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World War II Almanac: DTIC OTALITY INSPECTED & | ... .
Commemorating the Great Crusade =}

It has been called the “Good War,” the “Big One” or, simply, the "War.™ For manv of the -
nearly 13 million Americans in service and 120 million or so on the home front, World War _____
II was the most important event in their lives, an event trom which others take reterence. Sim- + p4

ply put, the war revised the international and personal assumptions that had guided genera- 4y bpi11vy
tions. The war brought this country out ot the economic despair of the Great Depression dev- ™~ 3 743
: - S fvail ¢
astated Italy, Germany and Japan and served as preamble for the Cold War. As history’s most gpocit
Lo

widely ranging conflict, the war changed the lives of hundreds ot millions of people around the
world and led to the deaths of nearly 40 million of them. For better or tor worse, America was Q\’\\
thrust into a leading role on the w: orld stage.

Every soldier who has swomn to “support and defend the Constitution” in this post—Cold
War Army owes much to the generation of citizens who tought abroad and who supported the
war at home. We have all listened to their war stories, or have been etemally sorry we did not
ask to hear them sooner. As we grew up, we read about the battles, reveling in the victories,
suffering and, hopefully, leaming from the defeats. We intemalized and projected ourselves in
the stories of courage, and we wondered at those of cowardice and incompetence. Through it
all, we have suffered the admonition of “Well, back during the war. . .” We did not have to ask
what war. We knew. And if we missed the point of the country’s human investment and the
war’s ultimate impact upon our own ,, -neration, then we truly missed something.

During the years surrounding the war’s 50th anniversary, nearly all newspapers and maga-
zines, from the Washington Post to VFW magazine, are commemorating the war with clocklike
regularity. Military Review, you may have noticed, is tollowing a similar tack, with the added note
that military journals have usually recognized that World War [ is rich in lessons still to be taught.
So, at least through 1995, in addition to our continued interest in full-length articles on World
War 11, we are publishing World War Il Almanac to round out our commemoration program.

We began World War Il Almanac in our April 1991 issue as a series of short articles (1,500
to 2,000 words) on prominent political, military, technical or social aspects of the conflict. Be-
ginning in the January 1992 issue, we added a chronology by Major George Mordica ot CGSC's
Combat Studies Institute to each almanac. Topics for World War II Almanac generally fall
into four classes: persons, events (including battles, invasions and campaigns), equipment and
ideas or trends that played a role in the war. Subjects offered in almanacs to date include the
development of the jeep, Operation Barbarossa, the 1941 Louisiana Maneuvers, Taranto, Pearl
Harbor (of course), the siege of Singapore and the World War Il emergence of the GI newspa-
per, Stars and Stripes. Future almanacs will address US submarine wartare, the Battle of Kursk,
assault gliders, Operation Torch and other topics. “lke Takes Charge,” by Licutenant Colonel
Cole Kingseed, a regular contributor, begins on page 73.

World War II is a broad and fertile field for study, and we are actively soliciting World War
I Almanac articles. We are especially interested in topics that may have had a £ lr—reaching
impact upon modern warfare, the development of the V-1 “Buz Bomb” and the V-2 rocket
for example. But we do r: 't want to confine ourselves entirely to heavy subjects. The list of
possible almanacs is virtually endless but includes Glenn Miller, Ultra, WAGs, WASPs and
WAVEs, the Manhattan Project, the Tuskegee airmen, the 1000-—plane raid, Redball Express,
the German “88" and “Rosie the Riveter.” If you would like to take on one of these, or it vou
have another idea, call us. As the used—car dealer says, “No reasonable offer will be retused.”

Historian Roger Spiller says that for most people, the events of World War 11 are “only a bit
more familiar than the wars fought by the ancient Greeks, and our limited familiarity ts tading
daily.” Military Review's World War II Almanac and other commemoration efforts intend to
cast a light on the “Big One,” a war that was really not that long ago.
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Post-Cease-Fire Operations

Lieutenant Colonel Peter S. Kindsvatter, US Army

This is the third article chronicling the action of VII US Corps during oper-
ations Desert Shield and Desert Storm. The first two, which addressed
the deployment planning/preparations and the corps’ actions during the
ground campaign of Desert Storm, appeared in our January and F ebruary
issues. Here, the author describes VII Corps’ actions during the post-
cease—fire operations.




IHE VII (Jayhawk) Corps, at the initiation
of the 100~hour war cease-fire at 0800 28
February 1991, could look back with justifiable
pride at its accomplishments over the last 89
hours. Five Iragi armored or mechanized divi-
sions, to include the elite Tawakalna and Medina
divisions of the Republican Guard, were de-
stroyed as a direct result of the Jayhawk assault,
as were at least five infantry divisions.! More im-
portant, Kuwait was free again.

The corps commander, Lieutenant General
Frederick M. Franks Jr., held a commanders’
conference at his tactical command post (TAC)
in Iraq at 1220 on 28 February because, among
other reasons, he “wanted to be the first of a long
line of people to say well done.” He added, “I'm
not sure where this is going from here, but while
it’s fresh in our minds, I want to thank the sol-
diers for their superb performance.™

Indeed, no one knew for sure where things
would go from there. As it turned out, the Jay-
hawk Corps would not depart the occupied por-
tion of Southem Iraq until 15 April, following
the Iragi acceptance of the terms of the United
Nations (UN) formal cease-fire. During those
six weeks, the level of effort involved in destroy-
ing abandoned and captured Iraqi equipment
and supplies, in continuing to receive the surren-
der of thousands of Iraqi soldiers, in providing
humanitarian aid to refugees, in maintaining se-
curity along an almost 500-kilometer demarca-
tion line and in preparing for redeployment
would far exceed anything envisioned by the
corps’ leadership on 28 February.

Before the corps could reflect upon its victory,
it was faced with an immediate challenge. At
0200 on 1 March, Army Forces US Central
Command (ARCENT) informed the corps that
it was responsible for securing and setting up a
negotiation site where coalition and Iraqi mili-
tary leaders could meet to establish the terms
that would continue the temporary cease-fire.
The site that Central Command (CENTCOM)
wanted was Safwan Airfield, a military airstrip
about four miles west of the Iragi border town of
Safwan (fig. 1). The negotiations were to take
place the morning of 2 March.
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There was just one small problem. The site
was not held by friendly units. The mission tose-
cure Safwan Airfield was passed to the Ist Infan-
try Division (ID), which was closest to the site,

at 0300. ARCENT and VII Corps guidance to

.}
The [negotiation] site was not held
by friendly units. The mission to secure
Safwan Airfield was passed to the 1st ID,
which was closest to the site. . . .
Guidance to the Big Red One was no
directfire engagements. If Iraqi units
were in the area, the 1st ID was to get
them to leave without a fire fight,
except that units, as always, retained
the right to defend themselves.
. ]

the Big Red One was no direct-fire engage-
ments. If Iraqi units were in the area, the 1st ID
was to get them to leave without a fire fight,
except that units, as always, retained the right
to defend themselves. Thus began, as Franks
noted, “what can best be described as a delicate
operation.”

At 0615, 1 March, the 1st ID’s divisional cav-
alry squadron, 1—4 Cavalry (CAV) (1st Squad-
ron, 4th CAV), moved north toward Safwan in
a zone reconnaissance. At 1015, 2d Brigade re-
inforced 1-4 CAV and assumed control of the
operation. The 1-4 CAV encountered an Iraqi
armored unit near the airfield, and 2d Brigade
found a dug-in infantry company near the town
of Safwan.

Both enemy units withdrew peacefully, but
only after some tense moments and a prominent
display of 1st ID armored hardware. The airfield
was secured by 1800.

Now began a scramble to set up the negoti-
ationsite. Luckily, the Iraqis asked for a 24-hour
delay in the negotiations, giving the corps until
the moming of 3 March to establish the site.
The 1st ID provided the manpower to set up and
secure the site; the corps secretary to the general
staff established a cell on site to coordinate the
effort; and the theater’s SUPCOM (support
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Figure 1. VUl Corps Dispositions, 13 March 1991

command) provided the bulk of the needed sup-
plies. Since Safwan Airfield was nothing but a
2-mile concrete runway with no supporting
facilities, everything needed for the site had to be
brought in. About 20 CH-47 helicopter loads
of tents, wooden flooring, rations, water, chairs,
tables and office equipment were flown in. After
threading its way north from Kuwait City
through the wreckage of Iragi vehicles strewn
along the road to Safwan, a SUPCOM convoy
finally arrived early on the morning of 3 March,
bringing floodlights, more rations, a mobile
kitchen and portable latrines. Medical assets
and communications equipment also arrived.
By the time the negotiations started at 1130 on
3 March, a small tent city was thriving at the
Safwan Aiirfield.’

An important aspect in establishing the nego-
tiation site was a show of force, in case the Iraqi
representatives entertained any thoughts about
continuing the hostilities or making demands.
When the eight Iraqi representatives arrived at a

previously coordinated link—up point north of
Safwan, 1st ID combat power was much in evi-
dence. The Iraqis were put into HMMWVs
(high mobility multipurpose wheeled vehicles)
and escorted by two M1 tanks and two Bradley
fighting vehicles (BFVs) from 2d Brigade, 1st ID,
to the negotiation site. Every 100 meters or so
along the 3 1/4-mile route was an M1 or a BFV
with infantry. The negotiation tent was ringed
with 50 BFVs, 36 M1 tanks, two howitzer batter-
ies and a Patriot missile battery. Six Apache at-
tack helicopters were lined up on the runwav.
The sign outside the negotiation tent said, “Wel-
come to Irag—Courtesy {of the] Big Red One.”

Franks met CENTCOM Commander Gener-
al H. Norman Schwarzkopf at Kuwait City In-
ternational Airport and flew him to the site in
his corps command UH-60. They were escorted
by a composite flight of helicopters from the
11th Aviation Brigade, including UH-60s from
C Company, 6-159th Aviation Battalion and
AH-64s from 2-6th CAV Regiment and 4-
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Before departing Safwan, Schwarzkopf explamed the cease-ﬁre terms to F ranks
There would be a military demarcation line. All Iraqi forces would withdraw north of
that line. A 1-kilometer buffer zone would be established on each side of the line, and
military Jorces from either side would not enter that buffer zone. Bypassed Iraqi
units would be allowed to escape as long as they showed no hostile intent.

229th Attack Helicopter Regiment. During the
flight, Franks showed Schwarzkopf the destruc-
tion on Highway 8, the oil field fires and some of
the Iraqi forces destroyed by the Big Red One
near Highway 8. Franks also explained there
were large quantities of abandoned enemy
equipment and munitions still to be destroyed.
Schwarzkopf reiterated his earlier guidance to
destroy it all and ask for whatever explosive ord-
nance disposal support was needed. Schwarz-
kopf also remarked to Franks that the operation
had gone “just as we planned it.”

Schwarzkopf, along with other coalition
forces leaders who had arrived earlier that mom-
ing via helicopter, met with the Iraqi representa-
tives from 1130 to 1340, after which Schwarz-
kopf announced to an anxious crowd of about
300 soldiers and 50 media representatives that
the Iraqis had agreed to all of the coalition forces’
terms.

Before departing Safwan, Schwarzkopf ex-
plained the cease—fire terms to Franks. There
would be a military demarcation line (MDL).
All Iraqi forces would withdraw north of that
line. A 1-kilometer buffer zone would be estab-
lished on each side of the line, and military forces
from either side would not enter that buffer zone.
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Bypassed Iragi units would be allowed to escape
as long as they showed no hostile intent. An
orange panel or flag on a vehicle or aircraft would
allow safe passage.

Schwarzkopf also tasked VII Corps to im-
mediately establish an information exchange
point at the road junction north of the town of
Safwan. This point would serve as a location
where the Iraqi and coalition militaries could
meet to exchange information or discuss prob-
lems. Schwarzkopf also told Franks to destroy all
captured or abandoned Iraqi equipment and
ammunition, a mission that would prove to be
immense. Finally, coalition forces would not
withdraw trom one inch of occupied Iraq until a
formal ceasefire was signed.

On the evening of 3 March, the Ist ID estab-
lished the information exchange point, setting
up a general-purpose, medium tent and an
M577 command post from the division’s tactical
headquarters. Major Bemard J. Dunn, an Arab
linguist who served as the corps’ liaison to the
Egyptian corps during the war, was dispatched to
the exchange point. On 5 March, Colonel Rich-
ard Rock and his liaison team, which had been
part of ARCENTs liaison team to VII Corps,
also arrived.®




The Iraqis were put into HUMWYVs
and escorted by two M1 tanks and two
BFVs, to the negotiation site. Every 100
meters or so along the 3 1/4-mile route
was an M1 or a BFV with infantry.
The negotiation tent was ringed with 50
BFVs, 36 M1 tanks, two howitzer bat-
teries and a Patriot missile battery.

Six Apache attack helicopters were lined up on the runway.

Soldérs from the 1st Infantry Division conducting a show
of force at the Safwan Airfield cease—fire negotiation site,
3 March 1991. (Below) General Schwarzkopf empha-
sizes a point to the Iragi negotiators.
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negotiation tent said, “Welcome to Irag—Courtesy [of the] Big Red One.”

The corps would operate this exchange point
until formally handing it over to UN forces on
24 April. The Ist ID provided site support and
then 3d Armored Division (AD), upon relieving
1st ID in sector on 20 March. The corps and
ARCENT representatives coordinated with the
Iraqgis on a variety of issues, starting with talks
that led to the release, on 5 and 6 March, of
1,182 Kuwaiti detainees held by the Iragis. On
16 March, the Iraqi military requested permis-
sion to fly fighter aircraft. This led to a meeting
at the exchange point between the Iraqi military
and the CENTCOM chief of staff, Marine Ma-
jor General Robert B. Johnston, at which time
the Iraqi request was refused. Several days later,
the Iraqis flew fixed-wing aircraft anyway, get-
ting two shot down by coalition forces for their
trouble.

The exchange point also received an Iraqi re-
quest, on 21 March, to be allowed to resume op-
eration of the Rumaylah oil field, which lay

within the area occupied by the caalition (fig. 1).

Not surprisingly, this request was denied, but
Iraq Petroleum Company representatives were
allowed to conduct a reconnaissance of the oil
field, which had been heavily damaged during
the air campaign.’

In addition to establishing the information
exchange point north of Safwan, the corps was
tasked to defend and patrol its portion of the
MDL established by the 3 March negotiations.
At first this was easy, given that the vast majority
of the MDL lay within XVIII Airborne Corps’
sector. In VII Corps, only the 1st ID, in the area
of Safwan and Umm Qasr, had responsibility tor
any portion of the MDL. This quickly changed.
however, as the XVIII Corps began redeploying,
turning over the MDL to VII Corps.

On 8 March, the 1st Cavalry Division (CD)
relieved the XVIII Corps’ 3d Armored Cavalry
Regiment (ACR) in its sector along the MDL
and, on 10 March, relieved the XVIII Comps’

June 1992 ¢ MILITARY REVIEW




24th ID as well, as both units began movement
to redeployment assembly areas. The lst CD
was, in turn, relieved by the 2d Brigade of the 3d
AD on 12 March to allow the 1st CD to also re-
deploy. The 1st CD moved to forward assembly
area (FAA) Killeen on 13 March. As figure 1
shows, the VII Corps occupied a significant por-
tion of the MDL by 13 March.®

From 15 to 24 March, a second series of reliefs
in sector and unit movements occurred that
completed the relief of XVIII Corps and left VII
Corps in possession of the entire MDL (fig. 2).
On 15 March, 2d ACR moved from assembly
area (AA) Mexico to AA Virginia On 20
March, the 3d AD relieved the 1st ID in the Saf-
wan sector of the MDL. The Ist ID, in turn, con-
solidated in AA Mexico and then moved west
to AA Allen on 21 and 22 March. On 21
March, Ist AD moved north and assumed a
sector along the MDL, relieving elements of 2d
Brigade, 3d AD. The Ist AD then expanded its
sector westward on 23 March, relieving elements
of XVIII Corps.

Also on 23 March, the 11th Aviation Brigade
occupied As Salman Airfield and established an
aerial screen along the western portion of the
MDL with the 4-229th Attack Helicopter Regi-
ment and the French st Combat Helicopter
Regiment, which came under the operational
control of 11th Aviation Brigade on 25 March.

Finally, on 24 March, the 2d ACR moved
north from AA Virginia and relieved portions
of XVIII Corps along the MDL, and elements of
1st ID moved from AA Allen into a sector
south of 2d ACR, relieving XVIII Corps forces
in that area. VII Corps now guarded the entire
occupied area of Irag—an area the size of the
state of Kentucky.’

The corps’ Lst British (UK) AD did not as-
sume a portion of the MDL as it was in the pro-
cess of redeploying, moving its initial elements
to the port of Al Jubayl on 10 March, with its 7th
Armored Brigade closing at the port on 16
March. The 1st (UK) AD headquarters followed
on 23 March. By 7 April, only a battalion—size
baitle group remained from 1st (UK) AD.'°
Likewise, the 1st CD did not participate, as it was
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in FAA Killeen preparing tor redeployment.
While there were some violations ot the MDL

butter zone by Iragi ground forces, the Iragi army

never challenged the corps while it guarded the

L]
VII Corps [was tasked] to
immediately establish an information
exchange point at the road junction
north of the town of Safwan. This point
would serve as a location where the Iraqi
and coalition militaries could meet
to exchange information or discuss prob-
lems. Schwarzkopf also told Franks to
destroy all captured or abandoned Iraqi
equipment and ammunition, a mission
that would prove to be immense.
Finally, coalition forces would not with-
draw from one inch of occupied Iraq until
a formal cease—fire was signed.

MDL. One reason for this was that remaining
clements of the Iraqi army still loyal to President
Saddam Hussein had their hands full, suppress-
ing a full-scale insurrection that sprang up in the
southern cities of Iraq during March. The rem-
nants of Hussein's Republican Guard brutally
repressed uprisings in towns near the MDL, to
include Basrah and An Nasiriya. However, be-
cause of rules—of-engagement restrictions, VII
Corps could not intervene.

The impact of all this on VII Corps was a flood
of refugees and Iragi army deserters into the
corps’ area starting in the middle of March, par-
ticularly in the Safwan area and at military
checkpoints along Highway 8. VII Corps, in ad-
dition to inheriting responsibility for the indige-
nous population, notably in the towns of Safwan
(about 11,500 people in and around the town),
Ar Rumaylah (2,500), and As Salman (2,500),
soon found itself caring for thousands ot retugees
as well.!! The Ist Brigade of the 3d AD, com-
manded by Colonel William L. Nash, estab-
lished a temporary refugee center south of the
town of Safwan and watched it grow from 500
to 4,800 refugees from 24 to 26 March.!* The
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Figure 2. Vil Corps Dispositions, 24 March 1991

populaticn at this temporary refugee camp
would eventually exceed 8,000.

A Civil Affairs (CA) team ‘rom the 404th
CA Company, provided by Colonel Robert H.
Beahm's 352d CA Brigade, assisted the 34 AD
in administering to the civilians in the town of
Safwan and its adjacent refugee camp. The 352d
CA Brigade task organized its five assigned CA
companies to provide teams to all of the corps’
major subordinate commands and headquarters
elements. These teams did yeoman’s service in
the post—cease—fire period, dispatching Medical
Civic Action Program teams into the country-
side, procuring and distributing food and water,
helping to reestablish civilian infrastructure in
towns such as Safwan and processing refugees
seeking assistance or requesting asylum.

Another key player in the humanitarian effort
was the corps’ 332d Mcdical Brigade, command-
ed by Brigadier General Michael D. Strong 1I1.
Mobile Army surgical hospitals (MASHs) and
other forward—deployed assets of the 332d Medi-

cal Brigade, along with medical personnel of the
units along the MDL, treated thousands of pa-
tients, often saving the lives of people hurt by
Jdud munitions or wounded during the Iraqgu in-
surgency, or ot infants near death from dehydra-
tion or diarrhea. In the village of Satwan, 3d AD
and 807th MASH personnel reopened the
town’s medical clinic, stocking it with medical
supplies and working side by side with local civil-
ian health care workers. The 3d AD, with assis-
tance from engineers and CA personnel, put the
town's well and school back into operation.
The Ist AD experienced a wave of refugees
into its checkpoints along Hichway 3 similar ro
that experienced at Satwan bv 3d AD. From 21
March to 3 April, ar Checkpoint Bravo, for ex-
ample, 3d Brigade of 3d ID, attached to the 1st
AD for Operation Desert Storm, assisted by a CA
team from the 418th CA Company, distributed.
over 3,000 cases of rations; thousands of pounds
of bulk rice, flour and lentils: 427 cases of bortled
water; and provided medical treatment to more
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Pteas for help scrawled on
an lraqi customs house in
Safwan, 7 March 1991.

~

fiile there were some violations of the MDL buffer zone by Iraqi ground

Jforces, the Iraqi army never challenged the corps while it guarded the MDL. One
reason for this was that remaining elements of the Iraqi army . . . had their hands
Jfull, suppressing a full-scale insurrection that sprang up in the southern cities of Iraq
during March. The remnants of Hussein’s Republican Guard brutally repressed
uprisings in towns near the MDL. . . . However, because of rules—of-
engagement restrictions, VII Corps could not intervene.

than 500 refugees. Many of these retugees made
their way to the refugee center at Safwan.

A large refugee concentration also grew at a
camp administered by the Saudi army northeast
of the town of Rathah, just inside Iraq, at a point
where a hard-surface road runs to the Irag-Soudi
border (fig. 2). This camp was in the 11th Avi-
ation Brigade's sector. Eventually, more than
10,000 refugees would gather there. !

Neither the Kuwaiti nor Saudi government
would allow Iraqgi retugees into their countries;
so except for the Saudi administration of the
Rathah camp, the refugees became a VII Corps
problem. Along with thousands of retugees
came thousands of Iragi soldiers seeking to
surrender. Their reasons for surrendering
varied, but most were tired of tighting tor
Hussein and had no desire to kill their own
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people while repressing the insurrection.

Thus, the corps rather unexpectedly had t
continue to Operate a Major enemy prisoner—ot—
war (EPW) collection and processing system.
Cormps holding areas were established in Iraq to
receive the steady flow of prisoners coming from
the units along the MDL. From 1 March until
14 April. when the corps stopped accepting the
surrender of [raqi soldiers as a result of the perma-
nent cease—tire agreement, VII Corps had taken
23,675 EPWs—slightly more than it caprured
during the 100~hour war.'?

Not only did the corps have its hands tull ad-
ing refugees, processing EPWs and guarding the
MDL., it also taced the massive task of destroving
captured Iragi equipment and supplies. The goal
was to feave nothing intact tor Hussein’s ammy
when the Jayhawk Corps withdrew trom Irag.




The lmpact of all this on VII Corps was a ﬂood of refugees and Iraqt
army deserters into the corps’ area starting in the middle of March, particularly in the
Safwan area and at military checkpoints along Highway 8. VII Corps, in addition to
inheriting responsibility for the indigenous population, notably in the towns of Safwan
(about 11,500 people in and around the town), Ar Rumaylah (2,500), and As Salmaa
(2,500), soon found itself caring for thousands of refugees as well.
L]

As the corps assumed more and more of the

MDL and conducted a careful reconnaissance of

the occupied area of Iraq, it quickly became evi-
dent that the destruction mission would be a ma-
jor undertaking.

The corps formed Task Force Demolition on 2
March and gave it responsibility for the mission.
The corps’ 7th Engineer Brigade provided a team
headed by the brigade operations and training
officer, Lieutenant Colonel Mark Vincen:, to
the corps TAC headquarters.!> This team coor-
dinated demolition requirements with the 7th
Engineer Brigade and the major subordinate
commands and monitored the status of the de-
molition effort. The seven engineer battalions
and one engineer company organic or attached
to the divisions and the 2d ACR had responsibil-
ity for destroying equipment in the unit sectors,
while the six engineer battalions with the 7th
Engineer Brigade destroyed enemy equipment in
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the corps rear area. Seven explosive ordinance
detachments supported the corps and focused on
destruction of Iragi munitions. From 2 March
until the corps’ final elements departed Irag.
starting on 15 April, explosions resounded all
over the desert, and black smoke columns from
buming Iraqi vehicles dotted the horizon. Task
Force Demolition destroyed 2,234 combat ve-
hicles (tanks. armored personnel carriers, artil-
lery and air defense systems), 2,646 wheeled ve-
hicles, 966 ammunition dumps and 622 bunkers.
The corps even destroyed an Iragi gunboat. To
the corps’ credit, this massive demolition eftort
was accomplished without injury. !¢

Not all the Iraqi equipment was destroved.
At the request of various stateside intelligence
and technical agencics, the corps found and
evacuated key items of the latest Soviet equip-
ment and ammunition for examination.

While no one from Task Force Demolinon was
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injured during the massive demolition effort, sol-
diers and civilians alike, unfortunately, were hurt
or killed by unexploded munitions. Large num-
bers of dud submunitions from Air Force and
Army bombs and projectiles littered the ground.
Soldiers or civilians who ran over, stepped on or
picked up these duds often paid a costly price.
The corps distributed thousands of dual-lan-
guage posters warning people of the dangers of
dud munitions. A sizable effort was made to clear
the populated areas around the towns of Safwan
and Al Busayyah, which were littered with dud
munitions and abandoned Iraqi ammunition.

The corps was also tasked to conduct a
thorough reconnaissance of the entire occupied
area of Iraq to ensure that no US military
equipment or vehicles were left behind when
US forces withdrew. A complex search, grid
by grid, ensued.

Even with all these ongoing activities, the
corps did not lose sight of training an«: . _adiness.
Each major subordinate command opened one
ormore ~ ‘e-fire ranges ip its area of operations,
and the corps commander directed that subor-
dinate commanders address training in their
daily commander’s situucion reports.

As the MDL security mission carried on into
April, the corps began withdrawing units from
Iraq and moving them to AAs in the vicinity of
King Khalid Military City (KKMC), Saudi Ara-
bia, to prepare for redeployment. The corps
commander established a first—in, first—out rede-
ployment policy, meaning that, as much as possi-
ble, the first units to arrive in Southwest Asia
would be the first to leave. Accordingly, along
the MDL the 1st ID relieved the 2d ACR on 7
April and the 1st AD on 12 April.!7 This left,
from west to east, the 11th Aviation Brigade, 1st
ID, and 3d AD securing the MDL. At this point,
additional forces could not be withdrawn if the
corps was to keep the coalition forces’ promise to
hold every inch of captured Iraqi territory until
the Iraqis agreed to a UN formal cease-fire.

Fortunately, just as the Jayhawk soldiers still
in Iraq were beginning to wonder how much

longer they would have to endure the desert,
the Iraqis agreed to the UN cease-fire, and the
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POST-CEASE-FIRE

United States announced that its remaining
forces would now withdraw into Saudi Arabia
or, in the case ot 3d AD, into a buffer zone es-
tablished along the Kuwait-Iraq border. This
buffer zone, part of the cease-fire agreement,
extended 10 kilometers into Iraq, and five kilo-
meters into Kuwait. A UN observer force

.|
The 1st AD experienced a wave
o; refugees into its checkpoints along
Highway 8 similar to :hat experienced at
Safwan by 3d AD. From 21 March to
3 April, at Checkpoint Bravo, for exam-
ple, 3d Brigade . . . assisted by a CA team
Jrom the 418th CA Company, distributed,
over 3,000 cases of rations; thousands
of pounds of bulk [grains]; 427 cases of
bottled water; and provided medical

treatment to [over] 500 refugees.
. ]

would relieve the 3d AD and then patrol the
buffer zone. On 15 April, the 11th Aviation
Brigade, 1st ID, 3d AD and the corps TAC be-
gan withdrawing from Iraq.

In addition to announcing the withdrawal
from Iraq, the United States also promised to
continue to provide security for Iraqi refugees, as
there was considerable concemn that they would
suffer reprisals from Hussein's regime once Iragi
forces reoccupied southemn Iraq. This raised a se-
rious dilemma, as the Kuwait and Saudi Arabian
govermnments refused to allow Iragi refugees in-
side their countries, yet the coalition forces were
required to leave Iraq as part of the cease-fire
agreement. What would become of the Safwan
and Rathah refugee camps?

As an immediate measure, 3d AD was tasked
to continue to safeguard and operate the refugee
camp at Safwan. Since this camp was located in
the buffer zone, this was not a problem. Once the
UN observer force took over the buffer zone,
however, there would be no guarantees for the
refugees’ safety, as the observer force was just
that—observers. It would not be large enough,
nor was it part of its charter, to prevent Iraqi
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The corps

faced the masswe task of destroymg captured Iraqz eqmpment
and supplies. The goal was to leave nothing intact for Hussein’s army when the
Jayhawk Corps withdrew from Iraq. As the corps assumed more and more of the
MDL and conducted a careful reconnaissance of the occupied area of Iraq, it quickly
became evident that the destruction mission would be a major undertaking.

forces from entering the buffer zone and con-
ducting reprisals against the Safwan refugees.

At the Rafhah camp, the 11th Aviation Bri-
gade was tasked to provide extemal security for
the Saudi-administered camp. On 18 April, the
2d AD (Forward [F}), after pulling out of Iraq,
was detached from Ist ID and §1ven the mission
of securing the Rathah camp.*® The 2d AD (F),
commanded by Brigadier General Paul E. Black-
well, established headquarters at the Rathah
Airfield and formed an 895-man task force for
the Rafhah mission that included a company of
French marines. '

On 17 April, the Saudi government agreed to
allow the Iraqi refugees into their country, thus
providing a long—term solution to the refugee di-
lemma. The Saudis agreed to build and adminis-
ter a new refugee camp just south of the existing
Rafhah refugee camp, only the new camp would
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be on the Saudi side of the border. Given this
was a long—term project, VII Corps needed an
interim solution. On 22 April, engineers under
control of 2d AD (F) began constructing a tem-
porary refugee camp next to the site where the
Saudis would build a permanent camp. This
temporary camp was a tent city, much like the
existing Rathah camp. The camp, established
and operated by the 1-41 Infantry Battalion.
assisted by a CA team from the 404th CA Com-
pany, was ready for occupancy on 25 April, to
include stocks of food and water.*

From 28 April to 7 May, 8,430 Iraqi refugees
at Safwan who wished to go to the Rafthah camp
were flown, via US Air Force C-130 transport
planes, from Safwan Airfield to Rathah Airfield.
registered by Saudi officials at a refugee process-
ing point established by 2d AD (F) and trans-
ported, via truck and bus, to the new Rafthah
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- Armored Dmsuon prisoner
«  holding area following the
cease-fire.

The corps rather unexpectedly had to continue to operate a major EPW
collection and processing system. Corps holding areas were established in Iraq to
receive the steady flow of prisoners coming from the units along the MDL. From

1 March until 14 April, when the corps stopped accepting the surrender of Iraqi
soldiers as a result of the permanent cease—fire agreement, VII Corps had taken

23,675 EPWs—slightly more than it captured during the 100-hour war.

camp. Concurrently, from 29 April to 8 May,
11,500 refugees at the old Rathah camp were
likewise registered by Saudi officials and moved
to the new Rafhah camp. While this was taking
place, a joint force of US military police and
French marines provided security for the ref-
ugees, manning Observation Post 100 north of
the original Rathah camp in Iraq.”!

On 9 May, with all refugees settled in the new
Rafhah camp, VII Corps ceased its humanitari-
an aid mission. From 1 March to 6 May, VII
Corps had distributed more than 1 million meals
of various types and more than 170,000 pounds
of flour, rice and beans. Baby food, juice, milk,
tea and cooking oil were distributed. Corps en-
gineers produced over 1.5 million gallons of po-
table water at local wells, and the corps hauled
and distributed more than 640,000 bottles of
water and 600,000 gallons of bulk water to the
refugees and local populace. Medics and doctors
at all levels treated 29,450 patients.?

More impressive than these figures were the
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actions and attitudes of the Jayhawk soldiers in-
volved in this massive humanitarian effort. As
Franks proudly pointed out, “The same soldiers
and leaders who a short time before had relent-
lessly attacked the enemy and destroyed the Iraqgi
army in sector turned to and accomplished the
humanitarian mission with compassion, disci-
pline and pride in being American soldiers. Do-
ing both so well is a mark of who we are and what
we stand for.”

It now remained for 3d AD to tumn over the
buffer zone to the arriving UN observer force,
more properly known as UNIKOM (United Na-
tions [rag-Kuwait Observer Mission). On 18
April, the corps commander, the 3d AD com-
mander, Major General Jerry R. Ruthertord.
and the Ist Brigade, 3d AD commander, Nash,
briefed the newly arrived UN commander,
Austrian Major General Gunther Greindl, at
Safwan Airfield on the corps’ and 3d AD's dis-
positions. The briefing was followed by an aerial
reconnaissance of the buffer zone.
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Taking over the buffer zone included tuming
over the information exchange point at Safwan.
As VII Corps forces withdrew from Iraq, a series
of meetings with the Iragis took place from 14 to

L " |
Seven explosive ordinance
detachments supported the corps and
Jocused on destruction of Iraqi munitions.
From 2 March [through] 15 April,
explosions resounded all over the desert,
and black smoke columns from burning
Iraqi vehicles dotted the horizon. Task
Force Demolition destroyed 2,234 tanks,
armored personnel carriers, artillery and
air defense systems; 2,646 wheeled
vehicles; 966 ammunition dumps and 622
bunkers. The corps even destroyed
an Iraqi gunboat.
L. " ]

20 April at the exchange tent, by then common-
ly referred to as “Checkpoint 99,” to coordinate
the Iraqgi resumption of control in the Safwan
area and along the Safwan-Baghdad highway
(Highway 8, fig. 1) while avoiding clashes or
contact with withdrawing VII Corps forces. Fol-
lowing this, on 24 April, the UN assumed con-
trol of the point.

The UN also wanted certain improvements
made in the buffer zone that would assist it in ex-
ecuting its observer mission. The 3d AD pre-
pared defensive positions, patrol roads and a sig-
nal site for the UN forces. On 6 May, UN forces
occupied the buffer zone, and 3d AD began to
withdraw into Kuwait on 7 May.?>

In April, concurrent with the security mission
along the MDL, the humanitarian effort and
Task Force Demolition operations, the corps also
began redeployment.?* As already noted, Ist
(UK) AD and 1st CD actually began redeploy-
ment in March. On 14 April, the 2d ACR began
moving equipment to the port of Al Jubayl, fol-
lowed by 11th Aviation Brigade on 18 April, 1st
ADand IstIDon 19 April, 2d AD (F) on 3 May
and 3d AD on about 8 May.?> The Ist Brigade
of 3d AD was designated as the residual defense
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force. The corps headquarters at KKMC tracked
the status of redeployment daily. Finally, on 1.
May, with more than 60 percent of the corps re-
deployed, the corps commander and the main
body of the corps headquarters departed Saudi
Arabia.

Redeployment involved a great deal of hard
wotk. Once units closed in their redeployment
AAs around KKMC, all vehicles had to be
washed before movement to the corps’ seaports
of debarkation at Al Jubayl and Ad Dammam.
As units left Iraq, all ammunition had to be
downloaded and repackaged. Thousands of tons
of supplies at the corps’ logistics bases had to be
moved to the ports or to storage areas at KKMC.
Some units, specifically 1st AD, corps artillerv
and corps troops had to put equipment into
storage at KKMC as part of POMCUS (pre-
positioning of materiel configured to unit sets)
being established in Saudi Arabia. Thousands of
commercially contracted Sea-Land and milita-
ry-owned containers had to be repacked.

Tracked vehicles were then moved to the
ports via heavy equipment transporter, while
wheeled vehicles roadmarched. Flatbed tractor-
trailers moved thousands of shipping containers
to the ports. The corps artillery was tasked with
the mission of operating the port support activ-
ity, much as 1st ID (F) had done during the de-
ployment. At the ports, the sand-colored ve-
hicles returning to Europe were again painted
green. All equipment at the ports was given a fi-
nal wash and subjected to a rigorous agricultural
inspection to ensure cleanliness. Finally, equip-
ment and vehicles were marshaled in final stag-
ing areas for loading on ships.

Soldiers flew out of the airport at KKMC or.
if part of a convoy to the ports, flew out of King
Fahd Intemational Airport. All soldiers under-
went a 100 percent customs check. A detail of
soldiers then loaded duffel bags and rucksacks
into aircraft holds. Most soldiers returned home
via commercial chartered flights, with Military
Airlift Command aircraft moving air cargo and
some passengers.

On top of all these activities, the corps also
took the time to assess what it had done during
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At the request of various stateside ence and tecnal agencies,

. Ty e

the corps found and evacuated key items of the latest Soviet equipment and ammunition
Jor examination. . . . The corps was also tasked to conduct a thorough reconnaissance
of the entire occupied area of Iraq to ensure that no US military equipment or vehicles
were left behind when US forces withdrew. A complex search, grid by grid, ensued.

the 100-hour war. At his commanders’ meeting
on 28 February, Franks reminded all his com-
manders to conduct after-action reviews
(AARs). The corps chief of staff, Brigadier Gen-
eral John R. Landry, conducted a series of staff
AARs in March at the corps’ main headquarters.
On 11 March, the corps commander conducted
an AAR with his commanders and corps staff at
the corps TAC headquarters, using a sandtable
reconstruction of the battlefield. Also, the US
Army's Center for Army Lessons Learned sent
teams to Southwest Asia to gather information
on lessons learned.

While many of the campaign’s lessons
learned are still being analyzed, some gen~ral
observations are possible.”® In the area of logis-
tics, the corps was justifiably proud of its ability
to sustain a 140,000-man force over the vast
distances and harsh climate of the desert. As
the corps commander has pointed out, this suc-
cess was the result of “brute force logistics”—just
plain hard wotk—by the 24,000 soldiers of the
COSCOM (corps support command). To make
the logisticians' task easier in future conflicts,
the COSCOM must be more mobile and have
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a greater fuel-hauling capability to sustain
offensive operations. Also, automated man-
agement systems for supplies and services need
improvement. They were inadequate to the
task, requiring a great deal of manual record
keeping. Finally, we need to improve methods
of training the COSCOM in peacetime, much
as the Army has done for higher—level maneu-
ver headquarters.

The desert war also validated the need for
armed, armored reconnaissance at all levels,
from battalion through corps. The reconnais-
sance formations need the firepower and ar-
mored protection, to include the main hartle
tank, to allow them to gather intelligence and to
fight, when necessary, against a similarlv
equipped enemy.

During Desert Shield and Desert Storm, soldiers
often lived in austere conditions, but never
wanted for basic necessities of food, water and
shelter. There is some room for improvement.
however, in providing such basic life support
items as modern portable showers, efficient
cooking stoves, vehicle-mounted water heaters.
and lightweight, easy~to—erect squad shelters
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A 6th Cavalry Apache on patrol along
the 500—mile~long demarcation hine.

—

The Iragqis agreed to the UN cease—,

e
2wt WO

2 dnd the United States annoue

that its remaining forces would now withdraw into Saudi Arabia or, in the case of 3d
AD, into a buffer zone established along the Kuwait-Iraq border. This buffer zone . ..
extended 10 kilometers into Iraq, and five kilometers into Kuwait. A UN observer force
would relieve the 3d AD and then patrol the buffer zone.

and tents, particularly for armored vehicle crews
and maneuver units.

Another area to address is identification
friend or foe (IFF). Unfortunately, as in all wars,
some casualties resulted from air-to-ground and
ground-to~ground friendly fire. Given an often
nonlinear battlefield, with long—range engage-
ments, often fighting at night or in reduced visi-
bility, vehicle identification in the midst of com-
bat was difficult. A technological solution,
specifically a simple, user—friendly IFF device of
some sort, is called for, as well as continued em-
phasis on vehicle identification in training.

While it is important to carefully consider,
even in a victorious campaign, areas needing
improvement, it is equally instructive to under-
stand the reasons for the Jayhawk Corps’ out-
standing success. For one thing, the Army’s
newest systems performed admirably, to include
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the M1Al tank, the M2A2 BFV, the Multiple
Launch Rocket System (MLRS), the latest se-
ries wheeled vehicles and the Global Posi-
tioning System to name a few. These systems
are real war winners—reliable survivable and
hard-hitting.

Another key to success was sound doctrine.
AirLand Battle doctrine was understood and ac-
cepted at all levels of command. More impor-
tant, commanders and staffs actively planned
and thought in terms of the tenets of AirLand
Battle. Physical agility was achieved through the
rehearsal and perfection of large, fast-moving
formations trained to execute battle drills as
needed. Fire support and logistics elements
learned to maneuver as part of these formations.
Commanders and soldiers learned to move tast-
er, and in larger formations, than they ever could
at home station training areas.
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French Marines and US MPs manning
Checkgggl‘tagoo in Irag, 3 miles north
of the refugee camp, 4 May 1991.
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[The UN] wanted certain improvements made in the buffer zone that would

assist it in executing its observer mission. The 3d AD prepared defensive positions,
patrol roads and a signal site for the UN forces. On 6 May, UN forces occupied
the buffer zone, and 3d AD began to withdraw into Kuwait.

Mental agility was witnessed by the constant
examination of possible branches and sequels to
the basic attack plan, resulting in a series of plan-
ning sessions producing a variety of fragmentary
plans, one of which, FRAGPLAN 7, was the ba-
sis for a key fragmentary order issued during the
ground war. A successful reading of the battle-
field by a wide array of intelligence collectors was
of invaluable assistance in this process in that the
corps knew what branches and sequels were
most likely, given an accurate picture of Iraqi
strength and dispositions.

The tenet of initiative was equally important
and consciously applied. First, a theaterwide de-
ception plan, coupled with the virtual nonexis-
tence of an Iraqi intelligence collection system
resulting from the theater air operations, helped
achieve surprise, allowing the corps to seize the
initiative at the outset. Second, the corps main-
tained this initiative through hard-driving, con-
tinuous operations from 26 to 28 February—a
deliberate decision made by the corps com-
mander to ensure that the surprised enemy had
little chance to react or to escape.
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The AirLand Battle tenet of synchronization
was foremost in the corps commander’s mind
when he talked of the “three—division fist” that
he would need to destroy the Republican Guard.
Commanders at all levels were aware of the corps
commander’s intent to have three divisions and
an ACR massed to simultaneously strike the Re-
publican Guard with overwhelming force. An
awesome mix of maneuver forces (10 brigade
equivalents), artillery (16 tube artillery bartal-
ions and 10 MLRS batteries), attack helicopters
(six battalions/squadrons) and close air support
conducted a synchronized attack against the Re-
publican Guard.

Finally, the enemy was attacked throuch the
depth of his defenses, first by means of a verv
successful air campaign that destroyed much of
the Iragis’ combat power and badly demoralized
them. When the ground war commenced. air
power continued to attack deep, and on those
tew occasions when the Iraqis tried to reposi-
tion torces, they paid a heavy price, as did those
Iragt forces attempting to flee north. The coms
struck the enemy in depth as well, using close air
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Iraqi refugees, flown by C*130 transport -
from Safwan to Rafhah, Saudi Arabia, are
rocessed through a 2d Armored Division
rForward) reception center before being
transpogged to the Rathah Refugee Camp, |,
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The Saudi government agreed to allow the Iraqi refugees into their country,
thus providing a long—term solution to the refugee dilemma. The Saudis agreed to
build and administer a new refugee camp . . . on the Saudi side of the border.
Given this was a long—term project, VII Corps needed an interim solution. . . .
A temporary refugee camp [was constructed] next to the site where the
Saudis would build a permanent camp.

From 1 March to 6 May, VII Corps had distributed more than 1 million
meals of various types. . . . Baby food, juice, milk, tea and cooking oil were distributed.
Corps engineers produced over 1.5 million gallons of potable water at local wells,
and the corps hauled and distributed more than 640,000 bottles of water and 600,000
gallons of bulk water to the refugees and local populace. Medics and doctors

at all levels treated 29,450 patients.
6

support, divisional and corps attack helicopters,
and long-range artillery fires. No Iraqi was sate
on the battlefield, regardless of how far he was
from the front lines. Not only was our warfight-
ing doctrine actively and successfully applied but
also our training doctrine. Battle~-tocused train-
ing as espoused by US Army Field Manual (FM)
25-100, Training the Force, was conducted during
this campaign. The corps’ subordinate com-
mands, after analyzing the mission and theater ot
operations, developed mission essential task lists
and trained to them. Training made heavy use
of rehearsals and battle drills, tollowed by AARs.
At corps level, these techniques were used by
both the commander and his chief of staff.
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There was universal praise among command-
ers after the war for the Army training base’s
success in implementing the Army's training
Joctrine. Training provided at the National
Training Center, Fort Irwin, California; at the
Combat Maneuver Training Center, Hohentels.
Germany; and by the Battle Command Training
Program was realistic, highly intense and, per-
haps most important, honest. A unit or a statt
coming from this training base 11ad an accurate
assessment of its strengths and weaknesses. Such
training produced skilled and confident leaders
and soldiers tor Desert Storm.

Franks described them this way:

“The VII Corps leadership team was made up
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of a whole generation of noncommissioned offi-
cers and officers who were trained by our Army
to be confident, competent and to lead from the
front. They're tough, tactically savvy and tacti-
cally street smart. They took their great soldiers
and trained them, toughened them, cared for
them and led them to victory.”

This leads to the last, but most important, key
to the Jayhawk Corps’ success—its soldiers.

POST-CEASE-FIRE

Thanks to the quality of the young men and
womei in today’s Army and the high standards
of discipline and training that they attain, the
corps was able to take, as Franks put it, “superbly
trained, equipped, disciplined and morivated
soldiers” to the desert, adding that “the courage
of our soldiers in taking the fight to the enemy,
day and night, in bad weather, is the bottom line.
This underlies everything else.”2’ MR
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PITFALLS

in Combat Simulations

Major John L. Krueger, US Army

The use of combat simulations to conduct staff training exercises has
been increasing as training budgets have been decreasing. The author
looks at two of these battle simulation programs. He discusses whe.: these
simulations are not. He points out the training values of these systems are
not the combat results, but the tactical reporting procedures, communica-
tion links and after-action reviews of each mission. Finally, he discusses
the issues of gamesmanship and blaming the computer for poor perform-
ance as being detractors to the training value of these programs.

MBAT simulations are valuable training
sources whose importance will only grow
in the future as training funds become con-
stricted. Developing a thorough understanding
of the capabilities and limitations of the various
simulation systems will greatly improve the qual-

at computer work stations maneuver units,
engage enemy units, perform combat support
and combat service support functions and pro-
vide reports to their higher headquarters. A
significant feature of both systems is that they
employ a live, thinking opposing force.

ity of simulation—driven exercises. I will confine
the discussion here to staff training simula-
tions, specifically two simulations within the
Family of Simulation (FAMSIM): the Corps/
Battle Simulation (CBS) and the Brigade/
Battalion Simulation (BBS). Both of these sim-
ulations have similar operating characteristics
and, interestingly, share common pitfalls.

Both CBS and BBS are microcomputer—based
simulation systems that use distributed process-
ing and high—speed graphics in g6 mputer-get-
work that produces a gg 8 latio MG
combat. The systemgg
ons’ effectiveness o
for all weapon tyg
The systems trg]
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The higher headquarters operates at a remote
location in its standard command post (CP)
configuration. Role players at the computer
work stations feed reports to the CP via land line
or FM radio. The commander and his staff in
turn make decisions based on the reports and
transmit orders back to the player cells. Both
simulations can operate as a single—echelon
trainer, or they can operate as multi-echelon
trainers. A response cell for the headquarters
above that being trained normally operates from
the simulation center to provide continuity
through the next higher headquarters.

The first thing we must understand about
both CBS and BBS is that they are exercise driv-
ers. They are not war games in which the desired
end state is victory as determined by a favorable
exchange ratio. Both simulations provide real—-
time, realistic combat results to stress the unit’s
command, control and communications (C3).
Units get wrapped up in the competition of
fighting a war game and lose focus of the original
training objectives.

Observations of several BBS—driven exercises
at the Fort Riley, Kansas, Battle Simulation Cen-
ter and several CBS-driven exercises at the Fort
Hood, Texas, Battle Simulation Center revealed
examples of common combat simulation pitfalls.
Most people 5 not understand how combat
simulations drive training exercises. What is the
role of the simulation? We have found that
through good pre—exercise training, players un-
derstand their role, but commanders often are
the least likely to take the time to learn about
what the simulation can provide. Unfortunate-
ly, commanders often short—-change the train—
up. Since the commanders set the tone for the
training event, it is incumbent upon them to un-
derstand what the system can and cannot do.
The commander’s interest is readily obvious by
the emphasis he or she places on train—up.

After~Action Reviews (AAR). The AAR
is the single most important event of the simula-
tion driven exercise. Too often, the AAR be-
comes an after—action critique where the facili-
tator dominates the discussion, which then
revolves entirely around the tactical play that
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occurred in the computer work stations rather
than how well the staff performed its duties.
Seldom have | seen an exercise where the
commander asks for an intermediate halt in the
game play to go over a critical lesson with his

]
Both CBS and BBS . . . are
exercise drivers. They are not war
games in which the desired end state is
victory as determined by a favorable
exchange ratio. Both simulations
provide real-time, realistic combat

results to stress the unit’s C3.
... ]

staff. Both CBS and BBS provide the capability
to stop, evaluate what went right or wrong and
restart either at the stopping point or at some
earlier point. Usually, the conclusion of a specif-
ic tactical mission is the stopping point. Com-
manders lose valuable lessons with this tech-
nique. A new staff would especially benefit from
the process of stopping periodically to evaluate
what has happened. In one BBS exercise, during
the AAR, I observed at Fort Riley, the battalion
staff had virtually no input during the AAR.
Such an AAR leads me to question whether the
battalion staff derived any training at all from the
exercise. This leads to the next observation.
Training Audience. [ have seen a pro-
nounced focus on the tactical actions that occur
within the work stations during exercises. In
many instances, the systems are being used as
tactical trainers. The system design for both
CBS and BBS does not replicate the level of de-
tail that would make the simulations useful for
this purpose. Battalion and brigade staffs are the
target BBS training audiences. Corps and divi-
sion staffs are the target CBS training audiences.
The simulations provide real-time, realistic
combat results to which the appropriate staff
must react, using normal staff procedures.
These systems are not maneuver trainers, but
some units try to use them for this purpose. The
nuances of maneuvering a tank platoon across
terrain are best practiced in a field environment,
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LTG Carmen Cavezza. then 7th Division commander at a
BCTP WARFIGHTER exercise, Fort Lewis, Washington.

The AAR is the single most
important event of the simulation driven
exercise. Too often, the AAR becomes
an after-action critique where the
facilitator dominates the discussion,
which then revolves entirely around the
tactical play that occurred in the
computer work stations rather than how
well the staff performed its duties.

where an error of less than a meter can mean the
difference between throwing track and success-
fully completing the mission. The finest reso-
lution either of these systems provides is 100
meters. This is fine, given the systems’ intended
function.

Both systems can assist training communica-
tions and reporting skills. In fact, the players op-
erating from the computer work stations can de-
rive a great deal of training benefit by focusing on
how they report the battle to the higher head-
quarters. The main training audience remains
the headquarters staff located outside the simula-
tion center in its CP. The real action, so to speak,
takes place from the time the role player keys his
microphone to the point the commander and
his staff transmit orders back to the role player.
The game is unimportant except for the interac-
tions it causes between both ends of the commu-
nications link and within the CP.

Do not use either system to test the capabilities
and limitations of weapons or units. Although
the system produces realistic combat results,
there are hundreds, if not thousands of variables
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not modeled, that could attect the real-world
performance of a given unit or weapon. In some
cases, the weapon systems' capabilities denve
trom peacetime tests and may not accurately por-
tray the true capability. Some weapons are more
capable than modeled; others are less capable.
Some vartables are subjective and may or mav
not retlect reality as each commander knows it.
Some of the synergistic etfects of combat multi-
pliers are absent because they are not yet mod-
eled. While both CBS and BBS are relativelv ac-
curate in replicating technical capabilities ot the
systems within the data base, we must remember
that it is the people who operate those systems
that determine their effectiveness against a given
opponent. For example, a T-72 tank is very et-
fective against an M1ALl in BBS, but our real-
world experience in Southwest Asia demon-
strated how ineffective a T-72 can be in poorly
trained and poorly motivated hands versus an
M1A1 in well-trained, highly motivated hands.

Training Objectives. Commanders often
do not clearly define their training objectives
before an exercise. “Conduct a deliberate at-
tack” is not an appropriate training objective; it
is a tactical mission that will force the staff to ac-
complish specific tcon<. Those staff tasks are
what ultimately become the training objective.
Examples of good training objectives are:

® Train tactical reporting procedures.

® Train battle—tracking in the tactical com-
mand post/tactical operations center.

® Train logistic reporting and planning.

These are only a few of the possibilities, and
theyare all C’ tasks. CBS and BBS are staff train-
ing devices. [f a well-trained simulation center
staff understands the objectives, it can facilitate
accomplishing those objectives and keep the ex-
ercise focused. Otherwise, unnecessary wheel-
spinning becomes the order of the day, resulting
in frustration for the unit and poor training. Too
often, the hidden agenda behind these exercises
is to test tactical theories and plans for the Na-
tional Training Center, Fort Irwin, California. or
the unit’s contingency plan. CBS and BBS are
not good devices for this purpose, and command-
ers should be careful not to use them this wav.
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Many times, commanders simply do not see
how important it is to Jefine objectives betore
the exercise. Clearly defined objectives allow
the systems manager to better advise the com-
mander on structuring his exercise. Time spent
defining objectives is time well spent and time
saved later.

Level of Play. Commanders repeatedly at-
tempt to force the level of computer play down
to squad and sometimes individual vehicle for
both CBS and BBS. Normally, the appropriate
level of replication on the system is two levels
below the headquarters being trained. There are
some exceptions that are acceptable, tor exam-
ple, scouts and specialized elements such as
ground surveillance radar, but keep these to a
minimum. There are two major reasons for this.
First, too many units on a work station overload
the keyboard operator. More often than not,
the operator forgets he even owns assets because
he is keeping track of too many. In other words,
his span of control is too great.

Second, the more units that are in play, the
slower the system becomes. This is because the
system continuously makes line—of-sight
checks, moves units and conducts combat for ev-
ery individual unit represented. This involvesan
enormous number of calculations. Every com-
puter has its limitations. In its most simple ex-
planation, a computer adds and subtracts. That
is all it is capable of, but its speed makes it look
like it is doing much more. At some point, it
cannot keep up with demands. As operators, we
can reduce this potential problem by aggregating
units wherever possible. If an individual unit
does little toward affecting reporting and staff—
actions, roll it into one that has an impact. The
systems manager should be able to assist the
commander in structuring the data base in the
most efficient manner.

Damage Assessments. There is a gross mis-
use of battle damage assessment (BDA) in these
staff trainer simulations. BDA is a seldom-
stated, but often prime, objective in exercises.
How many “kills” and “losses” a unit achieves in
a simulation are irrelevant if the staff leams
valuable lessons about its internal operations.
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Both systems can assist training
communications and reporting skills.
In fact, the players operating from the
computer work stations can derive a
great deal of training benefit by focusing
on how they report the battle to the
higher headquarters. . . . The game is
unimportant except for the interactions
it causes.

Too many units on a work station
overload the keyboard operator. More
often than not, the operator forgets he
even owns assets because he is keeping

track of too many. In other words,
his span of control is too great.
[Also] the more units that are in play,

the slower the system becomes.
. ]

Commanders often foster this by berating role
players for killing too few of the enemy or for los-
ing units to enemy fire. This is silly and wrong.
Kills are irrelevant because units in these simula-
tions, like most other simulations, never tire,
never lose morale, never get lost or confused and
continue to fight to the last man and last bullet.
The only value of BDA, as provided by the svs-
tem, is to compare reports received by the higher
headquarters with what the computer reported
to the player cells. Compare the reports and
discard the computer—generated BDA. The
highlight of BDA in this context is the staff and
commander perceiving, through the reports sent
from the work stations, a different situation than
what actually occurred. In this regard, both CBS
and BBS faithfully duplicate a problem that has
plagued commanders since the beginning ot
warfare—inaccurate reporting.

Nondoctrinal Actions. By this. | do not
mean those actions that may violate doctrine.
but which, under the circumstances, make
sense. Rather, | refer to the gamesmanship that
work station players, and even the CI, attempt
in order to produce a favorable tactical out-
come on the computer—actions that the unit
would not do in a live, tactical environment.
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[CBS and BBS] systems are not
maneuver trainers, but some units try to
use them for this purpose. . . . An error

of less than a meter can mean the
difference between throwing track and
successfully completing the mission. The

Jfinest resolution either _ these systems
provides is 100 meters [which] is fine,

given the systems’ intended function.

For example, combining headguarters tank scc-
tions to make tank platoons, leaving tank com-
panies, and sometimes even battalions, without
a headquarters is a trequent BBS gamesmanship
technique. An areument posed by some plavers
is that they are collocating the headguarters
sections tor coordination.  In tact, the plavers
then maneuver the new contiguration exactly
like a platoon, cven to the extreme of moving
it beyond anv reasonable distance from the
original units. Collocating headguarters 15 nor
synonymous  with combining the assets o
create new maneuver units. Another example
frequently seen i the use of “expendable™ units
such as Stinger sections and supply assets o
draw tire and spot enemv units.

Staff and Commanders in the Player
Cells. Commanders anu principal battle statt
members trequently visic computer work sra-
tions and spend too much time there. An areu-
ment used by some i~ that thev are simulating
being in their command vehicle behind the lead
unit. While it ix realistic to expect commanders
and statt officers ro meet with lower echelons in
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rhe ticlds this s not well represented by the pres-
ence ot the commander or staft ofticers - tiw
computer work stattion. The view within the
work station 1x too pertect to properly simulate
acommander or 33 (operations and traming or-
ticers) beme up rront with the lead umie. Thus
pertect intellicence then skews the acnons the
commander and his statt take in response e a
CIven situation.

It a commander or the 33 must meer with tiwe
work station otticer in charge (OQICY, he or <he
~hould do 1t away trom the work station. The
OIC should be able to explain the current situa-
ton as he or she sees i, using a map. Nether
C.BS nor BBS can simulate camage, contusion or
nowse, and their impact on the unit’s aniliey
pertorm its mission. These are the environmen-
tal tactors that the higher commander normally
assesses in person during a real battle. Looking
at the computer screen does nothing to simulate
these tactors and is a poor substitute.

The real reason commanders get involved in
the work station is to get inside the OPFOR (op-
posing forces) commander’s decision cvele. Let
us be honest abour the kidden agenda. Running
the show from a computer 1s not the correct wav
to address this process.

Blaming the Computer. All svstem prob-
lems and quirks should be transparent o the
training audience. A common problem s ror
the plaver cells to experience ditticulties or even
ractical reversals and announce over the radio
net that the “computer is screwing up.” The
hattle statts in the CDs then sit back and wait tor
the technicians ro fix the computer, rather than
perform appropriate ~statt actions tor the current
ractical  ~ituation. Computers  sometimes
“hurp,” and rechnucal problems do arse. tow-
cver that 1s no excuse tor stopping meanmgtui
tranme. A well-trined simulation center stan
should be able o create “work—arounds” tor
most technical problems, which will appear
realistic to the statt in the CI Thas ensures
-mooth exercise tlow, bute requires cooperation
on the part of all parties within the simulation
center, including the OPFOR commander, the
work station OQICs and the simulation center
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staff. This brings me to a final kev point, which
is no less important tor being discussed last.

Simulation Center Staffing. There are sev-
eral possible statfing altematives tor battle simu-
lation centers. In fact, the statfing of these cen-
ters is a worthy ropic of study by itself. I will not
discuss these alternatives in great detail here, but
[ will comment on the alternative that seems to
be the Army’s preferred method of staffing. A
design goal of both systems was reducing the
military manpower overhead required to run an
exercise. Manpower overhead, significant rnan-
power overhead for continuous operations, i+ 1n
unavoidable cost of doing business.

In the effort o reduce the burden on mil rary
manpower, contractor—ru.. systems are becom-
ing the norm. This option offers continuity of
technical expertise, provided the same contrac-
tor can retain the contract year after year. There
i also concein over contre ror responsiveness.
If rhere is a level of friction and distrust between
Department of the Army civilians and military
personne! the interaction of contractors and
milicary personnel often produces amplified fric-
tion and distrust. [ have seen a marked distrust
by the using units’ chain of command for simula-
tion center chiefs who are not branch—qualified
maneuver arms. | he absolute worst staffing solu-
tion is to assign personnel with pending chaprers
or other administrative actions, or marginal per-
formers as staff within a battle simulation center.

The personnel who statt the simulation cen-
ter, whether civilian contractor, government
service civilians or military, must be technically
competent, highly motivated and aggressively
proactive to make the system operate to its tullest
potential. A knowledge of current weapon sys-
tems, tactics and enemy doctrine, combined
with a thorough knowledge ot what the simula-
tion system can replicate, is necessary tor at least

SIMULATION PITFALLS

Commanders and principal banle
staff members frequently visit computcr
work stations. . . . An argumeit 15ed by

some is that they are simulating
being in their command vehicle behind
the lead unit. Vhile it is realistic to
expect [thi<] . . . in the field, [it] is not
well represented by the presence of the
cc.nmander or staff officers in the
computer work station.

A common problem is for the plaver
cells to experience difficulties or even
tactical reversals and announce over the
radio net that the ‘“‘computer is screwing
up.” The battle staffs in the CPs then
sit back and wait for the technicians to
[fix the computer, rather than perform
appropriate staff actions for the

current tactical situation.
]

one member of the staff. Too often, there is a dis-
connect between the commander and the tech-
nicians, resulting in the loss of valuable training
opportunities. Hopetully, as the value and im-
portance of combat simulations grow, there will
be personnel authorizations developed that bet-
ter support the svstems.

Computer—driven battle simulations are valu-
able tools that cut the cost of training statts.
Their importance will increase in the near tuture
as budget cuts take a deeper bite out of training
funds. It is vital that commanders at every leve!
develop a better understanding of the svstems
that are currently tielded tor training statts. This
better understanding will help commanders
avoud the common pittalls in combar stimwula-
tions and help ensure that their stafts receive the
best possible tranie. MR

Major John L. Krueger is commander, Headquarters and Headauarters Troop, 1st Squadron, 41111
Cavalry, Fort Riley. Kansas. A graduate of the US Militory Academy. he has serted ma vaners of com
mand and sta,” - tgnments mchading tank company commander m the 2d Armered Cavaby Regment
uperations research/svstems analyst with U'S Army Recriaing Command: .nd chier oof the Barte Simuda-
tion Center at Fort Riley. Kansas. After serving m Operanon Desen Storm with the st Intaneey Dini-

sion. he became exercise coordinaurr in the Exercise and Simudanions Duwision at Fort Riley.
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Unit commanders want to be able to allow their units
to operate with a minimal amount of interference.
Units that train this way during peacetime perform
well when faced with combat situations. The author
offfers his views on what it takes for a unit command-
er to use a decentralized method of command suc-
cessfully. He lists and explains five conditions that
must be present before this can happen.




ILITARY leaders who read Carl von Clau-
sewitz's On War are reminded over and
over again that combat requires them to take de-
cisive action under the extreme conditions ot
uncertainty, fear, primordial violence, danger,
emotion and friction. In fact, one of the purposes
for writing On War was to present a theory of war
that would educate and guide future military
leaders. To this end, Clausewitz lists, in the chap-
ter titled “On Military Genius,” those traits a
milicary leader should develop to prepare for ex-
ecuting his duties under combat conditions.
Courage, strength of body and soul, powers of in-
tellect, decisiveness, intuition, strength and
presence of mind, fortitude of mind and charac-
ter, strength of will, energy, staunchness, endur-
ance, self-control, balance, stability, consisten-
cy, firmness, openness to other points of view,
imagination, unity and power of judgment, vi-
sion—Clausewitz describes each in detail and
explains why, given the confext in which the
leader must judge, decide and act, the leader
ought to develop that trait.! Nowhere, however,
does Clausewitz discuss what the conditions of
combat require of organizations.

This oversight is an important one because
not only do individual leaders decide and act, so
do organizations. Therefore, the natural ques-
tion that arises is this: How should a leader struc-
ture his organization so that it will act effectively
in the conditions of combat? To this end, the
concept of decentralized command is most help-
ful because it recognizes that commanders must
not only develop themselves but also their sub-
ordinate leaders and units. The decentralized
command concept views leadership and training
activities as a whole—a collective means leading
to one goal—a unit capable of winning in the
conditions of combat.

However, to develop a unit capable of using a
decentralized method of command takes time,
effort and a specific environment in which to
flourish. A decentralized method of command
cannot be adopted simply by doctrinal decree or
by simple command directive.” “It is not enough
to allow subordinate commanders wide latitude

and then demand that they fill it with their ini-
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Commanders must understand

that to command and control their
units using a decentralized approach
requires a training and education
process, a common outlook, mutual
trust and a uniform perspective in tac-
tical operations. . . . Field commanders
have the responsibility to reinforce,
clarify and demonstrate how to properly
use what his subordinates have learned
in the school system. Several leader
development forums must be estab-
lished and synchronized.

tiative,” according to Martin van Creveld, for “to
do so they must first be properly trained and then
provided with the right organizational means.”?
Commanders must understand that to com-
mand and control their units using a decentral-
ized approach requires a training and education
process, a common outlook, mutual trust and a
uniform perspective in tactical operations.
Thus, Richard Simpkin in Race to the Swift re-
minds those who wish to develop this kind of
command method in their units that “the root
of directive control lies in the sharing of ideas
and interpretations by minds well-attuned to
one another. ... The be-alland end-all. . . ismu-
tual trust and respect.”

This article will identify those preconditions
that must exist before a commander at any level
can use adecentralized method of command suc-
cessfully. For purposes of focus, however, this ar-
ticle will use the battalion as its model. Speciti-
cally, for a battalion commander to use a
decentralized method of command successtully,
the following preconditions must exist:

e Battalion leaders—from platoon sergeant
up—must have a common approach to analyz-
ing and solving tactical problems.

® The battalion staff and subordinate units
down to squad level must execute their assigned
tasks quickly and to standard.

® Leaders must be proficient in making
decisions, acting and using initiative wirhin
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Using a muitiechelon approach

to OPDs, the commander—who, as a
general rule, should be the primary
instructor for most OPD sessions—can
co his thought process, explain
his intent, describe his approach,
correct misunderstandings or problems
or sustain strengths in such a way as
to communicate with each leader

at his particular level and to meet the
specific leader and organizational
needs of the battalion.

the battalion commander’s intent.

® The leaders and soldiers in that battalion
must trust and respect one another.

® The battalion must use the same modus
operandi in garrison, as well as the field.

As is always the case, however, a commander
cannot stop at academic injunctions. He must
ask more specific “how-to” questions. For ex-
ample, “What constitutes proper training and
education” What are the “right organizational
means”? How does one create a “common out-
look,” a “uniform perspective” and “mutual trust
and respect”? How does one “attune minds”?
Further, once asked, a commander must:

o Use the answers as goals in the training
of his unit and its leaders.

® Then develop and execute logical,
achievable means to these ends.

If the five preconditions listed above do not al-
ready exist, then it becomes the commander’s re-
sponsibility to create the environment in which
these preconditions can arise. This role—the
commander as creator of an environment—can-
not be overemphasized. The preconditions re-
quired for decentralized command do not result
from spontaneous generation. They are made by
the efforts of the commander through his leader-

ship and training programs.
Leaders of the Battalion

A common approach to analyzing and solv-
ing tactical problems is a must from platoon
sergeant up.

Why platoon sergeant’ Because, asa battalion
commander, your intent must be understood and
acted upon two levels down, the platoon, and
the platoon sergeant advises the platoon leader
and acts as the platoon leader when the tormer
is absent or becomes a casualty.

Platoon sergeants and above, then, must
share in the common approach a battalion com-
mander seeks to develop, the basis of which
must be doctrinal. Commanders cannot assume
that leaders are thoroughly trained by service
schools. Field commanders have the responsi-
bility to reinforce, clarify and demonstrate how
to properly use what his subordinates have
learned in the school system. Several leader de-
velopment forums must be established and syn-
chronized.

Officer professional development (OPD).
Too often commanders do not get from this
program all that they can. Part of the reason is
that the sessions are often held with all officers
present, with a poor junior officer detailed to
present a class on “the attack,” for example. A
different approach seems possible, one that more
narrowly aims at specific strata within a battal-
ion’s officer corps. Using this approach, a batral-
ion commander could conduct an OPD for the
lieutenants, company commander tactical semi-
nars, staff OPDs, field grade discussions, as well
as the standard “everyone together” classes. This
approach offers major advantages:

e Content can be tailored and packaged for
a specific audience. Lieutenants, for example,
need a different level of specificity than do field
grade officers; company commanders are inter-
ested in different aspects of a particular issue or
tactical maneuver than are platoon leaders; field
grade officers often need less background infor-
mation and can handle a higher level of abstrac-
tion.

® The commander can address different
issues with each group. It may well be, for ex-
ample, that as a whole, the lieutenants in the
battalion are weak in one area, the company
commanders require sustainment reinforcement
in a second area and field grade officers must
discuss a third issue.
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[While an] NCO progm .« . iSrun (and quite properly) by the battalion’s com-

Sénior noncommuissioned )
officers-at the Sergeants Mdjor
Academy. Fort Bliss. Texas. 4
NCQOs.learn the basic skillsff
battié planning and trackingfat §
the Battle Staft NCO Course but

; rély on tactical exercises to

" develop tge required expertlse‘.
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mand sergeant major, the contents must be synchronized with those of the officer’s

program in an important

oth programs must be mission—essential task list

related. The contents of both programs must come from a common analysis.

Using a multiechelon approach to OPDs, the
commander—who, as a general rule, should be
the primary instructor for most OPD sessions—
can convey his thought process, explain his in-
tent, describe his approach, correct misunder-
standings or problems or sustain strengths in
such a way as to communicate with each leader
at his particular level and to meet the specific
leader and organizational needs of the battalion.
Below is charted one possible example of this
approach in action.

Of course, this kind of approach takes time.
The program depicted would require six separate

—Third Quarter Fiscal Year 1990—

Lieutenant OPD Conduct of search and attack at platoon
level; supervising precombat inspections

0PD (all) Occupying defensive positions;
operating with the commander’s intent
Commanders’  AAR Company EXEVAL missions—

Tactical Seminar defense, movement to contact and raid

Field Grade Read Passion for Excellence b
Program Thomas J. Peters and Nancy K. Austin;
Supervising staff planning
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sessions during a three-month period. However,
this disadvantage speaks to priority. We all know
that we make time for those items we consider
important.

A noncommissioned officer (NCO) pro-
gram. While this program is run (and quite
properly so) by the battalion’s command ser-
geant major (CSM), the contents must be syn-
chronized with those of the officer’s program in
an important way—both programs must be
mission—essential task list (METL) related. The
contents of both programs must come trom a
common analysis. Subjects for leader develop-
ment classes can come from tasks completed—
leader, collective or individual—thar need
either sustainment or improvement, or thev
may be chosen because of training that is com-
ing up in the future. Again, [ suggest a multilevel
approach. The first level is one that tinds the
battalion CSM talking only to first sergeants
(1SGTs); the second, the CSM teaching all
platoon sergeants; the third, company 1SGTs
heading up squad leaders.
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The battalion’s leaders should
come together to discuss a particular
issue—an after-action review brief bx
a unit just returning from the NT
or JRTC and a discussion of leadership
prior to the arrival of a new COHORT
package are two examples that
immediately come to mind. These
sessions are also oprortunitles fora
commander to build that common
approach to problem solving necessary
for decentralized command.

Why emphasize the battalion commander
and CSM doing so much instruction? First, two
of the important reasons for conducting OPDs
and NCODPs are to convey intent that is two
levels down and to develop a common mind-set.
The easiest way is to have the commander and
CSM, themselves, convey the information. Sec-
ond, rather than ask why they should be the pri-
mary instructors, I ask why not? The battalion
commander and the CSM are the unit’s most
senior officer and NCO, the most experienced
leaders in the battalion. Each should be sharing
his experiences and lessons learned (positive and
negative) with his subordinates. Too often we
think that our subordinates will “pick up what
we mean by watching what we do.” Not so.
Learning rarely takes place implicitly. If a com-
mander or CSM wants his subordinates to leam
a particular task, he must set up the conditions
for that leaming to take place—explicitly.

One might think that such a program is too
centralized and contrary to US Army Field Man-
ual (FM) 25-100, Training the Force. Quite the
opposite. The subject matter for the OPDs,
NCODPs and the LDPs (leader development
programs) to be discussed below are as bottom—
driven as top—driven. During each level’s train-
ing meeting, leaders ought to identify those
items they think should be discussed in the pro-
fessional development forums and at which level
would be the most appropriate. In this way, the
subjects discussed will be linked to a METL

task—individual, collective or leader. This input

is then added to the assessment that the bartal-
ion commander and CSM have made. The re-
sult is the final topic list.

Leader development. Often it is the case
that all the battalion’s leaders should come to-
gether to discuss a particular issue—an after—
action review (AAR) brief by a unit just return-
ing from the National Training Center (NTC),
Fort Irwin, California, or Joint Readiness Train-
ing Center (JRTC), Little Rock Air Force Base
and Fort Chaffee, Arkansas, and a discussion of
leadership prior to the arrival of a new CO-
HORT (cohesion, operational readiness and
training) package are two examples that imme-
diately come to mind. These sessions are also
opportunities for a commander to build that
common approach to problem solving necessary
for decentralized command.

As important as leader development is, anoth-
er very effective way to develop and reinforce a
common approach to solving tactical problems
is on-site coaching. Talking to platoon leaders
and company commanders during a planning
phase; using the preoperational backbrief as
another teaching opportunity; issuing operation
orders (OPORD:s) in a field location overlooking
the ground on which you will fight; and partici-
pating in AARs, not to present a critique, but
to teach—each is a chance for a battalion com-
mander to press home his ultimate objective of
getting all his subordinates’ problem-solving
methods attuned to one another. In short, the
battalion commander and his CSM should be al-
ways in the “teaching mode.”

Professional development and on-site teach-
ing are not the only ways in which a commander
can build commonality of problem solving in his
unit. Readings, training meetings and leader
briefbacks all constitute other very useful oppor-
tunities. Commanders can assign military
theory, history or biography readings—the data
base of our profession—in conjunction with a
professional development class or as a separate
assignment to specific officers or groups. The
battalion training meeting—in either the assess-
ment phase, guidance for upcoming training or
discussion of leadership—provides another
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teaching platform. Finally, the commander can
create opportunities when he backbriets his bat-
talion’s leaders after his quarterly training brief to
the commanding general, following a major op-
eration, training exercise, deployment or any
other significant events in the unit’s life.

Before proceeding to the second precondition.
one caution must be expressed. That s, the de-
sire to develop a common approach among the
leaders of a battalion to solving tactical problems
must not translate into rigid thinking. The result
cannot be a unit that has one technique that it
applies to any given situation. The goal is to
create a common approach to analyzing and solv-
ing tactical problems, not a common solution.

Execution to Standard

Creating units and staffs that can execute as-
signed tasks quickly and to standard requires em-
phasizing precision in drills and practicing unit
standing operating procedures (SOPs), using
correct and complete troop-leading procedures
and following the Army’s training doctrine.

In addition to the drills outlined in Army
manuals, squads and platoons must be experts in
other tasks that are common to many tactical sit-
uations, for example, breach drill, bunker drill,
trench drill, building entry and clearing tech-
niques and landing zone/pickup zone (LZ/PZ)
_ procedures. These tasks, and others like them,
require that squads and platoons develop precise
SOPs that are taught and known to every mem-
ber of the unit and that are practiced over and
over again. Each soldier must know the drills and
SOPs, as well as leaders. This knowledge and the
repeated practice contribute two very important
capabilities to a battalion wanting to use a decen-
tralized method of command. First, squads and
platoons will attain the kind of quick reaction
necessary in maneuver theory. Units will not
need lengthy orders. They will know, and be able
to execute, their drills and SOPs. Second, the
precision and discipline that result from knowl-
edge and repeated practice of drills and SOPs
will produce confidence in higher commanders
that, even when out of communication, subor-
dinate units will execute to standard.
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Officers conducting T
a briefing during a
terrain walk.

Professional development and

on-site teaching are not the only ways
in which a commander can build com-
monality of problem solving in his unit.
Readings, training meetings and leader
briefbacks all constitute other very
useful opportunities. Commanders can
assign military theory, history or
biography readings—the data base of
our profession—in conjunction with a
professional development class or as

a separate assignment to specific
officers or groups.

The drills and SOPs thar are often left unat-
tended are those that apply to battalion staffs. In
this area, the battalion executive ofticer (XO) is
a most important trainer. The statt, following
the training program directed by the battalion
XO, develops SOPs tor the staff planning and
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The drills and SOPs that are

often left unattended are those that
apply to battalion staffs. In this area,
the battalion executive officer (X0) is
a most important trainer. The staff,
following the training srogram directed
by the battalion X0, develops SOPs

for the staff planning and decision-
making process—at least one

for deliberate planning, one for
planning under time constraints and
perhaps one for planning during a
deployment sequence.

decision-making process—at least one for delib-
erate planning, one for planning under time
constraints and perhaps one for planning during
a deployment sequence. These SOPs must be
augmented by those of each staff section. Re-
gardless of the conditions, each staff section and
the staff as a whole must function effectively.
Like squad and platoon SOPs, staff SOPs must
be known and practiced by each leader in the
section. The assistant operations and training
officer (S3), the operations NCO, the intelli-
gence NCO, the support platoon leader—each
must be able to act as the staff principal. This
ability adds depth to the staff in case the princi-
pal is gone or becomes a casualty. It also adds
speed to staff planning in that staff subordinates
are able to anticipate what the principal needs
during the planning sequence. As the primary
staff trainer, the battalion XO ensures that the
statf practices and rehearses its SOPs under a va-
riety of conditions and a variety of “principals.”
A further assist in the process of executing as-
signed tasks to standard is precision in following
troop-leading procedures. This precision is par-
ticularly important at squad and platoon levels,
yet it is exactly these levels that are the most
problematic.  These junior leaders often find
themselves in “time crunches” where they think
that they do not have enough time to follow the
steps raught ro them. The battalion command-
er’s experience is particularly helptul in this re-
gard. He can offer helpful hints to platoon lead-
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ers as to how to use their time wisely; can explain
the ditference between “haste” and “speed” and
that conducting an operation without taking
some time, however minimal, to go through the
correct troop-leading steps results in the tormer,
not the latter; and he can structure training
events that force squads and platoons to practice
their troop-leading skills.

Precombat inspections and backbriefs are two
items that leaders should include in the tinal step
of their troop leading but often do not—again
most often claiming lack of time to be the miti-
gating factor. However, these two items are most
important not only to the troop-leading process
but also to decentralized command in general.
They are important to troop leading in that these
are the quality control checks that leaders should
build into their systems. By conducting a pre-
combat inspection, a platoon leader will verity
that the unit has everything it needs to conduct
the mission at hand, that it is in working order
and that the soldiers understand the unit’s mis-
sion and their part in it. Precombat inspections
also increase the likelihood of the operation’s be-
ing conducted to standard.

Backbriefs—of squad leaders to the platoon
leader and company commanders to the battal-
ion commander—are also a quality control
check built into a unit’s troop-leading proce-
dure. The backbrief, especially when attended
by all key leaders, is the senior commander's way
of making sure that his subordinates understand
the mission and his intent and have made a plan
complete and coordinated enough to get the job
done. Backbriefs also increase the confidence of
senior commanders that their subordinates un-
derstand the mission completely and will accom-
plish it even if they are out of communication,
find that the conditions changed, or their leader
becomes a casualty. Finally, backbriets ensure
that each of the key leaders in a battalion knows
what the others are doing and how their actions
fit into the “big picture.” In these wavs, back-
briefs add to the probability that the units will
execute to standard.

Drills, SOPs and troop-leading procedures
must become habits so ingrained that even when
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leaders and units become wet, tired, cold, hungry
and confused, the habits endure. These kinds of
habits are “internal control measures” that help
command and control a subordinate unit as
much as graphic control measures and radio
communications. To create these kinds of strong
habits, a battalion commander must use training
time wisely, for training is the method of habit
development. The conditions a commander
sets for his unit’s training are the petri dish, if
you will, in which the right habits develop and
grow—or do not.

Therefore, the conduct of training is a most
important matter. Battalion commanders must
ensure that each training event is properly fo-
cused on the fewest number of tasks possible and
is prepared for in fastidious detail.

Only by choosing the fewest number of tasks
rather than the most will a commander ensure
that his subordinates will have adequate time to
conduct the requisite talk—throughs and walk—
throughs that are the first steps in transmitting
to each member of a unit the SOP concerning
the task at hand. Once soldiers and subordinate
leaders understand, the unit—whether it be
squad, platoon, company or battalion—can
begin training at the “run” speed. Even here,
however, the training plan must include enough
time to properly evaluate the training; redo it un-
der similar conditions if deficiencies occur; or
train under more difficult conditions—day and
night—if the unit reaches proficiency. Finally,
leaders should conduct the ultimate test of their
units—seeing if they can perform the task with-
out the leaders. This last test should be the nor-
mal result of using MILES (multiple integrated
laser engagement system). However, not all
units have sufficient sets of MILES; therefore,
the senior leader must “kill off” leaders at various
times in the planning, preparing and executing
phases of the task. In this way, the unit will not
only see if it really understands its SOPs, it will
also help develop “budding leaders.”

While subordinate units are conducting train-
ing as described above, the battalion XO should
be training the staff in decision-making pro-
cesses, backbrief and OPORD briefings, syn-
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Precombat inspections and

backbriefs are two items that leaders
should include in the final step of their
troop leading but often do not—again
most often claiming lack of time to be
the mitigating factor. However, these
two items are most important not only
to the troop-leading process but aiso
to decentralized command.

chronizing and integrating battle operating
systems, displacement and other tasks. The
commander participates in this training in at
least two ways. First, by discussing beforehand,
with the XO and S3, how the training will be
conducted; what the “teaching points” will be;
and what conditions will be created to ensure the
teaching points will emerge, he will transmit his
intent to these two most important officers. Sec-
ond, the commander should be present at the
appropriate time to issue guidance, receive brief-
ings or listen to backbriefs. These times are im-
portant teaching opportunities for the com-
mander to further explain how he operates, what
he expects of subordinates and how he expects
tactical problems to be solved. These times are
also important in making sure that the staff SOPs
are developed in consonance with the battalion
commander’s personality and style. Finally, they
are important because by seeing his staff conduct
multiple iterations of its SOPs, as is done in the
line units, the commander will gain confidence
that, even in his absence, staff planning and
coordination will be done to standard.

Operating Within the
Commander’s Intent

I have emphasized “within” because too
many leaders believe that decentralization
means giving a subordinate leader a job and
leaving that leader alone to do it however that
leader wants. Wrong. Seldom will subordinate
leaders have tortal freedom. The more usual
case is that the leader is given the mission along
with a set of constraints, within which he can
accomplish it in whatever way he is able. One
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Commanders must present their

intent in such a way that it describes,
in as few words as possible, the resuits,
the commander wants to achieve or
effects the commander wants to have
on the enemy. The commander’s intent
should not be a long, drawn-out
description of how the commander
sees the battle unfolding—that is

the concept of the operation. . . .

The commander’s intent is supposed
to function as a control measure;

it guides the subordinate leader
without stifling his initiative.

of these constraints is his commander’s intent.
Decentralization is freedom, not license.

While subordinates are obliged to operate
within their commander’s intent, commanders
also have obligations to express their intent and
develop their subordinates’ ability to operate
within it.

First, commanders must present their intent
in such a way that it describes, in as few words as
possible, the results the commander wants to
achieve or effects the commander wants to have
on the enemy. The commander’s intent should
not be a long, drawn—out description of how the
commander sees the battle unfolding—that is
the concept of the operation. Both are impor-
tant. The commander’s intent is supposed to
function as a control measure; it guides the sub-
ordinate leader without stifling his initiative.
That is, if a subordinate finds himself out of
touch with his higher headquarters or that the
conditions on the battlefield have presented him
with an opportunity he can only take advantage
of immediately, then the subordinate can use his
best judgment to alter his plan and still help
achieve the outcome his senior desires. Under-
standing of the intent guides the behavior of the
subordinate leader.

Second, organize training so as to teach subor-
dinates how to make these kinds of decisions. A
commander must build ambiguity and uncer-

34

tainty into the training conditions. After a unut
has completed its talk—through, walk—through
and initial run—through training, the conditions
must get tough. Objectives should not be pre-
cisely where briefed; information about the en-
emy must be very sketchy or incorrect; the senior
commander must “die” at a critical decision
point; the radio must “go out.” These kinds of
tough conditions, after a unit has gained initial
proficiency, must be introduced regularly into
training. Only by doing so will a battalion com-
mander make sure that his subordinates will be
used to making decisions and acting on their
own initiative—within his intent. Of course,
the battalion commander must be present at
some of the AARSs, so he can explain the impor-
tance of these kinds of ambiguous training con-
ditions. Unit performance, good or bad, may be-
come part of leader-development discussions
after training.

Third, in the conduct of operations, the com-
mander must set aside time during troop-leading
procedures for briefbacks and rehearsals at every
level. These items are even more important
than writing a complete and “school~proof” OP-
ORD. Briefbacks ensure that the commander
has transmitted his intent clearly; that subordi-
nate leaders understand the intent and their part
in executing it; and that subordinate leaders
know what is going on in other units and in other
parts of the organization in support of executing
the intent. Briefbacks should occur all the way
down to squad. Rehearsals reinforce briefbacks.
Rehearsals could include such procedures as a
“human chess set” walk—through with battalion
leaders during which the unit reviews the main
plan and the most likely contingencies. This
kind of rehearsal gives everyone an opportunity
to see how each subordinate unit mission fits
into the overall plan. Platoon leaders and pla-
toon sergeants, with their radio operators, should
participate in battalion rehearsals. Participation
to this level ensures understanding of the battal -
ion operation two levels down, allows all leaders
to ask questions, further reinforces the com-
mander’s intent and identifies difficulties in ex-
ecution. Radio operators, since they are such an
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In the conduct of operatlnns; the commander must set asid time durlng'
troop-leading procedures for briefbacks and rehearsals at eve

An NCO briefing his section during
a field training exercise in Korea.
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items are even more important than writing a complete and “school-proof” OPORD.
Briefbacks ensure that the commander has transmitted his intent clearly; that
subordinate leaders understand the intent and their part in executing it; and that
subordinate leaders know what is going on in other units and in other parts

of the organization in support of executing the intent.

important part of the unit, get to see firsthand
how the operation is planned. This further
cements the likelihood of mission accomplish-
ment even if leaders become casualties. A
second kind of rehearsal includes squads or
platoons “clumped” around their leaders who,
having participated in the human chess set re-
hearsal, explain the overall plan to their soldiers.
These type rehearsals and others like them help
transmit the commander’s intent and increase
the probability of mission accomplishment
 under conditions of uncertainty and lack of
communication.

Last, commanders must orient their award sys-
tem to recognize those leaders and soldiers who
display initiative. Initiative to accomplish an as-
signed mission under the conditions of uncer-
tainty should be one of the most important crite-
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ria for receiving an award. This criterion should
be applied down to soldier level. Such an ap-
proach institutionalizes the importance the or-
ganization places on initiative. When a com-
mander gives awards like this, soldiers and
subordinate leaders quickly “get the word” that
the unit they are in encourages initiative.
Proficiency in making decisions within one’s
senior commander’s intent under fast—moving,
ambiguous conditions can only come from
education and experience. The education
comes from commanders reinforcing, in their
professional development programs, what
each of us leamns in the school system. Experi-
ence comes from commanders setting the right
training conditions, then making sure the
correct displays of judgment and initiative are

rewarded.
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Trusting Leaders and Soldiers

Trust and respect are absolutely vital to the de-
velopment of the kind of climate necessary to
command in a decentralized way. Simpkin goes
so far as to say, “The be-all and end-all of direc-
tive control is mutual trust and respect leaving
the subordinate free to act as he thinks fit in fur-
therance of his superior’s intention.”® 1 would
add that from trust and respect grows confi-
dence. That is, soldiers gain confidence in them-
selves, their buddies and their leaders, and lead-
ers gain confidence in their subordinates and
their soldiers when each trusts and respects the
other. This is the “chain of trust” of which Simp-
kin talks. How does a commander create the
conditions from which confidence will grow?

By formulating the question as 1 did above, the
first important point about confidence comes to
light. Confidence is not “issued,” nor is it “due,”
nor is it in any way “automatic.” Commanders
can create confidence in two ways:

® Treating soldiers with dignity and respect.

e Training under tough, well-coordinated,
realistic conditions.

These are necessary and sufficient conditions
in that neither is sufficient itself; both must be
present for trust, respect and confidence to grow.

About the first source of confidence much is
written. | will not duplicate that here. Suffice to
say, however, that no commander will gain the
confidence of his soldiers if he treats them badly,
denigrates their importance, keeps them in the
dark, does not establish systems in which they
can contribute or does his subordinates’ job. Nor
will a commander win confidence by saying one
thing and doing another. Commanders must
share hardships, demonstrate proficiency at
what they expect their soldiers to do and be ac-
tive listeners. In sum, commanders must lead as
the Army expects them to lead.

The second source again leads us to the impor-
tance of training, and training correctly. In this
light, training is seen as the catalyst that brings
individuals together and forms them into cohe-
sive teams. By overcoming challenges thought
to be too difficult, soldiers gain respect for them-
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selves. Respect and trust in their buddies’ capa-
bilities develop by seeing them succeeding at the
same difficult task. For example, respect and
trust grow when infantrymen see medics admin-
istering intravenous medication to soldiers
whose MILES cards require such treatment, or
when soldiers conduct livefire exercises with
their leaders participating as both tactical leaders
and safeties. Then as soldiers—together, under
the direction of their leaders who talk, crawl,
walk, then run them through training and coach
them until they get it right—master increasingly
more difficult collective tasks, respect and trust
grow into confidence and respect in their “team”
and their leaders. All this results, if raining is
conducted correctly.

In this regard, time again enters the picture.
The commander must ensure that he plans only
the number of tasks that can be mastered in the
time allowed. Further, each soldier must know
and understand the part he plays in executing a
collective task, and he must know his unit’s SOP
concerning executing that collective task. This
knowledge, when practiced slowly under easy
conditions at first, then under ever-harder con-
ditions, will change to proficiency. Confidence
evolves in the process of soldiers seeing their
leaders care enough about their welfare that
training is:

e Planned, prepared, executed and eva-
luated in such a way as to focus on soldier and
unit proficiency.

® Conducted in such a way that the soldier
knows what is going on; that his leaders have
the time to teach him what to do and how to do
it well before he is expected to perform and lead
his unit, if his leader becomes a casualty.

® Conducted on tough, realistic objectives
with an OPFOR out to win.

® Structured to integrate all the skills neces-
sary to keep as many soldiers alive as possible—
casualty treatment and evacuation, resupply and
maintenance—not just “combat” tasks.

Under conditions such as these, soldiers know
that they are developing the skills and habits
during training that they will need in combat;
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they know they are training as they will fight.
These are the conditions that develop trust and
respect for their leaders and instill contidence.

Too often, we think of training only in terms
of “meeting standards” on the tasks chosen, or
“checking the block” on as many METL tasks as
possible in the time allocated. Such attitudes
miss the main point of training—building the
kind of soldier and unit proficiency from which
confidence grows. Soldiers who have confi-
dence in themselves, their buddies, their equip-
ment, their units and their leaders win wars.
Training is supposed to build that proficiency
and confidence. Yet it can do so only if it is con-
ducted correctly.

Training Standards

A unit cannot operate centralized in garrison
and decentralized in the field. A commander is
mistaken if he believes that such a conceptual
shift is possible. Subordinates who, in garrison,
are used to deferring decisions until consulting
with, and receiving approval from the battalion
commander will not suddenly be able or willing
to make the judgments required of them in
training or in combat.

Commanders are provided two incentives for
developing a decentralized method of command
in their units. First, the nature of combat re-
quires it. Units with an overcentralized com-
mand habit, while they might succeed in the
garrison activities of inspections, briefings, dem-
onstrations, and the like, cannot win under the
conditions of combat—uncertainty, friction,
chance, danger, primordial violence and emo-
tion. Why? For one thing, the centralized leader
simply cannot be everywhere during combat.
For another, the unit that waits for “word from
higher” to act is a unit that will be frozen in inac-
tion during combat. Events will simply overtake
their ability to respond.

The second incentive is a mandate from FM
100-5, Operations, requiring commanders to de-
velop units that operate decentrally. “In the
chaos of battle,” FM 100-5 says, “it is essential to
decentralize decision authority to the lowest
practical level because overcentralization slows

MILITARY REVIEW e June 1992

DECENTRALIZED COMMAND

]
The commander must ensure

that he plans only the number of tasks
that can be mastered in the time al-
lowed. Further, each soldier must
know and understand the part he plays
in executing a collective task, and he
must know his unit’s SOP concerning
executing that collective task.

This knowledge, when practiced slowly
under easy conditions at first, then
under ever-harder conditions, will
change to proficiency.

A unit cannot operate centralized in
garrison and decentralized in the field.
A commander is mistaken if he be-
lieves that such a conceptual shift is
possible. Subordinates who, in garri-
son, are used to deferring decisions
until consuiting with, and receiving
approval from the battalion command-
er will not suddenly be able or willing
to make the judgments required of
them in training or in combat.

action and leads to inertia. . . . Decentralization
demands subordinates who are willing and able
to take risks and superiors who nurture that will-
ingness and ability in their subordinates. . . .
[Leaders] must thoroughly understand the com-
mander’s intent.” ? The Army’s keystone manual
emphasizes, as this article has attempted to point
out, that a decentralized method of command
evolves during well-planned, well-executed
training. “Commanders,” the manual states
unequivocally, “must . . . take time to train subor-
dinate leaders and staff members, building their
confidence and requiring them to exercise ini-
tiative. This is best done by training them to
react to changes which require fast, independent
decisions based on broad guidance and mission
orders. Such practices enhance the morale,
confidence, and effectiveness of small units and
impiove the performance of higher levels of
command as well.”® Decentralized command
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Trust and respect are absolutely

vital to the development of the kind of
climate necessary to command in a
decentralized way. Simpkin goes so
far as to say, “The he-all and end-all
of directive control is mutual trust and
respect leaving the subordinate free to
act as he thinks fit in furtherance of
his superior’s intention.” | would add
that from trust and respect

grows confidence.

must be the method of choice. The commander
must shape his unit’s garrison systems to rein-
force the kind of system he needs to win on the
battlefield. The two systems must complement
one another. Further, each precondition re-
quires that commanders institute specific pro-
grams, policies or actions that lead to realizing
each of the preconditions. In other words, com-
manders must view their leadership and training
activities as a whole, as the collective means
leading to one yoal—designing a unit capable of
winning in the conditions of combat, a unit
which, among other things, is capable of using a
decentralized method of command. Each pro-
gram, policy or action is individually important,
as each member of an orchestra is important—
not only individually but also collectively.

Of course, following a program as outlined
above 1s not easy in the “real world.” A unit’s
leaders, officers and NCOs come trom ditferent
backgrounds and experiences. Personnel rur-
bulence sometimes seems to make a unit a
kind of never—ending revolving door. Some-
times the leadership environment set by senior
leaders is overly centralized and generally not
conducive to development of a decentralized
method of command. Finally, all commanders
operate in the world of competing priorities
and limited time. In sum, there are many “dis-
tracters” that argue against being able to devel-
op the kind of program necessary to create a
climate from which decentralized command
can grow. My only answer is this: Command-
ers make time for the things they and their se-
niors deem important. If developing the kind
of leaders, soldiers and units that win in the
conditions of combat is not important, if com-
manders cannot find the time to create the
five conditions required for the kind of com-
mand system our doctrine calls for, then per-
haps we ought to reevaluate our priorities.
While none of the obstacles mentioned will
ever be eliminated, ncne are “show stoppers”
either, if a commander is serious about design-
ing a unit capable of winning in the conditions
of combat. The result is a unit and leaders
capable of using a decentralized method of
command. MR

NOTES

1. Carl von Clausewitz, On War, ed. and trans. Michaet Howard and Peter

H G’gnesanNJ: Pﬁr::sm Univms-:y's Press, 1976), 75-123, 141,

. John L. Siiva, “Auftragstaktik. Its Origin and Development,” /i
¢ 3. Martin m&gmm/ War (Cambriage. MA: H U

. in van , n { . MA: Harvard Univer-
sity Press, 1985), 271.

4. MAJ John T. Neison I, “Aufragstakti: A Case for Decentralized Combat
Leadership,” in The Challenge of Military Leadership, ed. Lioyd J. Matthews and

. 1969). 31.

Dale E. Brown, (New York: P
York: Brassey s Defence

5. Richard E. Simpian, Race o the Swit, (
Publishers, 1985), 230.

6. Ibxd.. 233.
7. US Depantment of the Amy Field Manual 100-5. Operadons (Wastng-
m.SDC&USTGovsrmm Printing Office. 1986), 15.

4 Lieutenant Colonel James M. Dubik, a US Army War College advanced operanonal )
studies fellow, is a seminar leader. School of Advanced Military Studies, US Army
Command and General Staff College (USACGSC), Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. He
receivedaB.A. from Gannon University, an M. A. from Johns Hopkins University and
is agraduate of the USACGSC. He has served in a variety of command and staff assign-
ments including executive officer, 1st Ranger Bantalion, 75th Ranger Regiment, Hunter
Army Airfield, Georgia; commander, 5th Infanery Battalion, 25th Infanery Division
(ID) and inspector general, 25th ID, Schofield Barracks, Hawaii. A frequent contmbu-
tor to Military Review. his most recent offering, “Military Force: Preparing for the

\_ Future,” appeared in the March 1992 lnsights section. )

38 June 1992 ¢ MILITARY REVIEW




Wallace J. Thies

Copyright 1992

The Cold War is over, and the budgets are being reduced. The
author offers historical precedents that suggest the United States
has not learned the correct lessons from past defense reductions.
He points out that despite the collapse of the Warsaw Pact and
the breakup of the Soviet Union, there are regions in the world
that are vital to the United States.

I N 1946, General Carl Spaatz posed the ques-
tion, “Why should we have a Navy at all?
There are no enemies for it to fight except appar-
ently the Army Air Force.”! With the dissolu-
tion of the Warsaw Pact and the disintegration
of the Soviet Union, similar questions are being
raised about the Army. Before the recent failed
coup that signified the collapse of Soviet com-
munism, all of the services in the United States
were engaged in a dramatic restructuring aimed
at reducing their size by one-third to one-half
by the year 2000.2 The transformation of the
former Soviet Union from an “evil empire” to
a supplicant pleading for emergency food aid
has added urgency to the arguments of those
who question the wisdom of spending billions
to defend against a country incapable of feeding
itself, much less invading its neighbors.’
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[t is not an exaggeration to suggest that the
Army is about to be torn apart and put back to-
gether during the next five years. The reward for
winning the ground war against Iraq in such
stunning fashion will be the deepest cuts in per-
sonnel strength since the rush to demobilize dur-
ing 1946 and 1947. The Active and Reserve
components will decline by approximately
500,000 soldiers over the next four years, and the
number of Army personnel in Europe will de-
cline from about 215,000 to approximatelv
92,000. The other services will also shrink, but
the burden of future cuts will fall more heavily on
the Army than the Navy or the Air Force.* The
defense of Europe against the now—dissolved
Warsaw Pact appears to many Americans as “an
outrageous misallocation of national treasure.”™
In contrast, sea control, power projection and
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rapid deployment—the traditional missions of
the Navy and the Air Force—offer a natural
complement to the policing functions implicit
in the Bush administration’s proclamation of
a new world order.

The events of the past few years have left the
future of the Army more clouded than at any
time since the disengagement from Southeast
Asia at the start of the 1970s. Crucial decisions
are being made not in an atmosphere of calm
deliberation, but in a rush to accumulate enough
budgetary savings to stave off pressure from Con-
gress and the public for even deeper cuts. How

]
The dissolution of the Warsaw
Pact, the withdrawal of Soviet forces
Jrom Eastern Europe and the virtual
collapse of central authority in the Soviet
Union have created significant doubts
about the mission by which the Army has
defined its organizational essence for the
past 20 years—the defense of Western
Europe against a Soviet-led invasion.

large should the Army of the future be? How
should its units be equipped? What contingen-
cies should it be prepared to meet? These issues
are being settled largely by default, as Congress
and the Bush administration cut the deals need-
ed to muddle through another fiscal year.

This article attempts to look beyond the cur-
rent euphoria about the end of the Cold Warand
the emergence of a new world order. Mounting
pressures for substantial cuts in the Army’s force
structure rest on the crucial premise that military
threats to national security, the Soviet threat in
particular, have greatly diminished. There are,
however, important historical precedents that
suggest deeply ingrained tendencies in Ameri-
can politics toward exaggerating the importance
of apparent turning points and trends in interna-
tional affairs and devaluing the worth of forces in
being capable of dealing with a wide range of
contingencies. Before deciding what parts of
the Army we can do without, we would do well
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to recall our less-than—stellar record of leaming
from the past and predicting the future.

How Not to Identify
Turning Points and Trends.

The dissolution of the Warsaw Pact, the
withdrawal of Soviet forces from Eastern Europe
and the virtual collapse of central authority in
the Soviet Union have created significant
doubts about the mission by which the Army
has defined its organizational essence for the
past 20 years—the defense of Western Europe
against a Soviet-led invasion. The pursuit of
that core mission has produced an Army orga-
nized around heavy armored divisions, filled
with sophisticated high~tech weaponry. The
recent sharp decline in the subjective proba-
bility of war in Europe has suggested to many
that the Army should de—emphasize prepara-
tion for high—intensity, high—tech warfare in
favor of alternative tasks such as low—intensity
conflict, interdicting drug smuggling and pro-
viding disaster relief.

Before concluding that the Fulda Gap men-
tality that dominated Army thinking during the
1970s and the 1980s should be jettisoned com-
pletely, there are some sobering reminders from
the past that should be factored into thinking
about Army strategy and force structure. Dur-
ing the 1920s, the newly formed Soviet Union
was virtually written off as an important actor in
international politics by British and French
statesmen, largely because it seemed inconceiv-
able that a country so ravaged by World War I,
then by civil war, and led by a band of disrepu-
table revolutionaries could recover from such a
shattering experience. Less than two decades
later, the British and the French found them-
selves on the losing side of a contest with the
Germans to gain the still disreputable, but in-
creasingly powerful, Soviet state as an ally in
the war that was about to break out in Europe.
Their fear of the consequences of a frontal as-
sault on German fortifications subsequently led
the British and French to toy with the notion
that the way to defeat the Germans was by at-
tacking the Soviets in Finland.® Hitler, too,
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The Soviet Union has appeared most threatenmg during those penods
when its internal politics seemed especially baffling to Western observers. Part
of the reason why so many in the West believed that Stalin’s threats and bluster
were backed by a standing army of 4 million, organized into 175 full-strength
divisions, at a time when the Red Army was probably only about one-half that size,
was the difficulty of penetrating the veil of secrecy that surrounded the
actions and intentions of the Soviet leadership.

was contemptuous of Soviet power, a mistake
for which he paid dearly later in the war.
British, French and German officials were not
the only ones who underestimated the resilience
and ingenuity of their Soviet counterparts. John
Lewis Gaddis notes that the new technology
developed during World War Il “had the para-
doxical effect of reassuring American military
planners about the Russians because they had so
little of it: their Navy was little more than a
coastal defense force, their air force had no capa-
bility for long-range bombing; and there seemed
to be no imminent prospect of their building an
atomic bomb.”” General Leslie R. Groves, who
headed the Manhattan Project, thought it would
take the Sovnets up to 20 years to develop an
atomic bomb.® An Army Air Force study con-
cluded that it would take even longer for the
Soviet Union to threaten the United States:
“Owr Allies of today might be leagued against us
tomorrow,” but it would likely take from 20 to
100 years for a “Eurasian nation to grow into an
aggressive-minded power.” As late as July 1945,
General Henry H. Amold, commander of the
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Army Air Force, ruled out the Soviets as a serious
threat to the West because of the primitive na-
ture of their military power.!® The more likely
danger, in the eyes of American military officers,
would come from a resurgent Germany or Japan
than from a technologically backward Soviet
Union.!!

It is also helpful to recall that the Soviet
Union has appeared most threatening during
those periods when its internal politics seemed
especially baffling to Westemn observers. Part of
the reason why so many in the West believed
that Stalin’s threats and bluster were backed by
a standing army of 4 million, organized into 175
full-strength divisions, at a time when the Red
Army was probably only about one-half that
size, was the difficulty of penetrating the veil of
secrecy that surrounded the actions and inten-
tions of the Soviet leadership.!? The Soviet
Union appeared even more dangerous during
the mid to late 1950s—the period of the bomber
and missile gaps—precisely because most ob-
servers were unsure of what the Soviets had al-
ready accomplished and even more uncertain of
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US foreign policy should surely
strive to continue the reconciliation with
the Soviet Union that began during the
1980s. Defense policy, however, must be
rooted in the recognition that great
power cooperation is difficult to sustain
because both parties are likely to fear
asymmetries in the way in which the
benefits are shared between them.

. ]

what they might accomplish in the future.

The Soviet Union that emerged from the tur-
moil of the Bolshevik Revolution and later
Stalin’s purges during the 1930s is not the only
country that has come back to haunt those who
consigned it to irrelevance because of a seeming-
ly irreversible decline. It was fashionable among
academics writing during the 1970s to character-
ize the United States as an “ordinary country”
whose moment of greamess had passed.’ Dur-
ing the early 1980s, it was fashionable to ques-
tion whether Western democracies had the
stamina and discipline necessary to hold their
own in a prolonged contest with their Eastern ri-
vals.!* The scholarly rage at the end of the 1980s
was “declinism” and the imminent end of the
American century.!* The manner in which the
United States has been transformed from the or-
dinary country of the 1970s to the sole super-
power of the early 1990s is suggestive of the ex-
tent to which hyperbole and selective memory
substitute for rigorous analysis in discussions of
contemporary international relations.

It is thus a mistake to believe that the decay
of the Soviet empire means that the principal
threats to American security in the future will
come from anti~American regimes in the Third
World, antidemocratic insurgents, drug traffick-
ers and terrorists. These are all serious problems,
but even taken together, they are unlikely to
equal the challenge posed by the enormous po-
tential power at the disposal of whoever rules the
territory of the former Soviet Union, or even its
Russian core. Like other states, superpowers en-
counter periods of turbulence abroad and decay
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within, but unlike other states, their recupera-
tive powers are generally much greater. How
many observers of the near collapse of the Red
Army in 1941 would have dared to predict that
less than a decade later the Soviet Union would
have pulled itself virtually to the top of the inter-
national heap, one of two bipolar rivals locked in
a global struggle with the United States? How
many people living in the United States in 1975
(the year Saigon fell to the North Viethamese)
or 1979 (the year the US Embassy in Tehran was
seized by Iranian militants and the embassies in
Libya and Pakistan were sacked by mobs) would
have predicted that less than two decades later,
their country would be hailed as the victor in the
Cold War and the only true superpower!?

US foreign policy should surely strive to con-
tinue the reconciliation with the Soviet Union
that began during the 1980s.1¢ Defense policy,
however, must be rooted in the recognition that
great power cooperation is difficult to sustain
because both parties are likely to fear asymme-
tries in the way in which the benefits are shared
between them. A prudent observer of intemna-
tional relations would think long and hard be-
fore concluding that the US-Soviet rivalry has
run its course. The Europe that currently looks
so peaceful, so safe and so promising may yet
look vastly more dangerous before the current
decade ends.

How Not to Prepare
for Future Wars.

Americans have been arguing with one
another over how to prevent future conflicts at
least since the end of World War I, but what
stands out in retrospect is the gap between ex-
pectations and reality. The Army that played a
vital role in staunching the German spring of-
fensive in 1918 was virtually disbanded during
1919 and 1920. The 1920s were also a decade
during which a new intemational order was sup-
posedly under construction, and large standing
armies were viewed as a throwback to an earlier,
discredited era. It was accepted by both interna-
tionalists and isolationists, albeit for different
reasons, that the Great War had been an impor-
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Draftees training with wooden rifles on
Govemor's Island, New York, 1941.
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In September 1939 the month that war bmke out in Europe, the Active Army
numbered only 174, 000 men. Including reserves, the Army ranked 19th in the world—
behind Portugal but ahead of Bulgaria. Exercises were conducted with trucks bearing
signs marked “tank,” and tripods substituted for real artillery pieces. The reinstitution
of selective service in 1940 permitted a modest e

xpansion, but even so, the Army a

year after the outbreak of World War 11 [had] only six divisions.

tant turning point and that security in the future
would require a decisive break with the immedi-
ate past. For partisans of the League of Nations,
the crucial task was to extend the rule of law
from domestic to international affairs.!” For
isolationists, it was to ensure that the events of
1917-1918 remained an aberration rather than
an established line of policy.!8

As described by Samuel P. Huntington, con-
flicts over US defense policy during the interwar
years thus pitted “a military service and a few sat-
ellite groups” against “civilian isolationists, paci-
fists, and economizers.” The cast of characters
opposing a larger military effort varied from one
issue to the next, but what remained constant
was the “broad and deeply ingrained antimilitary
sentiment which had characterized American
society since the eighteenth century.” The
Army “lost its fight for universal service after
World War I, {and] throughout the 1920s
clashed with educational, labor, and religious
groups over ROTC [Reserve Officers’ Training
Corps] and with other groups over industrial
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mobilization preparations.” “The Navy and the
shipbuilding industry fought a lonely battle with
the dominant groups in both political parties
over naval disarmament.”!® Bereft of civilian
support, neither service was able to prepare effec-
tively for the coming conflagration.

A new world order was being forged during the
interwar years, but it was not the one expected
by either side in the debates over interational-
ism versus isolationism and preparedness versus
disarmament. I[n September 1939, the month
that war broke out in Europe, the Active Army
numbered only 174,000 men. Including re-
serves, the Army ranked 19th in the world—
behind Portugal but ahead of Bulgaria. Exercises
were conducted with trucks bearing signs
marked “tank,” and tripods substituted for real
artillery pieces.”® The reinstitution of selective
service in 1940 permitted a modest expansion,
but even so, the Army a year after the outbreak
of World War I “consisted of only six divisions,
badly equipped, with a skeleton cadre of a few
thousand officers.”*! As late as September 1941,
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Florida National Guard vehicies
are guided onto rail cars at the
port of Zeebrugge, Belgium,

during a FI§FO GER exercise.
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As long as Europe consists of one
potentially very powerful state and many
smaller ones, the principal foreign policy
interest of the United States will continue
to be that of stiffening the will of the
smaller states and reassuring them that it
is safe to stand up to Soviet demands
because they can count on US support.
To do this well will require the presence,
in Europe, of Army units capable of
fighting effectively and backed by a

capability to reinforce quickly.
L ]

President Franklin D. Roosevelt was considering
a plan to reduce the size of the Amy in order to
free additional equipment for Lend-Lease aid to
Britain.2 The divisions that might have pre-
vented the loss of most of Europe and much of
Asia to Germany and Japan were not created un-
til 1942 and 1943, after the Axis powers had al-
ready overrun much of the world.

The emergence of a bipolar world at the end
of the 1940s gave rise to a very different pattern
of conflict over the size of the defense budget and
its allocation among the services. Prior to World
War I, the principal opponents of greater mili-
tary spending were a coalition of civilian
groups—pacifists, isolationists, believers in the
efficacy of world opinion and economic sanc-
tions—opposed in principle to large forces in be-
ing. The Army and the Navy “seldom fought
each other and virtually never helped each oth-

er. . .. Each service struggled along in its own
world with its peculiarities and preoccupations,
its own friends and enemies.” The services en-
gaged in pro forma joint strategic planning that
produced little conflict between them because
neither was prepared to countenance immediate
claims on scarce resources for the sake of en-
hanced cooperation with the other.”

After 1945, the principal opposition to each
service’s efforts to evolve a doctrine and force
structure suitable to the Cold War came not from
isolationists and pacifists but from the other ser-
vices. Bipolarity suggested that there was “only
one significant contingency for all the services.
Each felt that it had to justify its existence in
terms of its future importance in a general war
with Russia.’* Agreement on the nature of the
threat, however, did not mean harmony among
those charged with preparing to meet it. Pre-
paredness was politically popular but so too were
balanced budgets and lower taxes. With the ex-
ception of the Korean War years, the civilian
leadership of the Truman and Eisenhower ad-
ministrations worked hard to place a ceiling on
military spending.?’ Their determination to re-
strict defense spending for the sake of a balanced
budget created a competitive political environ-
ment within which the only way that one service
could gain more funds for itself was by attacking
the programs and plans of another service. Bud-
getary feast for one meant budgetary famine for
the others.

The budgetary competition was waged pri-
marily by means of competing doctrinal pro-
nouncements. The Air Force stressed the pri-
macy of strategic bombing and the relative un-
importance of ground and sea forces. The Army
and the Navy countered with the doctrine of
balanced forces: “air, sea, and land forces would
all have important roles to play in the future to-
tal war and hence all three should be properly
maintained in peace.””® The more heated the
competition for funds, the more vitriolic the
rhetoric employed by the participants. An Air
Force general publicly described the Marines as
“a small bitched—up army talking Navy lingo.”
“Power-hungry men in uniform” was the reply
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offered by a Marine general.?’

What is most striking about the post—World
War I interservice rivalry, aside from the dispar-
aging comments made by the services’ spokes-
men about their comrades~in—-arms, is the gap
between the roles and missions envisaged by the
services and the challenges they were called on
to meet. The services were agreed that the next
war would be total in nature and most likely
would begin with a Soviet attack on western Eu-
rope.28 “We can be certain,” General George C.
Marshall wrote in his final report as Army chief
of staff in 1945, “that the next war, if there is one,
will be even more total than this one.” Brigadier
General G. A. Lincoln told a House Military
Appropriations subcommittee in 1947 that
“Armed forces and the nature of war, if war
comes during the next few years, will in general
be similar initially to the closing phases of World
War IL"? Army doctrine after World War I
thus predicted that the next war would be anoth-
er titanic struggle fought by mass armies, with the
most likely arena of conflict being Europe. The
reality was occupation duty in Germany and Ja-
pan, counterinsurgency in Greece and limited
war on the Korean Peninsula.

The combination of the end of the Cold War
and the triumph of US arms in the war against
Iraq suggests that the 1990s are likely to witness
both of these patterns of conflict over budgets
and force structure, but this time played out si-
multaneously rather than in separate time
frames. On the one hand, the prospect of a new
world order, with its suggestion of unprecedent-
ed levels of multinational problem solving and
cooperation among states, seems likely to result
in a new round of conflict between the services
and civilian groups seeking deep cuts in the de-
fense budget in order to fund pressing domestic
needs. On the other hand, if expenditures for
operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm are not
included, the defense budget has been declining
in real terms since fiscal 1986. As the decline
continues, all of the services are likely to find
themselves under pressure to develop missions
and supporting programs that elicit enthusiasm
within the executive branch and on Capitol
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CONTINUITY AND CHANGE

Hill, and that can provide a foundation from
which to compete for a larger piece of a shrinking
budgetary pie. Each service’s vision of what its

L |
What is most striking about the
post-World War Il interservice rivalry,
aside from the disparaging comments
made by the services’ spokesmen about
their comrades—in—arms, is the gap
between the roles and missions envisaged
by the services and the challenges they
were called on to meet [but] were agreed
that the next war would be total in
nature and most likely would begin with

a Soviet attack on western Europe.
L]

missions and essential programs should be may
be politically feasible when viewed in isolation
from the activities and aspirations of the other
services, but the missions and programs of all the
services together will almost certainly not be po-
litically feasible.

Therein lies the formula for political gridlock
that suggests a recurrence of past failures to pre-
pare effectively for future conflicts. The greater
the budgetary shortfall, the greater the likelihood
that the services will attempt to justify their exist-
ence by resurrecting the post—World War Il doc-
trinal controversy over the form of military pow-
er most likely to dominate in future wars. The
more the services compete for a share of a shrink-
ing defense budget by means of doctrinal claims
and innovative research programs intended to
make themselves distinctive in the eyes of those
controlling the purse strings, the more they are
likely to stimulate opposition from civilian
groups convinced that the new world order has
rendered such activities increasingly obsolete.
The more the services attempt to accommodate
civilian idealists and economizers by justifying
their existence in terms of a residual Soviet
threat, the more they deprive themselves of the
flexibility needed to meert the unexpected chal-
lenges that invariably arise from states and groups
bent on doing harm to US interests overseas.




What Next?

The foregoing suggests that the next several
years are likely to witness another prolonged and
intense debate about US defense policy. Past de-
bates have exaggerated the importance of tum-
ing points and trends in the conduct of interna-

tional relations and neglected the threat posed -

by unconstrained power in an anarchic environ-
ment. The early indications are that the argu-
ments employed during the 1990s will be no
more enlightened than those used during pre-
vious go-rounds.

Those who argue that relatively little has
changed as a result of the ouster of communist re-
gimes in Eastem Europe and the retreat of Soviet
power continue to identify the danger of a Soviet
invasion as the principal threat to European se-
curity and the piimary justification fora US mili-
tary presence in Europe.’ Neoisolationists, in
contrast, argue that Soviet troubles at home, the
collapse of the Warsaw Pact and the prohibitive-
ly expensive costs associated with invasion and
attempted conquest have brought an end to the
Soviet threat and made intra—European war
“subrationally unthinkable.”! The current de-
bate is flawed by the tendency of both sides to
identify security threats with invasions and at-
tempted conquest, which is not always condu-
cive to clear thinking about threats, strategies
and supporting policies.

Unless and until Europe unites, it will contin-
ue to be populated by several middle, and many
small, powers sharing a continent with a fallen
superpower. Soviet power has declined relative
to the levels of the 1980s, but even a shrunken
Soviet Union is likely to remain a formidable
military rival. When relatively small states share
a continent with a much larger power, they usu-
ally attempt to prevent quarrels from reaching
the point of hostilities. They calculate the likely
outcome; conclude that resistance is futile; and
adjust their behavior accordingly. A coalition of
middle and small powers might well be the mili-
tary equal of a much larger state, but coalitions
of small states tend to shatter in the face of a hos-
tile, larger power. This occurs because each
member is reluctant to sacrifice itself so that the

others may live. Hence, small states are tempted
to take refuge in neutrality in the hope that they
will be the last to be eaten; and that by the time
their tum comes, their adversary will have devel-
oped indigestion.>*

As long as Europe consists of one potentially
very powerful state and many smaller ones, the
principal foreign policy interest of the United
States will continue to be that of stiffening the
will of the smaller states and reassuring them that
it is safe to stand up to Soviet demands because
they can count on US support. To do this well
will require the presence, in Europe, of Amy
units capable of fighting effectively and backed
by a capability to reinforce quickly. The purpose
of maintaining such a presence is to convince
traditional friends and allies that war is, and will
remain, unlikely, and thus, the burden of avoid-
ing war does not depend solely on their ability to
placate the Soviet Union and accommodate its
demands.

Qutside Europe, the principal task facing the
United States during the 1990s will be to resist
the temptation to seek a rich reward—in the
form of an excessively generous peace divi-
dend—for the decades of effort required to win
the Cold War.>> The rush to demobilize after the
two world wars suggests a natural tendency to re-
lax one’s efforts on the morrow of victory. The
greater the exertions required, the more gran-
diose the hopes entertained after victory has
been achieved. The combination of victory in
the Cold War and victory in the war against Iraq
thus portend a powerful reaction against the in-
flated defense budgets of the Reagan years.

The higher the hopes for relief from the com-
petitive and conflictual side of intemational pol-
itics, however, the greater the psychological vul-
nerability of those who suddenly discover that it
is once again necessary to confront states and
statesmen prepared to use force to get their way.
As early as 1947, the Truman administration had
coolly calculated that defense of South Korea
was not a vital foreign policy interest of the
United States.>* The belief that the United
States had no vital interests at stake on the Asian
mainland was one cause for the steady decline in
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The belief that the United States had no vital interests at stake on the Asian
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mainland was one cause for the steady decline in the strength and effectiveness of the
units on occupation duty in Japan. The bill came due three years later in the form of

the setbacks encountered during the . .

. Korean War and the quadrupling of the

defense budge . . . as the services strained to rebuild the divisions and squadrons that
had been dismantled a few years earlier in a fit of national absent—mindedness.

the strength and effectiveness of the units on oc-
cupation duty in Japan. The bill came due three
years later in the form of the setbacks encoun-
tered during the early months of the Korean War
and the quadrupling of the defense budget dur-
ing the early 1950s, as the services strained to re-
build the divisions and squadrons that had been
dismantled a few years earlier in a fit of national
absent-mindedness.?

The psychological vulnerability problem sug-
gests that attempts to carve a peace dividend out
of the defense budget by writing off parts of the
world as strategically unimportant is more likely
to result in a self-inflicted wound than in long-
term budgetary savings. The Iragis have been
ejected from Kuwait, but it is premature to con-
clude that the world is finally free of states and
statesmen who believe that invading their
neighbors offers a convenient solution to politi-
cal, economic and social problems. For the Army
in particular, this suggests an additional reason
for having high-tech armored divisions but
without sacrificing the flexibility offered by
rapidly de })loyable light infantry and airborne
divisions.*®
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Skepticism about the prospects for a new
world order must, nonetheless, be reconciled
with the imperatives of American politics,
which currently revolve around endless budget
deficits, unmet domestic needs and an electoral
cycle that makes difficult the pursuit of solutions
that cannot be achieved within a year or two at
the most. Cuts in the defense budget need not
be harmful, provided they are guided by a clear
sense of what is vital and what is not—any or-
ganization that spends $300 billion per year will
always have some leeway to cut without harming
vital national interests.

Where, then, should the budget axe fall? The
strong possibility that the intemational political
environment, which currently seems so promis-
ing, will look much more dangerous a few years
hence should raise warning flags about plans for
sharp cuts in the number of Active and Reserve
Army divisions. Instead of a drastic restructur-
ing, a better way to cut the defense budget would
be to forego the pursuit of new generations of
weapons and equipment, which invariably cost
far more than the items they are intended to re-
place, in favor of incremental improvements to
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Cuts in the defense budget need
not be harmful, provided they are guided
by a clear sense of what is vital and what
is not—any organization that spends
$300 billion per year will always have
some leeway to cut without harming

vital national interests.
.~ — ]

existing designs. Desert Storm suggested that US
weapons and equipment are already the most ad-
vanced in the world, and the turmoil in the So-
viet Union makes it unlikely that SOVlet tech-
nology will catch up anytime soon.’’ We also
have allies capable of designing, developing and
building sophisticated weapons and equipment.
Added savings could be realized by sharing the

burden of creating next—generation weaponry
with allies rather than trying todo it all ourselves.

In sum, a strong case can be made that the im-
plications of the new world order for US defense
policy are strikingly modest.>® Intemational pol-
itics is still competitive and prone to interstate
violence. Statesmen have not yet been trans-
formed into angels; Europe remains central; and
high~tech weaponry is being disseminated
throughout the Third World, with ominous im-
plications for the future peace and stability of im-
portant regions such as the Middle East and the
Persian Gulf. It would be wonderful if the end
of the Cold War also meant the end of anarchy,
invasions and wars of all kind, but there is a long
historical record that suggests that high hopes in
this regard are much more likely to be unfulfilled
than realized. MR
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RE you without a clue on how to effectively
manage your unit’s automation effort? Do
you find yourself wondering if your automation
expert has your unit headed in the right direc-
tion to get the most for the dollars you spend on
computers, software, and so forth? Have you
started to view automation, not some other
army, as the real enemy that you face? If you
answered yes to any of those questions, this ar-
ticle provides a few tips on how to gain a tactical
advantage over that highly feared foe, the
computer.

With the rapid changes in automation at bri-
gade level and below, many commanders face
what may appear as a complicated new arena to
understand and manage. In the last five years,
computers have gone from a tool used only by the
highest echelons of the Army to a way of life all
the way down to company level. Computers are
not unique to the Signal Corps; commanders in
all types of units now have automation manage-
ment responsibilities. However, your role as a
commander of automation assets is not nearly as
difficult as you might think. No, [ am not imply-
ing that you can ignore automation and assume
it will magically work without any effort on your
part. Just remember a few simple tips, and you
can wisely control your unit’s automation effort.
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As the Army continues to expand its use of computers and office
automation systems, effective managment of this asset is
essential. The author offers a common sense approach to
automation, by asking four basic questions prior to expending
money for a system. He provides some suggestions on improving
computer maintenance. Finally, he offers a method when
considering automation training requirements.

COMMANDERS
SURVIVAL GUIDE

TO AUTOMATION MANAGEMENT

Captain Michael C. Dorohovich, US Army

\_ ]
Far too often, individuals spend
many hours developing and n.-intaining
data bases with information that serves
no real purpose. . . . [An NCO] at our
higher headquarters worked for months
to develop a program for tracking
TMDE. The program worked well . . .
but the data base required countless
hours of effort to keep it current.
Besides, the same information was
readily available [elsewhere].

I consider what | call a commonsense ap-
proach to automation as the most important as-
pect for a commander to understand. Simply
ask, “Will automating a particular function save
time or manpower!” If not, then do not change ?
the way you are currently conducting business.
Far too often, individuals spend many hours;
developing and maintaining data bases with
information that serves no real purpose. For
example, I can recall a case where a noncom-
missioned officer at our higher headquarters
worked for months to develop a program for
tracking TMDE (test, measurement and diag-
nostic equipment). The program worked well, ;
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provided quick information on TMDE, and the
individual was proud of his work. But the data
base required countless hours of effort to keep it
current. Besides, the same information was

]
Computer-generated slides often
take hours to prepare and the cost of
[plastic viewgraph sheets]. . . can quickly
deplete a unit’s self-service supply
budget. Your subordinates will strive to
provide the types of briefings that they
believe you want; thus, make sure you
can really afford the manpower and ex-
pense before high~tech slides become the
standard for all briefings in your unit.
L]

readily available by calling the battalion proper-
ty book officer or checking the calibration print-
out provided by our local maintenance facility.
The benefit of that program did not justify the ef-
fort required and was clearly not commonsense
automation. As a commander, you must apply
the commonsense rule to every computer pro-
gram used in your unit.

Another dangerous result of the proliferation
of computers into the Army inventory lies in
the high—tech briefing syndrome. Computer—
generated viewgraph slides look very profession-
al and are great for many types of briefings. The
catch is that they are time—consuming and ex-
pensive to make. We survived for years with
briefings using handwritten slides. They were
easy to prepare, update and, if written with a
nonpermanent marker, they could be erased and
reused. Computer-generated slides often take
hours to prepare and the cost of the plastic sheets
for the viewgraphs can quickly deplete a unit’s
self-service supply budget. Your subordinates
will strive to provide the types of briefings that
they believe you want; thus, make sure you can
really afford the manpower and expense before
high—tech slides become the standard for all
briefings in your unit. In other words, use the
commonsense automation test for briefing
charts too!

Validating Automation Needs

The next step to effective automation man-
agement is knowing your real needs, nothing
more and nothing less. Your computer expert
usually wants the most modem hardware and
software available; place yourself in the role of
the honest broker.

[t is easy to buy standard equipment and soft-
ware packages with no specific plan for their use.
As a result, most units have closets full of com-
puter items just stored away and never used. Not
every computer requires a video graphics array
color monitor, modem, laser printer and every
type of software on the contract. Actively in-
volve yourself in the process of determining your
actual automation needs. You do not need a de-
tailed understanding of how each piece of equip-
ment or software works. Just keep your mission
requirements in mind and make your computer
expert answer the following simple questions:

® Does it save time or manpower!

o Will it provide a new capabiliry?

® s this new capability really necessary?

o Will we use it frequently enough to justi-
fy the expenditure?

[f the answer to any of the questions is no, then
it fails to pass the commonsense automation test.

On the subject of hardware, scrutinize laptop
computer purchases very closely. Laptops are .
more portable than desktop computers; howev- 4
er, they do have limitations. Their small LCD
(liquid—crystal display) screens are difficult and
stressful to look at for extended periods of time.
The LCD screens remain somewhat sensitive to
extreme temperatures. In some locations, laptop
computers are more difficult to get repaired. Val-
idate a genuine need for a laptop before purchas-
ing it rather than a desktop computer.

Software upgrades fall under another area for
potential waste. Do not automatically purchase
an updated version of a program just because it
is available. Most popular programs are updated
every few years; yet, the upgrades often amount
to minimal change. Take time to determine if
your current version does everything necessary,
and if it does, do not waste money to buy the up-
graded version. The cost of computer equip-
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Virus—checlang/vaccinating programs are effective in most cases.

While no program is guaranteed 100 percent effective, this purchase remains a
worthwhile investment. The majority of virus—checking programs scan the system
each time the operator turns it on. If a computer acquires an infection, you
need to know as soon as possible to prevent further loss of data and to
avoid spreading the virus to other computers.

ment is simply too high to purchase things just
in case you may need them later.

Do not relax once you have identified your
actual automation needs and have approved
capability requirements (CAPRs) waiting for
available funds. During the wait for funds (often
months or years), much can change. I men-
tioned the fact that manufacturers periodically
update software; the same thing happens with
hardware. When you finally receive funds to pur-
chase the item you need, take time to ensure that
what you are ordering is still the most current
version. Earlier, | discussed the evils of buying
unnecessary upgrades to something that you al-
ready have. It is a different situation when you
are ordering something new. Chances are that
the vendor will send exactly what you order, even
if it is an older version. The newest type is often
available at the same, or even a reduced, cost. If
the cost of the most current version is higher,
then the commonsense rule applies again.

Winning the Repair and
Maintenance Battle

The high cost of computers does not end with
the purchase. Repair costs for this type of equip-
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ment continue to soar. Like any other piece of
Army equipment, preventive maintenance
(PM) prevails as the key to reducing the repair
bill. One effective way to ensure proper PM is to
invest in a small computer maintenance/repair
course for a member of your unit. In many loca-
tions, a basic course is available for just slightly
more than the cost of one computer repair call,
and it teaches a novice enough to make a signifi-
cant difference. Most computer repairs involve
nothing more than cleaning keyboards, replac-
ing fuses, changing batteries or reseating circuit
boards. All of these repairs are quick work tor
someone with just a one— or two-day mainte-
nance course. Also, consider the benefit of hav-
ing a soldier trained in basic computer mainte-
nance and repair if you deploy to a location tar
from your current contract maintenance source.

In the event that you have a computer that
frequently malfunctions, keep in mind that one
of the most common causes of circuit board mal-
functions in personal computers (PCs) is im-
proper grounding. When office wiring is old and
a three—pronged outlet is not available, most ot
us do not think twice about using an adapter that
bypasses the ground. However, this significantly
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increases the potential for problems in PCs.
Never accept it as a viable alternative to con-
necting a computer to a grounded outlet.

Dirt is another significant factor in computer
malfunctions. Unless contract restrictions or se-
curity reasons prevent such action, ensure that
the inside of every computer is dusted at least
once each year. This action requires some degree
of caution for the safety of the individual and the
equipment. Limit internal cleaning to the cen-
tral processing unit (CPU). The inside of the

Do not automatically purchase
an updated version of a program just
because it is available. Most popular
programs are updated every few years;
yet, the upgrades often amount to mini-
mal change. Take time to determine if
your current version does everything
necessary, and if it does, do not waste
money to buy the upgraded version.
. ]

monitor represents a potential for serious shock,
even when disconnected from the electrical out-
let. Thus, do not allow subordinates to open up
monitors for any reason. When disconnected
from the electrical outlet, a CPU is easily and
safely cleaned with a static—free brush and a
vacuum cleaner. Dust often collects in the area
near the fan unit in the rear of a CPU and causes
overheating. In extremely dusty locations, more
frequent cleaning may be needed.

Finally, establish three maintenance-related
standing operating procedures in your unit and
ensure the chain of command enforces them.
These three necessities are:

¢ Prohibit eating and drinking around com-
puter equipment. Next to dust, food and bever-
age damage is easily the second most common
reason for malfunctions with keyboards.

® Prohibit all smoking around computer
equipment. The smoke leaves a residue inside
and outside of the equipment.

® Require subordinates to change internal
CPU batteries instead of paying for your main-
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tenance source to replace them. Changing a
battery is as simple as it sounds.

A Healthy Computer

Computer viruses are another key potential
source for unnecessary downtime. Three ways to
bear. this problen: are to explicitly prohibit the
use of personal software on government comput-
ers, investing in virus—checking software and
backing up all data (just in case).

Every govemment computer user knows that
personal software is not authorized on official
systems. Every computer novice understands the
legality problem with bootleg software. Yet, the
use of personal and bootleg software appears to
continue as common practice in nearly every
unit. Commanders must take a firm stand on
this subject. In fact, many virus cases involving
Army PCs are the result of using unauthorized
software that carried a virus.

Virus-checking/vaccinating programs are ef-
fective in most cases. While no program is guar-
anteed 100 percent effective, this purchase re-
mains a worthwhile investment. The majority
of virus—checking programs scan the system
each time the operator tumsiton. Ifacomputer
acquires an infection, you need to know as soon
as possible to prevent further loss of data and to
avoid spreading the virus to other computers.
Some of the computer viruses re date- or time—
activated; thus, if you have a program to scan for
the problem before it is activated, you have a bet-
ter chance of preventing data loss.

In the event that the previous two ideas tail to
prevent a virus, you must have a backup plan.
Preferably, you must periodically back up impor-
tant data. It seems that we all have trouble find-
ing time to make backup copies of disks; at least
until the first time we experience the loss of key
information at what always seems to be the worst
possible moment. Then, we all tend to find time

to back up disks.

Scrutinizing Automation
Training Needs

Do not torget to consider automation training
needs when you request any new computer
equipment. Software classes often cost a lor.
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While alternatives do not exist for some types ot
automation training, carefully scrutinize all
course requests. Almost without exception, soft-
ware manufacturers include manuals with their
products. Many of the programs routinely pur-
chased by the Army have effective tutorial pro-
grams included as part of the basic software pack-
age. Yet, we continue to spend astronomical
amounts of money each year sending individuals
to software training. Many of those same indi-
viduals have previously operated a similar type of
program (for example, another word processing
program). Thus, the transition to a new program
should not be unreasonably difficult.

The majority of software produced today is
fairly user—friendly, so leaming most programs
just takes a little initiative. Make the user try the
tutorial program or read the book prior to invest-
ing in a software class and save your limited
training funds for those in real need such as indi-
viduals with no prior computer experience.
Some data base and graphics programs are fairly
difficult and are exceptions to this rule, but, in
the majority of cases, we use Army computers for
word processing with easy-to-learn programs.
Never lose sight of the following commonsense
checks to Army automation:

e Will automating a particular function
save time or nianpower’

® Does that briefing really justify the time
and costs associated with computer-generated
slides?

® What will this new type of computer
equipment do for the unit, and is it worth the
cost!

e Do we need the mobility of a laptop, and
does it justify the limitations when compared
to a desktop?

® Does that software upgrade provide a
new capability that we need?

e Did our needs change in the time between

AUTOMATION MANAGEMENT

. ]
Repair costs for this type of
equipment continue to soar. Like any
other piece of Army equipment, PM
prevdils as the key to reducing the repair
bill. One effective way to ensure proper
PM is to invest in a small computer
maintenance/repair course for a member
of your unit. . . . Consider the benefit
of having a soldier trained in basic com-
puter maintenance and repair if you
deploy to a location far from your current
contract maintenance source.
]

CAPR approval and the availability of funds?

e Did the available products change in the
time between CAPR approval and the avail-
ability of funds? If so, is there a better deal out
there now?

e Can we save money by sending an indi-
vidual to a small computer maintenance/repair
course, and what makes up our computer
maintenance program!

e How are we protecting against computer
viruses’

e s that software class worth the cost, or is
there a more cost—effective way to train the in-
dividual?

The ideas provided in this automation surviv-
al guide are by no means all-inclusive. They rep-
resent a starting point for you as the commander.
Simply ask the right questions, much like you al-
ready do in almost every other area of your com-
mand. Few commanders are expert mechanics;
yet, nobody is afraid of the motor pool. Do not
let your automation expert convince you that his
area is too difficult to explain to you in layman’s
terms. The commonsense approach can help
tame the automation “beast” and hamess its
enormous power. MR
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