by velocity.'24

The displacement of an opponent's mass by your mass may
be accomplished in one of two ways: a) by overwhelming his
mass with the superior weight of your larger mass or through

the action of your momentum;25 b) by destroying the cohesion

or will and thus resistance of the opponent mass. 2°

The other physical variable of mass is mobility.27
Once again we must remember that mobility, like size, is
relative to a specific opponent at the point of contact.
Mobility provides for the concentration or dispersion of
mass.28 In this age of nuclear fire the ability to disperse

mass is more critical than ever before. "It is when our
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capabilities do not permit us to disperse as much as the
enemy capabilities require of us that we are in trouble."29
Furthermore, "There is a limit, determined by mobility, to
what one may call the 'economic size' of any particular army.
And the effective strength of an army may cease to increase

n30 Keeping

when its numbers cause a decline in mobility....

in mind the relativity of movement, both sides could be in
| motion relative to a given medium, but in a steady state
relative to each other. To have superior mobility one must
have the ability to initiate a change from the steady state
L at will. An illustration may clarify this point. If two
opponents are foot-mobile and both can move at the same
speed, then one can avoid the other indefinitely by simply
moving away from the opponent at the same speed that the
other is using to close. If other conditions are equal,
this will result in the steady state. If, however, one

side becomes horse-mobile, he can maintain the steady state

or change it at will by moving toward the opponent faster

than the opponent can move away. When comparing the rela-
tive mobility of two masses, therefore, the one which can
change the steady state at will is considered to have the
greater mobility.31 i

This concept is extremely important to an understanding
of the relativity of combat power. More than ever, "the
time factor is of crucial importance in relation to the

w32

ratio of force to space. Speed of movement permits rapid
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concentration and dispersion of mass.33 Tethnology has pro-

vided the means to accelerate greatly the "tempo" of opera-
tions. "Speeds and volumes of calculations and trans-
missions are unprecedented. People and things as well as
words and pictures can and do go almost anywhere in fractions
of the time once required. Explosives can move from storage
or factory directly to targets at almost any distance and
from almost any launching medium, land, sea, or air in
minutes and seconds rather than in the hours, days, weeks or
longer as technologies of only two decades ago required."34
Unless this tempo is understood by those involved in combat
they are likely to be psychologically unbalanced and
"shocked" by the rapidity of change. Liddell Hart refers to

35 In the future, we must

the "tank-time" of World War II.
anticipate an "air-time" which will be some order of magni-
tude greater than our previous experience. Action will be
framed more in time than in space, and distances will be
measured in time rather than kilometers. "The immense
difference between the tactical (battlefield) ratio and the
strategical (entire front) ratio shows that the crucial
factor in the defense of any wide front is the time factor." 36
Since mass exists within a medium, it follows that
mobility occurs within a given medium. Two of the mediums
are three-dimensional--sea and air--while land must be

treated as two-dimensional. Specialized platforms have been

developed which are designed to give high mobility to mass

24
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within a specific medium. The platforms survive the
opponent's fire by avoiding it or by being impervious to it.
Historically, invulnerability has been a result of at least
one of these two variables, although usually it is a combin-
ation of the two. More often than not, one has to be sacri-
ficed for the other, with the avoidance of the opponent's
fire holding the greater chance for survival.

That part of a mass which is made up of personnel is
subject to social-psychological phenomena. This is, in
fact, the most crucial aspect of combat power for it is here
that control resides, and the sense of balance is ultimately

38 Since most activity is within an organizational

grounded.
context the means of integrating and controlling the organ-

ization are vital. We commonly refer to these means as
39

o |
"command and control and communications (C~)." Furthermore,

since perceptions become the basis of our actions we must
have timely information with which to modify our perceptions

so that they are in accord with objective realityu40

FIRE

Fire is measured in terms of its effect on an opponent's
mass. It is usually the product of a munition, and it has
both a manifest and latent function.41 Anything which will
neutralize a mass--that is, render it incapable of effective
action--or which can physically destroy a mass, would fall

under the rubric of fire. Therefore, when considering the

combat power equation one must address conventional, nuclear
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chemical, bacteriological, or electromagnetic munitions as
fire producers. Any other distinction is artificial and
must be seen as political in nat:ure."'2 This is not to say
such distinctions are not appropriate. The relationships
which exist among these different forms of fire are more
psychological than actual.43

It is important to understand fire as having both a
manifest and latent function. Its manifest function occurs
when it is actualized. 1Its latent function occurs only in
the perception of the individual. Thus, destruction is a
result of the manifest function of fire. Fear of being
destroyed is a result of the latent function.44 One can
sometimes control an opponent with just the latent function;
however, credibility and thus the effectiveness of the
latent function usually requires the actualization of some
fire. Fire can also produce an emotional-shock effect,
usually transitory, as a result of its manifest function. 45
It is crucial to remember, however, that if we intend to
control an opponent, firepower alone is usually not enough.
We must have the ability to create a mass, for it is the
presence of a mass which is decisive and not mere fire-
power unless, of course, our objective is the total destruc-
tion of the enemy mass.46

Most munitions are projected through a medium by a

weapon. Weapons, which must be seen as weapon systems--

man and equipment--exist as part of mass and can be quantified.

26
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Fire, however, is only potential until actualized in time
and space against a mass. The effectiveness of fire is
dependent on the vulnerability of the mass at which it is
directed48 and the degree of concentration.49 The mass

can render fire totally ineffective by achieving cover or by :

avoiding it. Fire should not be delivered against an invul-
nerable mass unless its purpose is something other than
destruction--for example, immobilizing a mass. Thus, hold-
ing vulnerability constant, the other variable of fire is
the degree of concentration. Furthermore, concentration is
a factor of time and space. Given a fixed quantity of
fire, it can be either dispersed in time and space or concen-
trated. The ideal actualization of fire is when it is con-
centrated against a vulnerable mass which is also concen-
trated. The ideal application of combat power achieves the
above while, at the same time, insuring that the opponent
is unable to apply effective fire to one's own mass. The
best example of this is the ambush.

Some have argued that there has been a “revolution"
in warfare with the introduction of large numbers of pre-
cision guided munitions (PGM). James P. Digby provides the
following definition of a PGM -~ "A guided munition whose
probability of making a direct hit at full range on a tank,
ship, radar, bridge or airplane (according to its type) is

greater than half."20

In terms of the combat power equa-
tion, the advent of PGMs coupled with the exponential increase
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in the explosive power of munitions has dramatically altered
the relationship between mass and fire. "Until the inven-
tion of the improved machine gun late in the nineteenth
century, the ratio between destructive capability of weapons
and manpower was about one to one; that is one man with a
sword was, as a matter of principle, capable of eliminating

n51 As long as the value

no more than one enemy at a time.
of fire was completely linked to the individual man, one
could only increase the value of fire by increasing the
number of men, thus increasing mass.

The introduction of munitions and the weapons to pro-
ject them fundamentally changed the linkage between man
and the value attached to fire. "In short, the ratio be-
tween destructive capability of weapons and manpower con-
tinued to widen as the effectiveness of the lethal weapon
continually improved...with nuclear weapons, the ratio
jumped to almost astronomical figures. One bomb dropped
from one airplane with a crew of only 12 men destroyed 4.7
square miles of the city of Hiroshima, and killed or inca-

n32 Now a man or unit of

pacitated over 100,000 people.
mass can project a munition with a fire value many times
greater than his own mass value. Carried to an extreme,
a small mass could project fire of such a value that it would
totally destroy all mass--the mythical doomsday weapons.

A point made earlier should be re-emphasized and elab-

orated on at this time. I stated that it was the application
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of force which provides us with combat power. Combat power,
therefore, must be viewed as actualized force rather than as
potential force. Any world power may have potential force;
but, until it is actualized as combat power, it is pure
potential. Furthermore, it does not follow that all po-
tential force will be actualized at any given moment as
combat power. In fact, numerous external and internal fac-
tors may limit the amount of potential force which becomes
actualized. Thus, when armed conflict occurs, one must
address combat power, not potential force. It is relative
combat power that will affect the balance. It appears that
this distinction has not been clearly understood; and, there-
fore, misunderstanding has resulted when some have attempted
to strike a balance based on military power as potential
rather than actualized force.

Another area which must be stressed is strategy, which
provides the purpose for actualizing force. The question
to ask when one country applies combat power against another
is whether the intent is balance (survival) or dominance.
Survival, or status quo, is usually defined in terms of
defense; whereas, dominance requires offensive action. A
clear understanding here is essential to any definition of
victory or defeat. As stated earlier, strategy must define
victory. An imbalance implies dominance by one or the other.
Traditionally, this has been viewed as victory or defeat
depending on which side of the balance you are on. A
balance implies survival of the two, which may also be viewed
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as defeat for one and victory for the other. Herein lies
the critical issue of how one defines victory, and it is
inexorably linked with the purpose for which force was
actualized.

Through the act of formulating military strategy, the
civilian leaders define the proper scope of action for the
military by defining the combat power equation relative to

53 "...because the prime purpose of

a specific opponent.
military force is to be able to oppose other military

force, should the need arise, then any measurement of mili-
tary force must be, of necessity, relative."54 This is cru-
cial when we consider who and what is defined as the enemy
mass. If the enemy mass is defined as military personnel
only, then the level of violence is, by definition, limited.
If, on the other hand, the opponent's civilian population is
included in the definition of mass, that is, as part of

the combat power equation, then the level of violence may
not be limited.3% By defining the civilian population as
part of mass they become proper targets for fire either
directly or indirectly. Though most nations have refrained
from explicitly defining the civilian populace as proper
objective for fire, actions are usually more powerful than
words. The heavy bombing of cities during World wWar II

was essentially a "terror" tactic aimed directly at the
civilian population. Another example of defining the enemy

mass is provided in the instructions to American submarine
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commanders after the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. "Six
hours after the attack, Wither received a message from the
Navy Department: EXECUTIVE UNRESTRICTED AIR AND SUBMARINE

n56 The idea that the entire enemy

WARFARE AGAINST JAPAN.
population was in some way part of the enemy mass is cap-
tured in the following statement. "Every ship they had,
combat or merchant, was engaged in the war effort one way or

8
“57 The order of the day was "shoot on sight."5 1

the other.
Traditional American morality prefers "military" tar-
gets only; however, the popular understanding of the lex %

talionis, the Law of the Talon, can be seen operating in the

rationalization of strategic bombing. "There is a strong
common intuitive inclination favorable to retribution....
Such reactions indicate that a desire for vengeance, or at
least for measured retribution, is deeply embedded in our

culture."59

On August 24, 1940, however, several Luftwaffe
planes happened to bomb London. Prime Minister
Churchill seized the occasion to send ninety-five
RAF Bomber Command aircraft against Berlin the next
night--for precision bombing of industrial targets
(though darkness made precision dubious), but also
candidly as a retaliatory stroke. Hitler replied,
'If they attack our cities, we will rub out their
cities from the map'....60

In defining the combat power equation the civilian
leaders also specify the type of fire that will be used.
Thus, in some situations, the fire available to the military
commander at the point of contact is of a lower intensity

than what it could be. "The major weapons limitation that has
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been obs.rved in local wars involves the qualitative dis-
tinction between atomic, biological, and chemical weapons
on the o:e hand and conventignal high explosives on the
other."® Many of the current "scenarios" specify exactly
what typ: of fire will be part of the combat power equation.
It shoul be emphasized that defining the combat power
equation is a continual process once hostilities begin. Not
.only can the definition of mass and fire change, but the;h
’point of concact can expand or contract, geographically.:

Once the combat power equation has been defined and
its purpose stated, the application of combat power should
rest primarily with the military leaders. The military
expertise 1s most appropriate in the art of tactics, which
provides the techniques for applying combat power.62 "When
the application of the military instrument merges into actual
fighting, the dispositions for control of such direct action
are termed 'tactics.'"3

If war is a state of sustained violence then combat
power must also be sustained. Thus, logistical support is
essential to maintain combat power during time of war. 64
Logistical support is not only important to sustain combat
power but also essential to project it to the point of con-
tact. Furthermore, one must be aware of the cost in pro-
jecting combat power over large distances. "For each unit

of distance, there will be a cost of transporting killing

power. Let us assume for the present that there is a ratio
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of resources used up each mile, or each kilometer, which

is a homogeneous variable. That is, to transport a hundred

riflemen a mile might cost about the same amount of resources

as to equip one rifleman." Thus "...possible killing power
has to be diverted from killing to moving killing power."65
The interrelationship that exists between military potential,
combat power and the point of contact should be fully under-
stood by strategists when they consider "“the military vul-

wb6

nerability of a point.... The validity of this concept

is apparent when one recalls the plight of the Russians

during the Cuban missile crisis or our own dilemma during the

October War of 1973.67 "American nuclear power immobilized

Russian nuclear power. And American local superiority

in non-nuclear force together with a demonstrated willing-
ness to use it discouraged further destabilizing moves.“68
As Stinchcombe points out "...if lafge (military) resources
exist but cannot be moved to the point because they are too
far away or because there are geographical barriers, then
the point is relatively invulnerable. If large military
resources can be moved cheaply to a point, it is highly
vulnerable."69 The reality of our large naval forces makes
immense geographical areas ‘'highly vulnerable' to our mili-
tary forces. There may be situations, however, when the need

for combat power is of such short duration that logistics

is relatively insignificant.

The importance of these concepts and a clearer under-
standing of the model presented here may be derived from the
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grounding of It in an empirical example. Our most recent
application of force on a large scale was in Vietnam.

In light of that fact, using our experience and that of the
French, I will briefly attempt to link some of the concepts
with empirical reality. After presenting an overview of the
Vietnam experience, I will present and analyze in some detail

a specific battle, the Battle of Kontum.
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CHAPTER IV
VIETNAM PERSPECTIVE

It is better that they do a thing imperfectly
than for you to do it perfectly: for it is their
country, their war, and your time is limited.

Lawrence of Arabia, 1919

In order to place this into a perspective, [ believe it
is essential to first examine the French experience.1 If we
had truly understood their situation we might have been more
successful. It is important to understand that France
as a world power, even in the post-WW II period, had a
great potential for force in the form of military power.
However, the actualization of that potential was quite
limited. On the other hand, the Vietminh force potential
had its basis not only in themselves but also in their
allies, especially China. They elected to actualize as much
force as they possibly could. Thus, they drew on their own
potential for manpower and relied on China for most of their
weapons. When evaluating relative combat power one must
not confuse actualized force with potential.2 There appears
to have been a tendency on the part of many observers to
measure the potential of France against the potential of
the Vietminh. This often resulted in the erroneous percep-
tion that the balance was clearly in favor of the French.

This misunderstanding worked for the Vietminh and against
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the French. Vietminh losses were expected and, therefore,
minimized; however, French losses were not expected, and an
inordinate weight was attached to them. 1In addition, one
must understand their purpose, the purpose or intent of the
respective opponents. If we understand their purpose for
actualizing force, then we can understand how they defined
victory as well as defeat. It seems the French labored
under a post-World War conventional definition of victory
and therefore applied combat power to create an imbalance
in which the Vietminh would admit defeat. The French defi-
nition of victory was predicated on an admission of defeat
by their opponent. "If the objective is to defeat an enemy
force rather than denying it victory, then the eventual
cost depends as much on the enemy as on one's own plans."3
The Vietminh defined the situation very differently
from the French. For them, victory was simply the ability
to survive, to maintain a balance of combat power with the
French. Their definition of victory was not dependent on
any admission from the French. The situation was exacer-
bated for the French in that the rest of the world accepted
the Vietminh definition.4 They did not have to create an
imbalance in order to defeat the French. They merely had
to remain viable in the face of what was perceived by the
world as superior French combat power. The longer they
survived, the more recognized their victory became. Thus,

with respect to combat power, the French were committed to

36




achieve an imbalance in their favor; whereas, the Vietminh
were committed to survival and balance.

Let us examine the two opponents in terms of their
relative combat power. The French potentially had more
fire than did the Vietminh; however, they were inferior in
mass. Their mobility was grounded in vehicles which severely
limited them -- at great cost -- to a few serviceable roads.
Although they had airborne forces, these did not apprcciably
alter the balance. Thus, the Vietminh, though foot mobile,
had superior mobility and were able to concentrate at will.
It must be remembered that mobility will provide for concen-
tration or dispersion; but unless fire is applied,an opponent
cannot be destroyed. The ideal application of combat power
is to apply concentrated fire to a concentrated, vulnerable
opponent and to destroy him without his being able to react.
This is the ideal to be sought and may be viewed as the
measure of our tactics. To dominate totally with impunity
is the absolute function of combat power. The Best example
of this, as previously mentioned, is the ambush. We must,
therefore, understand the dynamics of the ambush in the con-
text of combat power and balance. In the ideal, one opponent
is totally balanced; whereas, the other is totally unbalanced.
Furthermore, the imbalance is both objective and subjective.
The Vietminh became masters at applying their combat power
in this fashion.5 Since they had superior mobility they

were able to select the place to concentrate fire. This
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selection was made much easier by the road limitations of
the French. The Vietminh retained the selection of space
but gave the dimension of time to the French. That is,
once the Vietminh had selected the place, they had to wait
for the French to enter that space before they could apply
their fire. They were able to balance effectively French
combat power, and their successes were perceived as French
defeats. The Vietminh were able to survive; and, thus,
they saw victory. The French were not able to dominate;
so, they saw defeat. The main problem for the French was
that in order to dominate, they had to deliver effective
fire. However, they could not get the enemy to concentrate
his mass in neither time nor space,so that it could be ad-
dressed with fire. The French situation became desperate
as time weighed against them. Lack of support at home and
a growing, hostile world opinion served to erode the morale
of the French troops and government officials. Every means
was used by the Vietminh to manipulate the French percep-
tion of the situation so as to achieve a psychological
imbalance. Eventually the French decided to become decisively
engaged with the Vietminh combat forces. This engagement,
by definition, would determine the balance. The French
decided to entice the Vietminh to concentrate. In order to
do that,they had to present what would appear to be a vul-
nerable mass. Furthermore, the Vietminh had to perceive

the mass as vulnerable and advantageous to dominate or
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destroy. Thus, the French projected their mass into an area
normally dominated by the enemy. The place, selected by the
French, was Dien Bien Phu. The time, selected by the
Vietminh, was April, 1954. The French knew they were inferior
in size and mobility; however, they believed they could
dominate by having superior fire. Their tactic may have

been correct; in fact, the events of 1972 lend credence to
their approach. However, they grossly miscalculated the
balance of fire. The kind of massive concentration of fire
they needed could only be delivered by a large air mass or
atomic fire -- neither of which was available to them. ©
Their fixed position soon became a concentration for Viet-
minh artillery pieces, while their own fire was delivered

to a highly dispersed enemy mass which was frequently
covered. The vital balance of combat power rested on fire
which was not forthcoming.7 Without the fire they were
doomed. The enemy did in fact concentrate his mass in time
and space and would have been exceedingly wvulnerable to
massive, concentrated fire.

The significance of these events and their relationship
to the combat power equation become more meaningful when we
briefly examine the American experience.

In 1965, the North Vietnamese Army (NVA) was applying
combat power in South Vietnam against the South Vietnamese

Army (ARVN). They hoped to create an imbalance, both physi-

cally and psychologically, which would allow them to dominate.
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However, the introduction of American combat power immedi-
ately restored the physical balance while diplomatic efforts
attempted to restore the psychological balance. The ad-
vantage of mobility once held by the NVA was negated by the
large scale use of American helicopters. This fact was
stunningly illustrated during the Pleiku Campaign of October
and November, 1965.8 Superior American fire was concen-
trated in time and space against a concentrated and vulnera-
ble enemy mass. The enemy mass was intercepted while ad-
vancing; thus, it was exposed. Both the time and the place
were selected by the Americans. The American mass could be
rapidly concentrated so as to fix the NVA mass, and American
fire could be concentrated