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cannon. Micheael W

¢ 4 ¢ ¢+ ¢+ INTRODUCTION ¢ & 4 ¢ ¢

 12¢-S Fis2ld Ssxvgce Eeaulatdins «or  EI 1u0-5 QOperatizps  zs
it 1= prezsntly :3]15:1»1 i the capstcns ct Army dccotrinal
Ji1teraturs IThe material; it centazins thecretically

repres2nts a2 IINS2NsSUs DV thos2s within the Army 23 t:o what 1s
the best ccurse of acticn in 2 given generzlizea situaticn Cue

-
r
—
e
w

funztisn 3s approved o~ificial thouzht. it d2termine= much

2t the course c¢f instructicn tcllowed at the vericus branch

(U]

chools and can have an enormous 2{itect sn what wW2a2poOns sycstems

[C)

re procured. As & result, it is the manual] trom which all

(8]

ther Army {1213 manuals flzw 3and =0 assumes an importance zbove

that ¢t all the others.

This studv will trace the develcpment of EM 100-5 f{from the end
st world War Il until the end of 1%7é. An attempt will be made
tc identify thcse factors within and externz] tc the Army which
ctontributed to the inclusion 2f the material in the field manual
tFMy The fcllcwing items z2re those which were used tc guide
the ccnduct of the study zf 2ach manual a2nd will be 23drezsed in

cubtzequent chapters:

1) stated purp2sz2 2f 22:h manuzl,

<) rcle ¢f the Army,

39 >ffenzive tactizal thesry,

4 defensive tactical thecory,

5 trzatment 2{f nan-cocnventizonal warfare (partizan,
querilla, insurgent, a2nd cthers ot this nature),

&) importanz2 of l=2adership and the ccocmmander.

I treatment ot special weapcns (chemical, biclecgical, and
nucliezar,

&) retrograde movements, and

¥ spacial operations (those considered to be 2ut of the
crdinary - such as mountain warfare)
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cannon.

1949 and 1968 za2re based primarily c¢cn secondary scurces

listing of those sources and persodons consulted.
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Many c©t the assertions mad2 here conzerning the =2d4iti1ons batwveen

and

3eneralized assumptions. As of this date no develospmental or
historical tiles have been found ccncerning any edition cf the
field manual prior to the ¢ne produced in 195 nor have I been
atle tec unccver the names ctf anyvone connected to the writing of
the manuals prior to 197e6. Fortunately, there are numerous
military personnel (both active and retired) who are availatle
with intocrmation on how the 1976 and 1982 editions were hammered

cut The reader is encouraged tc lock at Appendix B for a

.
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cannon, Michael W.

1 FOOTNOTES

Hereatter retferred to as M 100-5 with the edition number
in parenthesis if applicable [i.e. FM 100-95 (1949)1].
¢ Doctrine can be broadly detined as a consensus between Army
officers as to what courses of action are best in any given
situation. It defines terms and provides concepts that enable
the multiple arms of the services to act in concert on the
battlefield Field manuals provide the basic ccncepts of
tactical doc.rine and form the basis for what is taught in the
Army schoc] system. These concepts are not to be followed
blindly nor are they meant to be restrictive and all inclusive.
Room for interpretation and flexibility is purposely built in to
doctrinal statements.

3 The Principles of War will not be covered here. These
represent what the Army considers to be fundamental truths
underlying the conduct of war. Although they are considered to
be immutable, most versions of the FM have stressed that blind
acceptance and adherence to them is a precursor to failure. A
good book on their development is John Alger's Quest for
Victory (West Port, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 1982). I uncovered
no material that added to what Alger discussed and so decided
not to include their development here.
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* % % # & POST WORLD WAR II % 4 % x %

The 1949 edition of EM 100-5 was produced in the years
immediately following World war II. To place this FM in
perspective as a starting point for the study it is necessary to
discuss the post war snvironment in which it was formed.
Fcllowing this the key elements in the 1949 editicn will be

discussed.

Cemotilizaticn tcllcwing Werld War Il was rapid end by 1950
Active Army strenath was around 600.000 men in ten understrength
divisions. The Naticnal Guard had been reestablished and with
the Army Reserve was to provide a reserve force of some 50 - 5
ccmbat divisions which were to be fully prepared fcr war only
1

within one vear 3after a general mobilization was ordered.

Most government officials viewed this arrangement as

satisfactory to meet US ccmmitments and as late as 1950 felt
that "our defenses were in grand shape... fand] .. .are adequate

tc the needs of the hour‘“2

Nevertheless, the Army ccntinued to review its experience in
world war II 3round combat through a sesries of conferences in an
effort tc improve its tactics, organization, and doctrine. The
maicrity of these conferences decidesd that around combat would
continue tc te non—atomic.3 The most important lesson gleaned
from these studies was that 5f the dominance 2f the
tank-infantry team. Their perfcrmance in ccmbat in Eurcpe had

demonstrated the need for the restructuring of the division to
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2ifectively i1nte2grate new t2cnnolojgy tspecifically the radio and
tracked vehicle:. The bcardes telt that the divisicns shculd no
lon3jer remain pure armor cor infantry but should tecome a
mixture ct all arms 1 Even with these 1nternzl evaluaticns

taw other chanses frcm wWwwll tachnigues were propoassed The Army
theretcre proceeded with its recrganizaticn "less as an attempt
to mest n2w kinds of international perils than 2s a conventional
postwar etfort tc assimilate the lessocns of the war just

and=d « 3 Ccctrine develcped by 1949 remained essentially that
cf World War 11‘6

Factors external to the Army also contributed to freezing the
attention o2f the around {fcrces onto past tactics. In 17247
Ccngress approved the Naticnal Security Act which had teen
design2d to unify the various services and provide more
effective ccntrol and cocrdination of their activities. The Air
Force was zplit from the Army and received the majority of its
perscnnel, equipment, and tasing from Army rescurces‘7 In

thaory, all branche2s were to b zoequal under the Department of

w

Cefense (DcD). Tc the meajcrity cf Americans however, the atomic
bcmb zcupled with the Air Force appeared to be the perfect
respcnse fcr tuture aggression.8 Few pecple at this pcint in
time :-ould torezes 2 thrust by the Russians on any scale other
than that ot ancther weorld war. Thus by 1949, American reliance
sn thes a1r power-nuclear weapcns ccmbination was almost total

and the Air Fcrce was riding high on a surge of popularitv.9

, 10 )
The Army was concurrently forced into a sacondary role. Air
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Force monopoly of the delivery means {or nuclear weapons mage
the Army‘s potential contribution seem far less than in the past
“and questions concerning its tactical doctrine also seemed less

important.“11

Even when the Army tried to expand its

potential through efforts to integrate new technology they were
stymied by those who believed fully in the Air Force’s "Big
Bombers." An example is post war Army studies with the
helicopter. GEN James Gavin had been appointed as head of the
Army’'s Airborne Panel in 1948 and was charged with the
evaluation of the structure and doctrine of airborne troops.
Although the helicopter appesared to have promise, the Army was
nct allowed to procure them on a large scale. When Gavin asked
for funds he was told by the Director of Requirements of the Air

Force that,

I will determine what is needed and what is
not. The helicopter is aerodyvnamically

unsound. ... No matter what thelérmy says, 1 -~
know that it does not need any. e
Eﬁﬂ
i
Later advances were made by the Marine Corps who furthered p;;
development of helicopters due to their potential in amphibious EFQ
fal® )
ANl
landings. Yet by the Korean War, helicopters were still fragile :¢}:
R
due to limited research funding and were relegated to limited REH
oo
use in service support units‘13 ,?4
N
RS
RN
.""\
Eventually, even the Army began to believe in its own ;;d
IR
uselessness for so "pervesive was this attitude (of nuclear war ——y
e
i oy
as the only possibility]) that the Army itself appears to have ﬁcq
o
RS
suffered increasingly under a sense cf its own jirrelevance, with DA
.__\_.\
consequent damage to energy and eificiencv."14 Nuclear FTE
Kjﬁ
6 RO
.'~: "y
-y
‘—.-—q
-
oy
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o

fission had thus become one of the greatest challenges to

o s
v e
L
w4

40,

military planners during the postwar years. So great was it in Lol
SR

fact “that military thinking seemed, at the outset, to be D
W15 Zalal

paralyzed bty its magnitude.

The domestic political situation also acted to the detriment of
the Army after World wWar II. A postwar Republican Congress was
L determined to limit taxes and so increase their chances of
capturing the White House in 1948. Truman, however, was
determined not to spend more than what was taken in as revenue
so the defense budget was decreased from $14.4 billion in 1946

16

to %11 billion in 1949. Overall active Army strength

receded while the majority of the funds went to the Air Force.

\'f‘
The result was predictable, " development ¢of nonatomic weapons :k
Y
e
A
had lagged, and procurement ... lagged still more, so the o
\.':-

weapons ot the Army remained those of World War 11.17

It is to a discussion of how these tactics and doctrine are
presented in FEM 100-5 (1949) that we now turn. The self
proclaimed purposs of the FM was to “constitute the basis of
instruction of all arms and services" as it contained 'the

doctrines of leading troops in combat and the tactics of the

combined arms.“18 The role of the Army was only briefly -
addressed and limited the Army to the fielding of combat units :5?:
and preparing for and executing operations under the plans of i;j
the Department of the Armv.19 Although the manual did not Eﬁg

N3

mention the DoD the need for close inter-branch cooperation as

learned in World War Il was stressed:

AN ek ka0 W A W a at T T T T T AAYR  ta Cr e e Se  ee




canncn, Michael W

Modern wartare demands close coosrdination of
the tactics and techniques and caretful
evaluation of the capabilities and
limitations of the Army, Navy, and Air
Force. A salient function of command is the
development, in the forces emploved on &
given tais, of the teamwork essential to
success.

A great deal of emphasis was laid on the offensive throughout
the manual. The object of all pffensive actions was to have

been the destruction of the enemy fcerces and their will teo

t13ht This destruction was held to be the primary purpose tor
211 military operations.21 Although the FM perceived that
2limination of the 2nemy might ke gainsd by maneuver alone “he
authcris) stressed that crdinarily it must be attained t’ ugh
cl2se zcmbat 2 Four forms of cftensive action were

recognized,; the envelopment, turning movemsnt, double
envelopment, and penetration.z3

Defensive operations played only a seccndary role with their
general goal being "to gain time pending the development of more
favorable conditions for undertaking the offensive, or to
aconomize forces oan one front tor the purpose of concentrating

ned Only one

superior forces for & decisive action elsewhere.
tyvpe of dafense is specified, that of position defense. This
was to be built arcund a series of tactical localities organized
for 311 around defense whose retention would insure the

v . ] . L 25 .

integrity cf the main battle pcsiticn. A security screen

was to be maintained in frocnt of the main line of resistance

(MLR!) and was composed cof three layers- general outpests (GOP),

cembat sutposts (COPs, and unit outposts (0OP). GUOPs, COPs, and

- T . - . s T e T e .-.-‘..'.'.’
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Cannon, Micheel W
OPs were t> b2 manned by eleﬁcnts trom Corps tor Divisiony,
Regiment, and Battalion tcr Cémpaan elements respectively The
role of this screen was to degelve the en=smy as to the location
ct the MLR and delay the enemy advaence while providing

intelligence for use by the forces on the MLR4Zb

The position defe2nse was to be conductsd along mobile lines
hcwever since 1t was felt thet forces were usually unable to
hold a position by resistance in place alone. Mobility was to
be achieved by the use ot aggressive air and grcund

rezonnailssance torces, strong covering forces., and reserves

) . ? ,
capable ¢t rapid mcvement < This may seem to be

contradictory However 2>ne must r=2alize that at lower levels
tRegiment on down: a peosition detense was t¢ ke used while the

mobile aspects ware to be suppliesd at Regimsntal levals and

what wcoculd te lccsely classified today as guerilla or
unzonvanticnal wirfare was categorized by the Army as a spscial
cperation and titled partisan warfare. Primary emphasis is
placed on the use of partisans and the integration of them into
cperaticns with reguler {forces The language used indicates
that the focus 1s on such pre-war esxperisnces as the tribal wars
1in the Philippines or operations such as those conducted by

pro-Alli1ed torces azainst the Nazis in world war 11,29

Leajership and the exercise o2f command both ra2cejive treatment in

eparate chapters and the rcle ot the commander and his

10

.',..:.-,
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canncn, Michael V.
rasponsibilities are stressed throughout the manual The
importance of the morale factcr in war is only indirectly
recognizaed. Man is hailed as "“the fundamental instrument in wsar

" and it "inculcated with &2 preoper ... of mutual cbligation
to ... this] comrades in the group, can dominate the
demorzalizing intluences cf tattie far better than thcse imbued
only with tear of punishment or disgra:e.“30 Leaderc are
2nioined to accept responsibility and act on their -wn
initiative, being reminded that "inacticn and neglect of
spportunities will warrant more sesvere censure than an error of

judgement in the acticn taken.”31

The rcle cf special wezpcns (nucleer, biclcgical, chemical) is
discussed only briefly in the manual. Nowhere is there mention
of strategic nuclear bombing c¢r use otf nuclear weapons
tactically. Radiological weapons were briefly addressed in the
chapter on security measures and the discussion stressed the

need for dispersion, marking of contaminated areas, and other

w
tv

passive measures. Chemical weapons receive the most

attention but are not treated in a detailed manner.

Retrcgrade moves were defined as anv mcvement ct the command
away from the snamy. Thay ware classified into three types. a
withdrawal., & retirement (seeking to refusze decisive ccmbtat by
moving awav {rcm the enemys. 2nd a delaying action. The
delaving action was treated in the chapter ¢cn defense since it

. . . 33
s0 fre2quentlyv invalved detensive tactics. 3

10
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The chapter on special operations offered general planning

considerations involved in those maneuvers the Army be

required unique procedures and specialized training.

lieved

Each is

briefly covered as a separate topic and ere listed here:

attack of a fortified position,
operations at river lines,
night combat,

combat in towns,

combat in woods,

combat in defiles,

jungle operations,

desert operations,
partisan warfare, and 14
joint amphibious operations.

One of the more unusual aspects of the FM is the inclu

sion in an

Appendix of the findings of the Congressional Joint Commission

on the Investigation of the Pearl]l Harbor Attack. This
had conducted a thorough investigation of the actions
U.5. military before and during the attack and conclud

certain ... deficiencies existed in
the armed forces of the United States and
recommended that serious consideration be
given by the Army and Navy to 25 principles
which it enunciated in the hope that
something constructive might be accomplished

and preclugg a repetition of ... 7
December 1941.

These were then included at the direction of the Chief

of the Army ( GEN Omar Bradley) who
approved the simplicity, soundness, and
applicability to the conduct of the war of
the principles referred to ... and directed
that the 25 principles be studied throughout
the Army and that they be explicitly
enunciated in approggiate field manuals and
cther publications.

There are several rezsons that may lie behind inclusio

principles yet three are particularly plausible. The

remarkably similar in form and content to the Principl

which are already included in EM 100-5 (1949). This

11

o %

committee

of the

ed that

of Staff

n of these

list is

es of War

indicates
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that the Armv mav have included th2m in order to reint{orce the
Principles of War. The second peossibility is theat they were
included due to pressure from Congressional leaders and that the
Army hoped to allay this pressure by the tcken gesture of
inserting them in a prominent place ( FM 100-5 ) vet in an
Appendix to show that these principles were only of minor
importance and could conveniently be ignored. The third reason
might have been a defensive reaction to show that these
principles had been traditionally supported bty the Army as an
institution. This thought is partially corroborated by the
Army’'s preface to the Committee’'s principles:

All ot these principles are included in

existing field manuals either directly or by

implication, but since thesy are not treated

as a whole in any Department of the Army

publication, they are discussed more fully

bglow with referencgs te the approps;ate

field manuals covering the subject.
Overall the manual is a good basic primer for military
operations at levels above Battalicn. It does contain materieal
which could be used by small unit leaders (such as assembly area
checks and leader responsibilities) but is too general in scope
to be relied on extensively. The FM appears to be more oriented
towards use as a training tool for Army service schools. There
is no specific mention of the World War Il experience in the M
vet many of the subjects appear to be based on the Army’s
evaluation of its conduct in that conflict. Interservice
cocperation is covered and the conventional battlefield is
stressed. The structure 5f the defense and definition of other
operations is heavily influenced by the perception of the
battlefield as linzar in natures and European in context. Large

12




Cannon, Michael W.
armies operating over extended distances are considered to be

the norm. With these considerations in mind, the successor to

the 1949 FM will now be addressed.
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1 FOOTNOTES

Ft Leavenworth: USACGSC., Reference EBock el-2, Selezted
BReadings in the Levelorpment of Combat Rivisicns . 1971, pp. 1-14
to 1-15.

¢ James Gavin, War and Peace in the Space Age (New York:
Harper and Brothers, 1958), p. 121.

> Rcbert Doughty, The Evolution of US Armv Taztical

Doctrine., 1946-76 (Ft. Leavenworth, KS:CSI, August 1979), p. 2.

4 Jchn C Binkley, "A Historv of U. S5 Army Force

Structuring,“in Military Review , February 1977, p. 76.

> RussellWeigley, History of the Unitsd States Armv (New

York  Mazcmillan Publishing Co., 1%997), p.487. Hereafter
referred tc as History

Coughty, p. 6.

Weiligley, Histary ., pp. 494-5. See alsc Roger Beaumont‘s
"The Pittalls of Faddism" in Militaryv BReview , June 1974, p.28
and Russell Weigley s The Amesrican way cf War , p. 373 (cee
Eelow)

8 Doughty, p <
? Itid and weigley, Histary p S0l
15 Dcughty., p <.
11 Gavin, p 111 See also Lcughty., p. 4.
1o Coughty., p. 4.
13 . )
Weigley, Histary , p S501.
14 Gavin, p 112
15 Russell Weigley, The American Wav 2f War (New York:
Macmillan Publishing Co , 13973y, p. 373. Hereafter referred to
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$# % % x X POST-KOREA : THE 19549 EDITIGN % % % x x
The next version of FM 100-5 appeared in 1954, Assuming a
l12ad time of one year {or production of the manual this would
have allowed time fcr initieal consideration of the trials in
Kor=a to take place and to be jnc]uded.1 In this section &
comparison of the two manuals (1949 and 1954) will be made with
& discussion of what factcrs meyv have contributed to the changes

or lack thereoni.

The first difference was the inclusion of an introduction which
coversd not only the purpose of the FM but the role of the Army
as well. Rather than limiting itself to the basis of
instruction as in 1949 the FM was now to "provide guidelines to
govern the actions of combat leadership ... and to serve as a

firm basis for the utilization of Army doctrine in the Army’'s

2

military educational system." The role of the Army in the

defense establishment was more clearly defined than in EM 100-5

(1949), yet contains direct slams at the other services.

aArmy forces ... 3rg the decisive compapent
of the military structure &by virtue of
their unique ability to close with and
destroyvy the organized and irregular forces
of an a2nemy power Or zcoalition of powers, to
seize and control] critical land arees

and to> defend those arsas essential to the
prcsecution of 3 war by the United States
and its allies. (Emphacsis is mine. )

And ajgain

During periods of peace and war, Army
forces, in conjunction with Air and Naval
forces, have the overall] mission of
supporting national policies and obj)ectives.
Their maintenance in proper Lbalance jis
essential if the gohiectives of national

le
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muxqm to be attained . (Emphasis is
mine . )

These quotes are obviously a reflection of battles in the DoD
over the form military institutions were to take following
Korea. Ccngressmen were more easily distracted by glamour items
such as the Air Force’s bombers and the Navy's carriers and
consequently paid less attention to Army needs.S This rivalry
was made even more bitter by the nature of the budget process in
which the LoD provided the services with a directed budget.6

A major problem was that no organization existed within the DoD

to adjust budget allocations to actual military needs.7

The ultimate object of war as in EMI100-5 (1949) was to have
been the “destruction of the enemy’s armed forces and his will

u7

to fight. . .. The way this was to be accomplished was

through offensive action. Unlike FEMI100-5 (1949) there are
three operational phases of war recognized by the 1954 edition.
These were offensive action against an organized position,
offensive action in a war of movement, and the pursuit.8 Each
phase can be compared to the earlier stages of the war in Korea.
The first, action against an organized position, is similar to
the successful breakout from the Pusan Perimeter. The second,
war of movement, is described by the FM as occuring frequently
in the 2xploitation of a major offensive success, opening of a
new campaign, or initiation of hostilities where "Maneuver
becomes of decisive importance.”9 This phase can be compared
to the move from the Pusan Perimeter north to the 38th parallel

but prior to the decision to cross into North Korea. The final
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Cannon, Michael]l W.
phase, pursuit, has as its purpose the annihilation of the enemy
main force.'? This mirrors the move above the 38th parallel
and the attempts to completely destroy the North Korean army.

An interesting point to note is that it is here that helicopters

are first mentioned (in fM100-5S ) as having potential for

combat use.

Uther reflecticns ot the Korean experience can te found in the
oftensive section of the manual. Thers were still four tvpes of
offensive actiens as in FMI1O0D-3 (1949) vet the frontal attack
took the place of the double envelopment. The latter was
determined to be 2 variant of the envelopment. The frontal
attack was defined as an action maintaining continuous pressure
alecng the entire front with the object of maintaining pressure
and preventing disengagement. Ths was usually to be confined to
secondary attacks as it was seldom decisive.11 The experience
that this may have been derived from would have been the later

vears of the Korean War when the struggle hed settled into a

period of tactical operations having limited goals.

Lefensive operatione again plaved a secondary rcle and their
3oals are similar to those listed in [EMI00-S (1949). There
were howsver, two types of defense enumerated. The first,
positicn defense, was almcst a carben copy of that fcund in the
earlier edition. basically a static defense.12 The second

type was the mobile defense. Here the majority of the defending

force was held as a8 mobile striking force with the remainder in

forward defensive positions. This strike element was then to be

18

- -




o

Cannon, Michael W. ]

used as a counterattacking force to destroy the enemy at the fié
]

most favorable tactical location.13 This is a clearer Sﬂ
exposition on what was presented in the 1949 manual. The ;%
origins of the mobile defense are unclear. It was apparently ?ﬁ
based on the Army’'s World War II experiences. The concept was :;ﬂ
refined in Korea and used with great effect in the defense of ii
the Pusan Perimeter and later defensive operations in 1952. i;i
There is evidence that it had even been discussed among various EE
Army leaders prior to World War I.I.14 In a letter to GEN L;
Bruce C. Clarke in 1967, President Eisenhower wrote "Regarding "?
your own brochure on tank tactics, it may amuse you to know E
that in 1920 and 1921 George Patton and I publicly and earnestly iﬁ

w15

l- ". ‘
o

espoused similar ideas in the service journals of that dav.

A A
A
.

Apparently, the actual doctrine for mobile combat (to include

184

the defense) had been writiten by GEN Clarke following World War
II (but prior to Korea) when he was Assistant Commandant of the

Armor School.16

The security screen as elucidated in EM100-5 (1954) is similar
to the earlier concept but includes two layers bevond the corps
outpost (GOP). The covering force was to be a2 mobile force
provided by corps to establish early contact with the enemy
forward of the GOP and delay him. Beyond the covering force

reconnaissance and combat aviation assets were to be used for

the same purposes.17 Two explanations for these additions :i
seem plausible to me. The first deals with the increased .E
emphasis on aviation forward of the battle area. A group called ;ﬁ

Project VISTA was established at the California Institute of

19
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‘0

éi Technology in early 1951 to conduct a broad studvy of ground and
E?; air tactical warfare with particular emphasis on the defense of
ij Europe  The Projects’ report was submitted to the Departments
s in the DoD in February of 1952 but were never approved due

é; primarily to Air Force pressure. Among their recommendations
5? were the diversion of air resources to the land battle and these
%i . may have been widely distributed within the Army 18 Even more
E%: 2¢ a contributing factor to the increased attention given to

i; tactical airpower was the reccgnition (brought abcut in Korea)
_:? that air operations cculd not be successfully separated from

.Ef ground maneuvers or vice versa.!” These considerations may

)

1;3 have combined to direct turthar thougzht to the role of the air
Lié arm in support of ground operations and in extending combat
};3 power bevond the MLR.

23

N Examination of the security screen shows it relies on depth to
;&: achieve its purpose. The second explanation for the addition of
&I the covering force, although tenuous, could be the continuing
>?i} focus of the Army on European operations where a deep security
ES. screen would be a necessary requirement for a defense based on
;zi maneuver. It was in Europe that both political and military
riﬂ. leaders perceived the gravest Communist threat and directed most
{f:: of their attention even while the Korean conflict was in
[. prcgress.ZD
AR
oy
5$§ Man is once more placed on & pedestal and extolled as "the

;T fundamental instrument of war,“z1 The FM stresses that an

understanding of his behavior patterns and how to influence them

20
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is essential to successtul command. Three characteristics of
men were listed as being of particular importance to a leader
The first, fear, was to be overcome by proper training. The
second, self-interest, was discussed as man’'s tendency to
subordinate the group’s interests to his own. The final
characteristic was man‘s perceived desire for recognition. A
new twist was the realization that leadership could be either
persuasive or authoritarian in nature. The latter was more
readily implemented due to the Army‘s hierarchical structure
the former was felt to be the most effective in the majority

22

circumstances. Nonetheless, the leader’s primary duty was

the "accomplishment of his assigned mission; everything else

uZ3

subordinate. Two chapters were devoted exclusively to

leadership and the exercise of command, vet the role and
responsibility of the commander were continuously stressed

throughout the manual.

Special weapons occupy & greater place in [M100-S (1954).
authors recognize that a8 fundamental change in warfare has
occurred vet are not certain of jits outlines.

The full import and extent of changes
resulting from the employment of the latest
developments (in weaponry), the nuclear and
thermonuclear weapons and the guided missle,
is not ciear at this time. It is,
therefore, of the utmost importance that all
officers carefully evaluate every situation

considering the enhanced capabilities of
each opponent .. and the limitations
imposed . .. as quesult of the availability
of the weapons.

Most references to nuclear weapons tend to stress their abili

21
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to augment indirect fire.25 Chemical, biological, and

radiological weapons are portraved as systems which can be
employed both offensively and defensively, lending themselves
readily to barrier plans and denial operations.26 Mention was
also made of FMI10Q-31 ., the Army’'s field manual on nuclear
weapons employment. This FM was produced in draft form at Fort
Leavenworth (home of the Army’s Command and General Staff
College or CG3C) in 1949 or 19-0. It was here that LTG Manton
Eddy had assigned a group of officers to study “the role of the
Army in modern warfare, and employment of atomic weapons by the

Army was an integral part of this studv."27

Other agencies
(such as WSEG) also took up the idea of the nuclear weapon in a
tactical role. The majority of these studies concluded that
present doctrines need not be changed in light of the addition

28  This did not hold true

of tactical atomic weapons
throughout the 1950s however. Army officers remained concerned
with the application of atomic weapons to the battlefield and
attampted to develop new methods of ground combat in a nuclear
environment.29 As will be explained in the next section, most

of these solutions tended to stress changes in organizational

structure rather than shifts in doctrine.

American experience with retrograde operaticens in World war Il
had been limited. This lack of familiarity was telling during
the initial phases of the Korean wWar and post war studies noted
that competence in these operations grew with combat

30

5easoning Nevertheless, changecs in the doctrine as

expressed in FM100-5 (1954} were nct major. The list of

22
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retrojraids operations is similar to the 1949 version. chan3ing
enly in that it listese a combinaticn ¢t the other operations e&s a

52parate type 31

The list of speciza}] operations changed only slightly. Added were
mountiin ocperations, operitions in Jeep snow and sxtreme cold.
and airtorne operaticns. The order of the list changed slightly
indicating a8 possible shift in prioritiss that gave czmbat in
cities a higher rating.32 Althcugh not specifically discussed,
the types of 3dditions 3gain su3g2st that the Korean 2xperience
Ercught atout greater attenticn to mountain eand extreme cocld
cperations The inclusion 5f airborne farces could also have
teaen trought azbcut by their limited use in Koree (cnly three

major 3rops were co>niucted in the first phase of the war).3"

Again included in an Appendix is the report of the commission on
the Pear] Harber attack. As before, no indication is given as to
why it was included. The text is almost a verbatim rendition of
that found in the previous edition and this indicates that it may

have been added withcout mu:zh consideration.34

Overall the 1954 varsion is an enhanced reprodjuction of EMIDO-S
(1349 This is not surprizing considering the slcw paces of
modernization during this pericd and emphasis on the "Big Nuke"
35 the s>lution te the nati>n s 12fans2 neads. Also, to> many the
Kcrean War indicated thet cnly miner changes were needed in

<
azctrins 33 Although tezctical nuclear weapcne were being

v
w
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introluc2d during thes jestation period of the manual the weapons
were merely gratted onto existing tactical theories es being
extensions >f the {irspower 3vailable to the commander. The Army
acknewledged hcwever that it had vet to realize the full impact
of nuclzar weapons systems. Other hindrances to the Jevelopment
cf nuclezar integraticn theory were the bulk of the weapons
theamselves and concurrant lack of flexitbility in thair delivery
means. This made the wezpons impractical for use for many years.
Also blocking Armv developments were the limitations placed by
the Dol cn promising areas of research. In November of 1950 a
DoD m2morandum (supported primarily by interests backing the Air
Force) limited research on surface to surface missiles to a
200-mile radius and restricted helicopter and fixed wing aircraft
weights to S000 and 10000 pounds re5pectivelv.36 This closed

new areas of resaarch for the Army primarily 3Jue to interservice

competition.

The Kcrean Wer may have alsc affected the develcocpment of EM
1G0-5 in an indirect manner. The officer ranks, and in
particular the general officer corps., were extremely frustrated
ty the limitaticne placed on the conduct of the war by the
political leadership of the country. This was 3lso svident at
the junicr levels where officers brcoded over the stalemate and
yzarned for rztation 37 Acathy set in and during the
post-Korea time period the lack of interest in professional
readings, discussion, and thought atcve the level of mechanical

prablems was evident to manv.38 Further evolution of the

4 2y Ay
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doctrine e2lucidated in [FMI00-5 (1954) mey therefore have been
hampered by the "“parsistent visw of war 3s a body contact sport
cne dimension removed frcm the plaving fields of the military

academiaes [which) mirrored [(the) American culture's presfarance

n39 This action oriented

for action cver reflective thinking.
philosophy could have c-mbined with care2rism and frustration
over conduct of the war to produce an 2pathetic, self oriented

officer corps which was not concarned with the finer points of

doctrine.
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ﬁ X X % % & Korea to 1960 % % % % &

Two changes to IMI100-S5 (1954} were published during the S50s,

one in 1256 and one in 1958. Neither substantially changed the

e
{2 I IR ]

contents of the FM. Mcst of the ccrrections were limited to

a
.

format problems or rewriting portions of the manual to enhance
N its clarity. To understand why the document remained unchanged,
three areas nead to be adiressed. The first is the extent to
- which Massive Retaliation atsorbed the attention of the Army’'s

leaders. The second relates to how problems jdentif{ied during

‘:...-_.-.- \'.. - .;_-‘.-s'.\.- - \f\.'.\.\.-\i RGOS _...\.._'n._‘-.\ _:._‘-...- . \-‘.ﬁ \ KTy 1:

;: Korea and after were approached from the standpoint cf

q

f organizational changes. The f£inal area concerns the

f organizations which were responsible for developing doctrine and
:j in what manner they performaed their functions.
(

9 The unpopularity cf the Korean conflict was evident in the 1952
¥

f Presidential elections. President-elect Eisenhower was anxious
. to avoid involvement in any similar limited war and adopted the
g policy that the country would instead use nuclesar weapons in any
-. future crisis threatening the United States.1 In January of

q

- 1954 Secretary of State Dulles announced the implementation of
. the "New Look" with ermphasis on the massive use of nuclear

4: weapons and precipitated a great dabate that was to continue

|

.. until the 19605.2 Defence Secretary Wilson set the outloock for
:: the proposed structure of the military in testimony betore a

; Senate Subcommittee. Wilson claimed that

|
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; ...the integration of new weapons systems

{ into military planning creates new
relationships .. ., which ... permit overall
economies in the use of manpower .. .. As we
increase the striking power of our combat
forces by the application of technological
advances and ... the continuing growth of
airpower., the total numbe§ of military
personnel]l can be reduced.

Many in and sut of the militarv supportaed this policy. The

concept even found broad support in NATO.q

Economy measures weighed heavily in the decision to adopt the
policy of Massive Retaliation. Under pressure to reduce
government expenditures, reduce taxes, and balance the buiget,
the Eisenhocwer Administration adopted what it felt was the most
cost effactive form of defense. Nuclear weapons became the means
by which ambitious containment goals were reconciled with limited
military resources. The problem was not that the potential for
conflicts below the nuclear threshold was not recognized. It was
that the United States had informally apportioned containment
functions out amcng free world nations with the U.S. providing
the shield of nuclear air power while allied forces took up the

grcund gaining role.5

Initial estimates for the implementation of the “New Lcok" were
contained in a papser entitlied NSC 162/2. The Joint Chiefs of
Staft (JCS) supported this plan and felt that as the allied
ground forces were expanded and modsrnizad. the American Army and

Navy could be reduced while the Air Force was concurrently

29
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- enlarged. This would allow the U.3. to gradually zut the defense
tudget, or sc the JCS believed.b The Army Chief of Staff, GEN

Matthew Ridgway, protested and called the reduction of Army

strength "directed verdicts.. squeezed between the framework of
arbitrary manpower and fiscal limits."7 Ridgwey continued to
fight for a preoperly proportioned {force with 2qual emphasis on
conventicnal forces while CoS. Yet in his two year term he was
forced to carry out the instructions of the Secretary of Defense

to dismantle the Armv.6

In spring of 1956. it was discovered that the earlier financial
sstimates developed for the New Look were too low. This led to a
conflict over the Joint Strategic Objectives Plan (JSOP) which
was being developed for Fiscal Year 1960. The J50P was a
midrange planning document drawn up by the JCS for use in
estimating force requirements at least four years in advance.
Admiral Arthur Radford (then Chairman of the JCS) felt that
economies should be made at the expense of conventional {forces
(ncnatomic) to enable the "New Look" to be fully implemented.9
"In particular, he was Jetermined to eliminate from military
planning any consideration of the possibility of &8 conventional

w10

war with the Soviet Union. The Radford cuts would have

effectively eliminated the Army 3s an instrument o2f national
policy and were met with resistance from the Army and Navy.
Radford s plan was leaked to the press by unknown sources and the
subsequent outcry from U.S. allies (the West German Chancellor

.Konrad Adenauer, sent a personal envoy to the President) was so

30
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great that Radford's plan was dropped.11

Unfortunately, the following yv2ar 3scretary of Def2nse Wilson
prepared a budget and crganizational plan for presentation to the
President without consulting the JC5. Due to rising equipment
costs, Wilson wanted to drop Army strength from 900,000 to
700,000 (or from 15 to 11 divisions) and cut back on naval
forces. The Air Force would shoulder the lion’s share of the
jefense burden. This plan was never officially approved but it
formed the basis for the Fiscal Year 1959 budget in which Army

strength was reduced to 850,000.12

By this time, many people within and outside of the military
questioned the effectiveness of Massive Retaliation. GEN Ridgway
was among the first in the Army to argue {for a more flexible
conventional force and his successor. GEN Maxwell Tavlor, took up
Ridgway’s theme albeit more diplomatically. Tavlor continued to

te a mincrity of one however, and later referred tc the 195S0s as

"the pariod of Babyvlonian captivity for the Armv."13 K

GEN James Gavin has summed up the dacade in this manner:

the Army went through a2 very trving
crisis of identity during this period. The
Department of the Air Force, particularly the
Strategic Air Command people, were deadset
against spending a nickle on Army forces.
Thay were convinced that there would be no
need for them. Perhaps they might need some
police and clean-up people after the bomb.
But many of them even doubted this, so the
Army was fighting for its very existence. 1
might say that the Navy was zlso. ... The
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Navy, for its part, had a nuclear capacity
that could deliver a8 nuclear attack and could

withstand one. It leansd heavily on this
capability for its survival. The Army had to
do likewise. ... 1 would like to emphasize

that Army s entry into the nuclea§4£ield was
necessary to ensure its survival.

Continuous attacks against the size and role of the Army had
necessitated that its leaders devote the majority of their time
to ensuring the Army maintained a role in the nation’s defense.
Many areas therefore, (to include fM100-S ) suffered from their
neglect. As GEN Maxwell Tavlor has recently stated

The conflict in Washington over Massijve

Retaliation versus Flexible Response as a

doctrine for our national strategy made it

difficult if not impossible to have an

authenticated documigt of the kind FM100-5

tries to repra2ssant.
Other serious problems also faced Army lsajdarship. The Korean
War had demonstrated that the triangular division which had seen
such success in Europe was not as effective in other parts of the
world.16 The Korean experience (as discussed in the previous
section) and the threat of the Russian nuclear buildup during the
post-Kcrea years thus combined to spur the development of two
major structural changes, that of the Pentomic¢ Division and the

Strategic Army Corps.17

The first officially recommended changes concerning the Army‘s
divisional structure came from the Infantry School at Fort
Benning, Georgia. In April of 1953 the Lonning Board proposed a
structure similar to that of the conventional armored division.

3z

------------------------
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Institution of the “New Look" however, caused a further sarious
reevaluation of all] divisiona! organizations in order to provide
forces with both a nuclear and nonnuclear capabilitv.18
Exercises in Germany confirmed that the present formations were
tco unwieldy for a8 nuclear environment and European commanders
strongly supported changes.19 In 19SS therefore, the

Zontinantal Army Command (CONARC) began experimenting with
proposals made by the Operations Research Office (ORO) at John
Hopkins University. The ORO re:ommended (and CONARC concurred)
that a pentomic structure be adopted which would break down a
jivision into five maneuver battalions each having five
elements.20 In September of 1956 the 10ist Airborne Division

was reorganizad along pentomic lines and in December the Army
Chief of Staff, GEN Taylor, recommended that al]l U.S. divisions
be s0 fashioned.21 Unfortunately, the Pentomic Division was

not fated to last long as field testing revealed serious flaws in
the basic concept.22 Although powerful on defense, the

division was not agile enough to conduct offensive operations

successfully and possessed too large a2 span of control for the

division commander to easily handle.

Funds to support the study of the new pentomic structure were
limited. Even those that were avajilabls were channsled
increasingly to the development of missiles and aviation at the
szp=2nse of operations. The Army’'s major overhead costs,
operations and maintenance, suffered the most and more and more

equipment became uselass due to lack of spare parts.23
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Training and experimentation with the new divisional concept was

thus curtailed when evaluation should have been expanded.

Another case of restructuring was found in the Strategic Army
Corps (later combined with the Air Force in the Strike Command).
Maintained as closely as possible at full strength, these two
corps were to provide a strategic, mobile reserve prepared for
immediate deployment to any spot in the world. Unfortunately,
the drills that these units were required to go through put more
emphasis on administration and strategic mobility than on
tactical training or readiness.24 Both STRAC and the Pentomic
Division had one thing in common. They were attempts by the
military to repackage its force structure to cope with the policy
of Massive Retaliation and were Jdesigned to appsal to Congressmen
who might otherwise be seduced by SAC or nuclear carriers‘25

The effort requirsd to develop and assimilate these concepts

distracted the officer corps from doctrinal evaluation.

More serious in its effect on FEMI00-5 was the lack of a stable
and unified organization to oversee the developmant of doctrine.
Immediately following World War [1, doctrine development was a
function of the G3 (Operations and Plans) Staff Section of the
General]l Staff with Ft. Leavenworth retaining responsiblity fcr
developing the FM. In October of 1952, the Chief of Staff ordered
the creation of the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for
Combat Develocpments under the Army Field Forces (the major

continental U.S. command). The CoS also directed that Combat
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Developments (CD) Departments be established at CGSC and the four
Comtat Arms Schools The CD role was to center around research,.
development, testing, and early integration into field unit, of
new doctrine, organizations, and material. While CD was to
address issues at least 10 years in the future, the staff in the
G3 section remained responsible for overall supervision and short
range doctrinal requirements. Invariably the G3 section became
involved in long range planning and operations to the detriment
of CD. A reorganization was therefore ordered by the Secretary
of the Army and the Combat Developments Group that had been under
63 became a separate staff agency with G3 retaining

responsibility for short range developments.26

In February of 1955 the Continental Army Command (CONARC) was
formed to direct the activities of the forces within the U.S.
(replacing the Army Field Forces). It was given the
responsibility for the continued improvement and development of

27 The CD Section of the G3

the Army and doctrine development.
became a CONARC staff division in 1956. Unfortunately, these
efforts at unification were not entirely successful as CONARC
remained responsible to three separate sections of the General
Staff as far as doctrine formulation was concerned.28 Another
shortcoming was that CD in the American Army was not as broad
based as it might appear. Operations Research in general tended
to confine itself to the study of the optimal use of weapons or

at most weapons and tactics.z9 Doctrine rated a poor second.

As a result, in January of 1959
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the Army‘'s program for combat developments

was stil] a Jloose-jointed arrangement among
CONARC, the General Staff (where three

b agencies were involved), and the technical

:g! and administrative services. Coordination

22

and concurrences required to reach decisions

\2- on new weapons and equipment among so many

n:' agencéas still required an enormous amount of

..1': t ime .

~.

bt

7j Development of EM100-5 stagnated throughout the 1950s. The top
A Army leadership was engaged in a continuous fight for the Army’s

survival in the yvears of Massive Retaliation. The atomic

- battlefield seemed to require less and less participation from

o conventional forces and so budget reductions fell heavily on the

‘;f Army in particular. Doctrinal problems therefore, were the least

:i' of the leadership’s worries during this time. Even so it was

nf‘ felt that those {forces that were to engage in combat would

o continue to use those tactics practiced in World War l1, modified

ﬁ;. only slightly for use on a nuclear battlefield. Organizational

ﬁﬁ' and structural changes designed to provide more flexibility

\:\'

;J‘ appeared to be more necessary than doctrinal change and consumed
?i much of the officer corps energies. In addition, the

- fragmentation of the doctrinal effort limited the ability of the

;%i Army to determine what changes were necessary and forced them to

;}‘ . concentrate instead on developing programs and weapons designed

- to keep the Army viable.
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X X % &% % 1962: The Emphasis Shitts ¥ X ¥ % x

The 1962 edition of EMJQU-S gives evidence of 2 major shift

the nation's military policy and philosophy. These changes were

brought about primarily due to the transformation of the

domestic political situation in the United States. Other

interrelated factors were also important, chief among them being

changes in the international scene and vet another series of
structural reorganizations within the military. This section
will discuss how these interrelationships combined to make

FM100-5 (1962) distinctly different from its predecessors.

The Presidential elections of 1960 brought a new head of state
and philoscophy of defense into office. Eisenhower's policy of
Massive Retaliation had been under attack for many vears by

scholars and meny in the military as an unworkatbtle sclution to

the nation’s defense needs. Une of its maj)or drawbacks was that

it provided the US with only two cptions, that of backing down

from & Soviet threat or initiating an all out nuclear exchange.

This forfeited much of the initiative to the Soviet Union. John

F. Kennedy embraced the strategy of Flexible Response partly as

an attempt to restore the abilitv of the US to counteract Soviet

pressures.1 The basis for this poclicy appears to have been a
paper entitled "A National Military Program" developed by GEN
Taylor during his last years as Chief of Stafi.z The
document s premise was that conflicts would occur over a wide
spectrum of intensity and involvement and the US should

therefore structure its forces so that it could successfully

apply the correct amount of force required to influence the
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situation. Prior to his election Kennedy had supported this
indicating that
in practice, our nuclear retaliatory power
is not enough. It cannot deter Communist
aggression which is too limited to justify
atomic war. It cannot protect (an)
uncommitted nation against a Communist
takeover using local or guerrilla forces.
It cannot be used in so-called brush-fire
wars. ... In short, it cannot prevent the
Ccemmunists from nibbling away at the fringes

of the irge world’'s territory or
strength.

Flexible Response was to provide this ability.

To assist the President in reaching this new capability Robert
S. McNamara was appointed as Secretary of Defense. McNamara had
been recommended as a master of systems analysis and
cost-effectiveness comparisons and it was hoped that he could
rapidly bring the new strategy into existence.4 His methods
focused primarily on the budget process S and attempted to
eliminate the problem that GEN Taylor had identified earlier- "
Nowhere in the machineryv of government is there 3 procedure for
checking militarv capability agajinst pojlitical commitments

w6

Under McNamara, Defense Department expenditures gradually began
to rise. although the major part of these funds initially went
into the strategic nuclear arms, the emphasis on conventional
torces began to grow. The Administra... . placed new
requirements on the military to revise European defense plans so
that the defense relied primarily on non-atomic weapons. To

further enhance the military’s conventional capabilities, the
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nation’'s strategic airlift capacity was to be increased by 400
percent to allow rapid intertheater movement of troop units. In
conjunction with this, equipment began to be prepositioned in
Europe and other key areas of the world to allow troops to be

more readily dispatched.7

The international situation caused the nation to move rapidly in
the direction of Flexible Response. By 1959, our NATO allies
had begun to question our strategic military policy. They
feared that the U5 would back down when faced by a threat {from
the Soviet Union due to our hesitation to use nuclear weapons.
when the Soviets began to reach strategic parity with the U5 in
1960, NATO began moving towards a defensive posture that

stressed conventional preparations.8

Extra impetus was
provided when NATO divisions were orderesd reorganized by GEN
Hans Speidel (commander of Land Forces Central Europe) during
the period 1959-60 to be able to more readily carry out

non-atomic military operations.9

In early 1961 Premier Khrushchev promised support for
unconventional wars of liberation taking place in areas friendly
to the West. Although Kennedy had directed GEN Tavlor to
consider this subject, the Premier’s threats gave added momentum
to the move towards a non-atomic approach to defense. Kennedy
directed the services "to expand rapidly and substantially the

orientation of existing forces for the conduct of nonnuclear

war, paramilitary cperations, and sublimited or unccnventional
wars,..."lo An immediately visible effect was an increase in
41
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the size of the Army‘'s Special Forces and unconventional warfare

remained the focus of the officer corps throughout the 1960s.

Structural changes in the DoD were also to have an influence on
conventional capabilities. In 1958 the DoD underwent another
reorganization designed to increase the control of the Secretary
of Defense and the DoD’s effectiveness. Joint commands
consisting of all branches of service were established 1n
critical military areas. These commands were then placed
directly under the Secretary of Defense, bypassing the Chiefs of
Staff and JCS. All service chiefs could now be circumvented and
many of the interservice rivalries were rsduced. Military
departments were to be removed from operational commands and
function instead as agencies for organizing, equipping, and

training forces.11

McNamara also commissioned a broad, overall study of the Army
entitled “Study of the Functions, Organizations, and Procedures
of the Department of the Army." This was perhaps the most
thorough study of the Army conducted since World War I, taking
six months of effort by a select military and civilian staff.
One area that received critical marks was that of CD. The study
(known as Project 80) found the responsibility for CD still
fragmented among many agencies. Long range planning of new
documents and concepts was held to be inadequate and Project 80
recommended that CD be freed from all operating
responsibilities. Moreover, the report suggested transferring

from Armvy schools those functions and personnel connected with
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the development of doctrine. Those individuals tasked with
doctrinal development were apparently given additional teaching
and training functions. Due to this, their primary work in the
doctrinal area suffered. Although many of the other committee
suggestions were adopted, the responsibility tor FM development
remained with the CONARC school systems while CD was transferred

12

to a separate agency within CONARC. Leavenworth still

retained responsibility tor EMI00-5%

Another shift osoccurred at lower levels as the divisional
organization changed once again. Although the Army had stated
in 1958 that the "basic pentomic concept adopted in 1957

thadl ... proven to be sound and wil! be retained..."13
dissatisfaction with it was growing. In January of 1959 CONARC
ordered that a study be prepared entitled "Modern Mobile Army

1:14

1965-70 (MOMAR I). The goal for the study was to propose &

divisional organization with more flexibility and offensive
capabilities than the pentomic division.15 The Department of
the Army was not completely receptive to the results of the
study, maintaining the proposals advanced still did not provide
the flexibility needed for either the modern battlefield or for
all possible deplcyment areas. CONAKC then directed the CGSC to
prepare 3 fiesld army concept in September of 1959 using MOMAR I
as a starting point. The study was combined with another CONARC
project and entitled "Reorganization Objectives Army Division

(ROAD) 1965." The structure that emerged provided a common

division base with subordinate brigade headquarters which could
16

handle varving numbers and tyvypes of combhat battalions. This
43
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concept was approved by DA and in May of 1961 the President
announced his intentions to once again reorganize the Army {for

the conventional battlefield.

All these influences can readily be seen in the 196Z version of
FM100-5 . The initial chapter was entitled "Strategy and
Military Force" and covered in detail the natures of conflict,
military power, and land forces (along with their rolej. In a
contradiction to the philosophy found in FM1p0-5S (1954) the
1902 edition states that

The United States Department of Defense is
organized on the premise that the day of
separate land, sea, and air warfare is gone
forever. No single element of the nation’s
overall military power will suffice. Land,
sea, and airpower are interdependent
elements to be applied under unified
direction and command toward ige attainment
of United States’ objectives.

Army field forces operate as a team with
other U.S. and Allied forces of the area of
operations. Economy and efficiency dictate
minimum duplication of effort among
Services. Functions which can be performed
by one Service for all Services should
normally be performed by that Service.
Service cooperation is eftected in
accordance with the poigcies announced by
the unified commander.

The reorganizaticn of the DoD and emphasis on Flexible Response
are readily apparent. There are still however, oblique

references to the relative importance of the other services

In war the ultimate and decisive act is the
exercise of landpower. ... The ultimate aim
of both sea and airpower is to influence the
situation and operations on land, landpower
makes permanent the otherwise transient
advantag=ss which air and naval forces can
gain 19
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A dramatic shift from the policy of reliance solely upon Massive
Retaliation is particularly evident. FM100-5 (1962) beldly
defines the "Spectrum of War" as the "“full range of forms which
contflict can take ... (and) ... which reflects the degree and

w20

magnitude of violence involved in each form. Cold war is

explained to be the complete scope of actions, other than
general or limited war, which can be used in a power struggle
between contending nations. Although the absence of overt armed
conflict is recognized as one characteristic of cold war,
hostilities are not ruled out. Limited war is defined as a
conflict which does not involve the unrestricted employment of
all available resources. The threshold to general war, in which
all means possessed by the nation are emploved, is not crossed
until one country or the other fea2ls that national survival is
directly and immediately at stake and so discards all
restraints.21 This is agein a reflection of the Kennedy -

McNamara view of the wide variety of situations that the US

could face internationally and the concurrent need for a

e flexible response.

r":--f::

b

; . The ultimate objective of war remains "the destruction of the
L":' _.;.

:Tyf enemy‘s armed forces and his will to fight."z2 Battle,

F,':-,':-

Eig: however, is treated differently than in 1954. The offense is no
S

:'. longer the key to ultimate victory. Instead, the "“commander
o selects that combination of offensive and defensive action which
)I_‘-',.'.

YOAS

F¢3- will most effectively accomplish his missicn.... Under fluid,
-

:!_ dispersed battlefield conditions operations may have both an
::":'f'
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offensive and defensive purpose.“23 Four types of offensijve

mana2uvers were recognized by IEMI100-5 (1962). They were the
same as those listed in the 1954 version and the discussion of
their characteristics was similar. There were however, other
oftensive operations listed which were designed to maintain or

gain the intiative and carry the fight to the enemv.zq

Defensive operations on the other hand, were designed to
prevent, resist, or destroy an enemy attack. Two types were
recognized, the mobile and area defense. The former is similar
to that found in EM1QD-5 (1954) and is stressed as being
particularly appropriate to the nuclear battlefield with its
need fcr mobility and dispersal. The latter is similar tc the
position defense yet emphasizes deployment in depth. Neither
type was hailed 2s a2 hard a2nd fast sclution and the auther(s)
rezy3gniz2d that "they lie at opposite ends of a scale of wide

. . ) ) ] . . 25
variaticns i1n the tcrm cf detensive operations.

Gone were the layers of the security screen found in the 1954
M Instead the battle area iz organized into three echelons;
the security zone, forward defense area, and reserve. The

" security zone retained the function and missions of the 1954
adi1tion yet no set organization of the area was required. One
ot 1ts maror responsibilities was to be the development of

nuclear targeting information The torward defense and reserve

areas ccmposition weas to vary depending on whether the area or

'.t '- . Lo

.
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M

. mobile detense was employed. In a mobile defense the bulk of
-~ ~

1 @ the fcrce was tc te kept in the reserve area for cocunterattack
l‘_..

»::

p . -

t‘_: 40

>" -~

’

" e




LA A PP AL AL A SOl N SRR LGN BRI S48 COR R A A AL AL AL A

Cannon, Michael W.
purposes while the torward detense area held the majority of the
forces so that terrain could be retained when the area defense

was emPIOVed.26

The treatment of retrograde operations was identical to that
found in the 1954 FM with one important exception. Retrograde
actions were included in the section on the Conduct of Battle
along with offensive and defensive operations. This indicates
that the Army’s interpretation of the future battlefield placed
heavy emphasis on the interrelation of various types of
operations in war and felt that conditions would be fluid with
no ltines of demarcation to distinguish between them. One source |
for this attitude was the Army‘'s own CD effort. In 1956 a field 1
laboratory had been established at Ft. Ord, California to assist
in the production of unbiased results for doctrine evaluation.
Initial results showed that offensive and defensive actions
would merge on the battleield and that the firepower to manpower
ratio would increase beyond that of the 1950s, resulting in

greater dispersion and uncertain battlelines.27

Another source for the fluid conditions was the introduction of

the helicopter, armored personnel carrier (M113), and improved
tanks on a large scale. This gave the Army a correspondingly
greater mobility and caused planners to feel that a division
28

could successfully operate over greater areas than before.

The Army‘’s need to focus on the nuclear battlefield during the

j?ﬁi preceeding decade has previously been mentioned. The conditions
o surrounding this type of warfare (the need for dispersal and
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v;. rapid concentration of forces at critical places) could also
Ezl have contributed to the Army’'s break with the limited
- battlefield. '
. Man‘s place in war continued to be an important one. “Man
{; remains the essential element on the batt]efie]d.“29 The
: commander also retains his prominent place as he is "responsible
:f; for the success or failure of his command under all
Zi circumstances."30 The FM stressed the need for the commander
- to "be identified by his troops as a dvynamic, vibrant source of
ﬁ: direction, guidance, and motivation rather than as a detached
_EE and obscure source of authoritv."31 The need for initiative
3 and decentralization were also stressed as characteristic of the
?i modern battlefield. >?
"
> Battle Under Special Conditions chenged only slightly. Airborne
Eﬁ actions were removed and placed in a separate chapter with
f. airmobile operations. That the entire section was heavily %
. influenced by the existence of nuclear weapons and the i
*i helicopter is not to be doubted for the FM stated that the
."‘-

- advent of nuclear weapons and the

® improvement of other weapons has weighted
K the tire-maneuver balance in favor of fire.
-ﬁ This imbalance can be corrected only by a

S substantial increase in mobility. The use

S of aircraft adds new dimension to the land

O battle by permitting maneuver through the

® air.... A significant increase in mobility

N and maneuverability required to complsgent

:& increased firepcwer is thus provided

5; The remainder of the chapter deals solely with considerations

involved in the introductiocn and maintenance of land fcrces in
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combat by means of aircrait.34 Both are covered in depth and 1
are a reflection of the increased attention given to forces that

could be strategically moved by air (such as the airborne). It

is also a reflection of the increasing technological

sophistication of helicopters and their improved chances {for

survival on the battlefield.

Special Weapons have reached maturity in the 6Z manual. Each
section addresses considerations involved in operations in a
conventional and nuclear environment. The authors recognize
that when

the authority to employ these munitions is

granted, the combat power available to

commanders is increased tremendously and the

capability of forces at all echelons is

correspondingly enhanced in both offensive

and defensive combat. The results of an

engagem2nt are determined in far %gss time
than otherwise would be required.

Nuclear weapons and their delivery systems receive far more play
throughout the FM than do chemical and biological weapons.36
This indicates that the pattern of future war was expected to be
more heavily influenced by the introduction of atomic weapons to

the battlefield than by other mass destruction agents. It does

not appear that the Army visualized the employment of chemicals
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The increased attention given by the new administration to

'_TV
e
.

unconventional warfare (UW) was also evident. A separate
chapter is devoted to UW and military operations against

irregular forces (MOIF). The {first is defined as "warfare
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conducted within the enemy’'s sphere of influence largely by
local personnel and resources to further military, political, or
economic ob;ectives."37 The definition stresses UW as being
an offensive ploy to use against the enemy. MOIF however, is
the type US forces will be forced to counter.

Irregular activities include acts of a

military, political, psychological, and

economic nature, conducted predominantly by

inhabitants of a nation for the purpose of

eliminating or weakening the authority of

the Agcal government or an occupying power
There is séﬁé.signiiicance attached to the terms and definitions
utilized. During Vietnam, the U3 used to refer to its
anti-guerrilla activities as stability cperations but recently
changed the term to internal defense and development. This was
supposedly to stress that progress weas a key factor in such
operations and that support of a corrupt or inefficient regime
was not the course the US desired. The descriptive terms used
in the 1962 edition of the FM appear to imply that UW in western
areas is a subversive, nonlegitimate struggle with ominous
overtones while UW in Communist controlled areas is a legitimate
operation that has support of the populace. This idea is
further strengthened by the definition of UW as operations which
"exploit the vulnerabilities of an opposing nation that derive
from the fundamental attitudes and characteristics of the nation

(andl ... are most acute when the governmental or other

controlling process is oppressive to the people.39

In reference to MOIT
In liberated areas in which a2 friendly
foreign government has been reestablished
and in sovereign foreign countries in time
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ot peace, the authority which United 3tates
military commanders may exercise against
irregular forces is limited to that
permitted by the provisions of agreements
which are concluded with responsible
authorities of the sovereign government
concerned.

The ideological basis of an irregular force
trequently is inspired by out-of~country
elements who create and sponsor irregular
iorcesqes a means of promoting their own

cause.
S The terminology used indicates that the Army’s approach is
57 effected more by ideological considerations than military or
;: political realities.
'
gi The 1962 version of FMI100-5 is drastically different from its
g predecessors. It was intended primarily for use by units in the
. {ield41 and theretfore was probably designed so that the new

concepts involved in Flexible Response could be rapidly

" am o
1

disseminated. The new strategic policy of the Kennedy

administration contributed to a change in how the nation looked

o
o

at war and this is reflected in the attention given to the wide

- ranges of situations in which the FM felt that US ground combat
units could be employed. The increased emphasis on UW was due

to Russia’s pronouncements concerning their support for "wars of

Jiberation" (and increase in such activities throughout the

&j world). That this coincided with Kennedy‘s personal infatuation
EE with the Special Forces and UW was fortunate for the Army and
kﬁ helped to rapidly expand Army capabilities in this area. At the
Ed; same time, advances in weapons technology (specifically the
;S introduction of tactical nuclear weapons, the helicopter, and
ﬁ: the armored personnel carrier) provided the Army with a mobility
i and destructive power it had not had before. The future
51
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battletield wég not perceived to be either totally atomic or
conventional, gﬁt whichever it was, it was to be fluid from the
outset. The Arm;(s preoccupation with the nuclear battlefield

A\
in the S0s had fré&d it to an extent from its conformity to the
structured battleiiégds of World war II and enabled it to better
adjust to the advarcé§ in technology. At the same time, CD was
still in its growing gkase. Doctrinal responsibilities were
fragmented throughout tﬁe Army system with the Leavenworth
responsibility for £M1Qﬂ;§ being one of the few stable

3
é‘! aspects. This lack of stability was to be telling in the

y fcllowing vears.
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kK % ¥ % & Through 1968 % % % X &

One change to [FEMI00-S5 (1962) was published prior to the 1968
edition. The modifications that were made were trivial. The
lack of change may have reflected the Army’s increasing
involvement in the Vietnam War. Wwhen FMI100-5 (196z) was
published, American involvement was minimal. Yet by 1963,
American presence totalled 23,000 men and women.1 Only two
years later, American strength topped 320,000‘2 The crash
nature of the Army‘s entry inte the counterinsurgency effort
caused the Army to focus on developing tactical methods and
equipment for immediate emplovment.3 This was obviously
detrimental to the further development of the concepts contained
in FEM100-5 as it was then addressed to division level and
above and primarily concerned with the conventional battlefield.
Another possible explanation for the stagnation could be that
the Army as a whole was satisfied with (or still digesting) the
contents of the 1962 manual, yet though there are no indications

of this.

A new edition of FM100-S did appear in 1968&. Very few changes
were made in the doctrine as it had been expressed in EMI100-95
(1962). The major changes came in those areas where the Army
was most rapidly expanding its expertise and involvement-
strategic mobility and airmobile operations. An entire chapter
was devoted exclusively to airborne operations and strategic air
movements. McNamara‘’s institution of the prepositioned stores

in Europe and plans to airlift divisional manpower to the sites

55

..........

y *‘. Lﬁ:-‘l:;\..&.\;'h'z Lr_&_ﬁ}:_&_&m. "




e .
ot

l.l"

REATRELS

. 4 .l .
.~,§ R

F Lo SN
1‘._'. e e .'!--"A\.n'..\; .J - -.'_d‘_‘_nAn- a L'L“L’\ N ORI S LA A S S VI P, .LA.LL.__LM

-
«

(AL _-__-__\.-‘_~\'_’\'-_‘..~‘.\ DL N T A N R A N N L N A At et e T e et et

.~

Cannon, Michael W.

had apparently begun to influsnce Army planning.4 Airborne
forces, with their capability for rapid deployment and
suitability for unccnventional warfare operations (both with and
against insurgents) had also received added emphasis in the
Kennedy administration. These considerations may acccunt fcor

the prominence accorded to strategic airlift.

From the initial phases of the US involvement in Vietnam, the
helicopter plaved a major role. It was used for every purpose
from gun platform to hospital evacuation vehicle.S Much of
the guidelines had besn developed prior to substantial U3
involvement in Vietnam however. In 1962 the Army (at the
request of Secretary McNamara) had appointed a group to
undertake a2 study on how to improve the tactical mobility of the
Army. This group, later known as the Howze Board, recommended
adding three new units to the Army- the Air Assault Division,
Air Cavalry Combat Brigade, and the Air Transport Brigade. An
Air Assault Division was formed for testing at Fort Benning in
1963, and in 1965, the Army was authorized to field its tirst
airmobile combat division.6 Unfortunately the discussion of
airmobile operations as found in the manual falls far short of
the actual] progress that had been made in the field. The
chapter was primarily a discussion of planning characteristics
centered around the Principles of War.7 Obviously, other
manuals and training circulars were to form the basis for the

Army‘s doctrinal works on the helicopter.

Many Vietnam-specific experiences are reflected in the 1968
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f" manual as well. Riverine and ranger (small unit) operations are
T covered under offensive operations. Riverine forces were

M

»\:-A' . . . . . .

Ny introduced by the Army to assist in offensive actions in many

areas of Vietnam where waterways were key avenues for movement.
Ranger-type actions were conducted throughout Vietnam and were

particularly useful in gathering intelligence.

Electronic warfare was also given ezxpanded coverage in FMI100-5
(1968). During the Vietnam vears, many exotic devices had been
developed to aid in gathering intelligence and to assist in
finding the enemy. (ther devices were brought into service to
assist the combat forces in night operations and in improving
their communications and control abilities. As availability
increased, these devices extended the capability of the soldier
and became another planning consideration for staffs and
commanders to consider. More attention is also paid to
countering enemy electronic counter measures such as jamming and
signal interception.8 Often the enemy was able to take
advantage of the poor American communications practices and deal
rather severe blows based on the intelligence gathered in this

manner .

Over the twenty vear pericd discussed soc far only one maj)or
revision had been made to EMIQUO-5 . That was In 1962 when

Flezible Response was embraced as a national strategy. It miaht

L]
.

e

Si: be argued that the nature ot war at divisicn Jevel and higher
-

;;E had not changed dramatically since world wWar II. But this is
;:‘ questionable when one compares the mass armies of World War Il
o
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to the limited nature of Vietnam and Korea and the massive
integration of advanced technology that had occurred. A more
likely answer could be the lack of interest concerning the
manua! and doctrine formulation that the Army possessed during

this period.

As early as 1916, writers in the military were expressing their
doubts as to the oftficer corps’ interest in doctrine

both the American military services as a
whole are unfamiliar even with the meaning
of the term “doctrine" when used in its
purely military sense, and fail to
comprehend its importance as well as its
role in bringing about timely and ugited
action in the midst of hostilities.

This attitude was not limited solely to the pre-World War I
period for even other, more well known soldiers were not
interested in the "“capstone" FM at a later date. GEN Bruce C.
Clarke (Commander of CONARC when it had doctrinal responsibility

for FM 100-5 ) stated that

I never had anything to do with writing
FM100-5; nor can I ever recall reading it
while in my commands. Such things are
usually written by English midors with
Jimited military experience.

I‘ve never seen it referred to in Div,
Corps, Army and Army Group Hqtrs in my
commands . Mavybe it should have been.

We have few writers who understand the
reception of military academic concepts by
tactical units in the field. The writers of
these concepts usually have VefY little
prestige in combat situations.

I never heard mention (of) FM100-5 when 1
commanded troops in 2 wars. I am sure that
Ike and George were not following the
edition of the day.

Even those on active duty today have commentad on the

SE
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indiftference of the Army to the FM. GEN Donn Starry, one of the

principal authors of the 1976 version had this to say about [M

100-5 prior to 1%97e6:

Qur army has regulations that cover many
subjects- almost all subjects it seems save
military tactics. Whether this is by
design- to protect the ignorant- or by
oversight is not at all obvious. Most
probably, it's because, since we all
consider ourselves tactical experts, we can
never agree sufficiently and for long enouzh
to write a regulation about tactics.
However, w: do set forth operational
concepts- tactics- in field manuals.
Normally, these manuals live a pretty quiet
life, serving as references or as exhibits
for various inspectors’ checklists. In many
cases, one finds they are little read, less
often followed and not exactly the prime
topic oiaArmv conversation - professional or
social.

Other soldiers, just as illustrious, have other opinions. For
example, GEN Maxwell Taylor

the Field Service regulations was an
important document between World Wars 1 and
11, serving as a guide for field operations
and a basis for the instruction at
Leavenworth. In general, it represented the
tactical experience acquired by the Army in
World War 1. FM 100-5 in its various
editions has apparently tried to do much the
same, in following the experiences of World
War II, Korea and Vietnam. I had nothing to
do with editing any of these texts nor did 1
have much ggcasion to examine their content
carefully.

COL (ret.) T.N. Dupuy, author of many books on military history,

commented on the 1956 FM in Military Review

The latest edition of Field Manual 100-5 . ..

is a very fine manual indeed. It is a
reassuring and comforting to read its sound,
forward-looking exposition of current Army
doctrine. Thoughtful soldiers will
appreciate the restatement of the principles
of war as fundamental truths proved by the
lessons of history; and will approve clearly
expressed recognition that these principles
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. 15

=l are no magic formula for victory ....

fi: Feelings over the manual reflect one of the age-old aspects of

]

&2 the military- that of the conflict between line and staff. Gen

]

RO James Gavin commented that

-~

- I would suspect that the quote attributed to !
- General Clarke (about EM 100-S5 3 is l

L accurate. Many of the senior officers, who

did not have long-time service in the ]
e Pentagon, would tend to be rather critical
AN of the manual that came out of the Pentagon

o staff discussions. They generally were of
e the opinion that only field soldigrs could
L produce an adequate line manual.
- My personal experience as an active duty officer tends to
13' confirm the Army’s indifference to the FM. The material
f contained in FM100-5 is of a general nature and of little
jg applicability when one is in the field. Even in the school
P ,,.:-.
o system the attitude that prevails is that when one explicitly
oy follows the "book" or "school" solution one’s life expectancy is
S dramatically shortened. I therefore seriously doubt that the
:Q; manual was ever used as & guideline by troops in the field. Its
| greatest uytility was probably as a teaching device in the school
_J
e system where company grade or junior field grade officers could
Eff become familiar with division and above operations. This could
'SE account for the higher ranking officers’ lack of interest in and
L
:ﬁ: exposure to the FM that was alluded to before. Certainly
:ﬂf temperaments also had a lot to do with it. Those who stress
;ﬁ action (such as Patton and Clarke) would be less likely to pay
o attention to the manual than those (like Tayvlor and Dupuy) who
o>
*f:» were more academically oriented. Then again, writing of FMs was
¢ "‘T
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loocked down upon by all "“true" sosldiers (s2e Clarke’s
statements) as being menial end unimportant wcrk. This
unpleasant task was probably farmed out to someone who it was
felt cculd not be trusted with trcop ccmmand and was a high

level form ot "make work."

Another interesting speculation is that the Army continued tc
produce the manual only half-heartedly yet with enough substance
to give it credibility with the goal of satisfying political
criticism. This could account in part for the inclusion of the
Pearl Harbor report in the 1949 and 1954 editions and the
inclusion of the discussion of the Spectrum of War and flexible
military power as found in the 6Z and 68 editions. Again
however, as there was no supervisory body that reconciled
military capabilities with requirements (see Tavlcr's earlier
comments) chances 3re that there was no civilian interest in the

FM either.

Probably mcre plausible is the idea that the FM was taken
5eriously as a teaching tool but inadequately developed dusz to
the ill-defined process of doctrine formulaticn. Reference has
been made as to how the G3 retained responsibility for doctrine
development until the establishment of CONARC. This section was
forced cut of necessitvy to concentrate on operational problems
to the detriment cf doctrine formulation. Mention has also been
made of how the CD effort remained fragmented throughout the

decade of the 60s. It appears therefore that

the lag which has characterized the
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”Q development 0of military doctrine stems not
- from the "ignorance and formalism of

blimpish generals" resisting innovation,
but, rather, from a widespread failure to

. understand and to perfect the complex
S process of generalizatigg by which sound
T doctrine is formulated.

This goes hand in hand with the complaint GEN Taylor voiced
earlier concerning the lack of an agency that correlated defence
requirements with forces on hand and budget allocations.

:ﬁ. Nowhere have I been able to find mention of an cffice that

- regulated the development of JEMIQO-5 other than mention that

it was Fort Leavenworth‘s responsibility to publish and update

o it. As MG I.E. Holley stated

QS

®

o There are many goraganizations addressing

N doctrinal problems, but how many of them

e have perfected adequate procedures to

R ensure that the doctrines produced represent

A only the most refined distillates from
experience? ... On can find statements

T indicating which organizations are

[ responsible bvt very little guidance on

T how the flow of information 1is secured

?;u 1&% how the analysis 1is to be conducted

U . (Emphasis is Holley‘s.)

@2
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This was to change following Vietnam.

IREAE)
P B T

Botos
S

wle et

»
.

» D)
v
[
‘. “
" L )

.
»
1

[ ;
]
LA PO

o, N,
[
)..l

, Yot e Lt
P

y
1
'}

NN

e

62

M

v
Ohy

o

(g

“ %
'
R

A

)

13

D
r

(2]
»

LRIRARLN R R I R A R R R AN R RN RN
A At aatatatarta At alatalatalal et ata et At et el el ut Al at et At alalat Tt T

~5N T S N S N N
Ca e el e talnlara e Ta ey



4 1,01
L ¢
i

AN

l‘.‘ ..,‘_" .,

T
[}
@

FOOTNOTES

1 Russell Weigley, TIhe American Wav of war . (New York:
Macmillan Publishing Co., 19733, pp. 460-1.

Russell Weigley, 1The Historv of the Unifed States Army .
tNew vork: Macmillan Publishing Co., 1969}, p. 544.

-

° Robert Doughty, The Evolution of US Armv Tactical

Doctrine, 1946-76 , (CSI: USCGSC, Aug 1979), pp. 26-7.

% weigley. History . pp. 537-42.

> Doughty, p. 31.

6 Ernest Fisher, "A Strategy of Flexible Response.,” in
Military Beview , (March 1967), pp. 76-7.

?

EMi00-5 Operations of Army Forces in the Field 1968 ,
(Washington: U3GPO, Sept 1968), see Chapter 11.

8  Ibid., pp. 4-11 to 4-13.

9 Dudlev Knox, The Doctrine of War: JIts Relation to Thesorv
and Principles . (DTIC Number AD-ACG%8311).

10 Letter frcm GEN Clarke to author dated 14 July 1983.
o ypiq.
12

Comments from GEN Clarke on a letter from D.D. Eisenhower
to him dated 15 September 1967.

13 GEN Donn Starry, "“FM100-5," in Militarv Beview , (August
1978), p. 3.

14 Letter from GEN Tavlor to the auther dated 18 July 19863,
15 T.N. Dupuy, “War Without Victoeory," in Militaryv Beview .
(March 1958), p.28.

16 Letter from EN James Gavin to author dated 20 July 1983.
17

I1.B. Holley, "The Dcctrinal Process: Some Suggested
Steps.," in Militaryv Beview , (April 1979), p. 13.

18 1pid.

63

A A N S R0




g MRS
. '.
s PR
ot
. LI

RPN
&t Ca

it 4, 8,4,
.'v'.'~.l"

e
[
.

.
PR

N L) . . ’
F O R e Y s 8 8 ® M . ’
PO SO AN
o et et
R AT
. .

[
.

v

AR RN

Cannon, Michael W.

X % %X x £ 1976 The Substantial Renaissance % X x % &

The Army‘s situation following Vietnam was one that was ripe {for
the introduction ot substantial changes in the wav the Army was
structured and iought.1 The US was withdrawing from Vietnam
where it had been engaged in offensive operations for more than
a decade against light and elusive forces.z USARLEUR s
capabilities had been rent asunder by its role as a rotation
center for units in Vietnam and the CD effort had neglected
Europe in its efforts to support the counter guerrilla
strugg]e.3 Concurrently at the national level, the Nixon
Doctrine was beginning to take hold. This policy guaranteed
that the UE would keep its treaty commitments, provide a
nuclear shield for our friends, and furnish assistance against
aggression to its allies.4 There was still however, no well
articuylated national military policv5 so the Army began to
concentrate on the defense of Central Europe against a large,

6

modern, and well equipped Soviet force. As the Army

refocused on Europe it found it had sacrificed a decade of
doctrinal and material advances in the Central Region to a
revitalized Warsaw Pact which was in the process of an

. . 7
unprecedented modernization.

Intoc this uncertein environment stepped GEN Creightcn Abrams as

Army Chief of 3taff

Few if any leaders have had a more profcund
effect on a bureaucracy. Preparedness in
the field had always been his obsession, and
now he had the authority to go after the
“paper-pushers." He closed seven regioneal
Army headquarters and disbanded numerous
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'@ support units to redirect Army focus and

N funds to the combet units.

~T

-

One of the major structural changes instituted was the formation
L‘ of the Training and Doctrine Commaend (TRADOC) and its absorption
ot the Combat Developments Command.

With this change TRADUC assumed

responsibility for "identifving the need for

change, and describing clearly what

[was) ... to be done and how tha& differs

from what has been done before."

&* This was 3 dramatic shift in the structure of the Army's CD

-f program and finallyvy placed all decctrinal and development

-7 ajgencies under one commander who retained that function as a

- major responsibility.

g

;¥ The first commander cf TRADOC, GEN William DePuy, took over in

‘ June of 1973. Prior to this however, he had had a meeting with

if GEN Abrems (CoS), MG Donn Starry (enrcute to be Commandant of
the Armor School), and GEN Thurman {(representing the Assistant

g)_ Vice Chief of Staff). The purpose of the meeting was to decide

ﬂ; what areas TRADOC should tackle firstAlo The consensus was

C; that the US would be faced by two possible types of conflict,

! either a mechanized war alcng Eurcpean lines, or one more like

iit ' the Vietnam, Lebanese, or Dominican Republic experiences. It

_f: : was agreed thet althcugh the latter wes more likely, the former

! posed the most sever=s threat to the U5 and should be addressad

:f{ first 11 GEN CeFuy was therefore instructed tc lcck at and

-if raview the Armv's doctrins and put its “doctrinal house in

.- order.”lb It was felt that a substantial amcunt of updating

N
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was needed since there had been no major changes in doctirine
since World War 11.13 No specific constraints or guidelines
were given to GEN DePuy as to what realignments were necessary.
"GEN Abrams gave me [(GEN DePuy] carte blanche. However, his
[GEN Abrams‘] ideas and mine [GEN DePuy’s] were identical on

nwld GENs DePuy and Gorman later decided that the

tactics.
revisons should consist 9f a series of training circulars that
would be expanded and turned into field manuals after being in

the field for some time.15

Other external events were to influence Army doctrine. In
Uctober 1973 there occurred the Yom Kippur War which was to have
an impact out of proportion to the size of the forces engaged.
"This was a kind of fortuitous occurrence for those involved in

wl®

restudying how the Army ought to fight. "The startling

violence and consuming nature of that war served to accelerats
the transition from the previous focus on counterinsurgency to

1117

the new focus on conventional warfare. GEN Abrams directed

TRADGOC to summarize the lessons of the 1973 war and examine

'f their impact on the doctrine and tactics of the US Armv.18
:: Many studies were made and the results were compiled in the
K early months of 1974.19 After reviewing these studies, the
'ﬁﬂj Army leadership determined that the US was severely unprepared
LR
.
2f; to combat a Soviet threat and felt that "Revision of Army
LS
- tactical doctrine literature was ... the appropriate
"t . W20
" solution. In October of 1974 DePuy wrote to the
;H; Commandants of the various Army schools «who now fell under
-\ -
AN
r TRADOC control) and announced his intention to rewrite all the
ol
=
KN L.
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Cannon, Michael W.

important FMs by June of 1976.21

In conjunction with this in December 1974 the {first in a series
of three conferences which were to take place at Camp A.P. Hil]
was convened. GEN DePuy called his senior commanders together
in order tc discuss how to tackle the protbtlem of doctrine

development. It was here that the series ct "How-Te-Fight"

22

(HTF) manueals was proposed. These manuals were tc breeak

tradition with their predecessors in both content and {format.
Although utilizing EMIQ00-5 as the “cepstone." there were tc be
42 tlater 47) tcpics covered in separate books. All were to
stress simplicity in presenting their concepts coupled with

ztraightforward writing and graphics to enhance their

23
message.

GEN DePuy felt that these manuals should be field manuals f{for
field soldiers and strongly supported the HTF idea. All present
were apperently critical of previous FMs and the manner in which
the Army presented its doctrine. An excerpt from a video taped
briefing on [FM 100-5 to the staff of the CGSC highlights this
attitude.

The current situation with regard tc
tactical competence in the army is indeed
not gcod. I believe that is an
understatement . Unfortunately, this
situation originates largely in our schocls,
which over the vears fostered .. A
preoccupaticn with jargen, acrcnyms, rules,
tactical forms, prescribed ma2thodzs, check
lists, over-elabcrate and pretenticus
definitions, and so on, . SUur new manuals
have got to help combat the c¢ld pedantry and
scholasticism, not only in the;s formulation
bBut in their language as well.”
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{%Q to GEN Gorman and said, "Paul, pick up all
j{}j these papers and we’ll take the thing back
“i?- to Ft Monroe and finisn 100-5." And it was
g only then that the real purpose of the

E&j second meeting at A.P. Hill became apparent
o to some, but nct to all. And that purpcse
St was to quietly take 100-5 away from

e Leavenworth so that GEN DePuy could

personaigv take charge of the effort at Ft

N R Monroce.

~

o
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Although work was started on all HTF manuals, the key 5ne was

reccgnized as being FIMI100-5 since it set the tone for all the

others. Ft.

Leavenworth initially retained the responsibility

for writing the FM with one colonel from the CGSC staff tasked

with writing it. His instructions from GEN Cushman, Commandant

of CGSC, apparently were

wld

to "go listen to GEN DePuy’s speeches

and write FM100-5 Unfortunately, erudite speeches were

not enough to produce a suitable field manual and by April 1975

a fourth draft of EMIiQU-5 was being written. It was at this

time that the second A.P. Hill conference took place.
The first evening of the 2 1/2 day
conterence, GEN DePuy had us 3all divided
into groups. Each grcup was assigned a
specific piece of 100-5 to write. GEN
Gorman headed up the offense chapter.
Tarpley of Ft Benning, then Commandant,
headed up the defense chapter. BG Mueller,
the AC of Benning, headed up the retrograde
chapter and GEN DePuy personally took charge
of the intelligence chapter, as 1 recall
using COL Gazley (author of the previous
dratts of the 76 editionl. GEN Cushman was
given nothing to do.

GEN

We wrote furiously and then evervthing was
typed furiously. The evening of the second
day of the conference we met again, for the
purpose of briefing what we had done during
the course of the day....

I forgot the bottom line on Camp A.P. Hill
on the second meeting. Once evervbody had
briefed on their chapters, GEN DePuy turned

R e A S A T A N R N L AL SR
P PP GRS T Ly P Y SRR N AN 5 0 AL A AT SRR RO

Ja



NSO N A 2l el B AR BRI i o
TR L RSO SN AT SN AT N ‘.ﬁ'.:'."']

u.f Canncn, Michael W.

When asked if the manual‘s development was taken from

YN A

- Leavenworth due to his dissatisfaction with Leavenworth‘s

fjj attempts, GEN DePuy simply stated "Yes. “Z’

.

\:-_'.:

N Things were not to go smoothly at TRADOC headquarters either. A
L

fﬂ} Concepts Section had been established in the ocffice of the

J Deputy Chief of Stafif for Training in August of 1974. This

~:i group was given responsibility for continuing the work begun at
e
J;ﬁ: the second conference. GEN DePuy remained dissatisfied with the
b, work on the FM however, and decided to call a third meeting at
-ﬁ; A.P. Hill in November of 1975. Here he and a select few were
i:f supposed to finish the manual. At this meeting, the chapters
!ﬁ were broken down in this manner:
: \:: -
NN
P GEN DePuy Chapter 1 US Army Objectives
P GEN Gorman Chapter 2 Modern Weapons on the

L Battlefield

. GENs DePuvy and Gorman Chapter 3 How to Fight

. GEN Starry Chapter 5 Defense
P " Chapter 6 Retrograde Operations

o GENs DePuy and Starry Chapter 4 Offense

i The remainder were written over time by the various :schools.‘8
)

t':::
;;:} From that time until its publication in 1976, the development of
N3

%ﬁ& FM100~-5 became a project that was supervised personally by GEN
ffa DePuy. Much of the later work he did himself.29 The

Eﬂ; finishing touches were not completed in a vacuum however. All
\ .',:

;f' active duty three- and four-star generals were invited to
C comment on earlier drafts. All retired four-star generals were
éﬁ; also consulted, as were others.30 Such notables as S.L.A.

Marshall and GEN James Gavin were even asked for comments.
Coordination of the concepts were made with the Germans (to

69
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cannon, Michael W.

ensure continuity with their fMi100-100 Command in Battle ), the

Israeli1s, and the Tactical Air Command.31 Throughout the

Army“‘s senicr leadership there was widespread support for the

changes.

The end procduct ditfered subtstanticlly from the 19¢8& version.
The first difterencs, that of tormat and presentation style has
been menticned. A second major difference in its philosophy wes

that it was "NATO driven, weapon oriented and an effort to

7
simplity for training purposes."3“ The fccus was on

mechanized warfare and weapons characteristics, trends, and

applications were emphasized.33 A third consideration that

weighed heavily on the manual was the need for compatibility

with the German policy of forward defense along the border.34

This constrained much of the later defensive operational
planning and tactical thinking. A fourth political factor that
was reflected was the idea that nuclear weapons were to be used

cnly as a last resort.

It appears to be a major planning assumption
of the new "How to Fight" manuals that a
Soviet/Warsaw Pact attack will be nonnuclear
and will be countered by nonnuclear means.
As such, Army dcctrinal develcpments have
been influenced more by the changes in the
intensity and lethality ot ccnventicnal
waaponry that has svolved over the past
several decades than by nuclear develcpments
ang the ZSoviet emphasigsgiven to warfare in
a nuclear environment .

There i3 no doubt as to the purpose o0f the manual.

This manual] sets forth the basic concepts of
US Army doctrine. These concepts form the
fcundeticn for what is taught in our service
schools, and the guide for training and
combat developments throughout the Army.

70

I L N N ) P R LT
- =, LSt & %,
ATy > N O o ML N v

LA

B A Y S Y T T o L D



N
v

"
K

al
LA
SN
-, s

: “~
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This manual is intended for use by 36
commanders and trainers at alJl echelons.

That the FM was designed to be read and studied is further
confirmed by the attention that went into designing its format.
One other little recognized aspect intended to gain visibility
for the manual is that it was publicized heavily, unlike its
predecessors.

100-5 is probably the most widely read field
manual ever published in the United States
Army. It was published with a great deal of
advertising and set forth the new doctrine
for the United States Army. Previous
editions of 100-5, and in fact all of the
field manuals, had been published without
fanfare, and thg;eiore never did receive
much attention.

It was however, also targeted at general officers and designed

to make them appreciate how the battlefield had changed since

the US had last engaged in conventional combat.38

A secondary purpose of the manual was to drag the entire Army
away from the World War Il mindset and into the 70‘s. The
emphasis on the first battle was an attempt to offset the
assumptions which had governed military policy in the past- that

time and material would eventually rectify initial

disadvantages,39

This was the primary goal for Chapter 2
During the past several decades, the nature

of battle has changed- not abruptly but
nonetheless significantly.

The war in the Middle East in 1973 might

well portend the nature of modern battle.

Arabs and Israelis were armed with the

latest weapons, and the conflict approached

a destructivegass once attributed only to
nuclear arms.

41

Once again the offense is the preferred form of combat. The
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Cannon, Michael W.

types of offensive operations listed are the movement to

contact, hasty attack, deliberate attack, exploitation, and

Pursuit.42 In contrast to the 1968 FM the defense is rated

almost as highly as the offense.

While it is generally true that the outcome
of combat derives from the results of
offensive operations, it may frequently be
necessary, even advisable, to defend.... In
fact the defender has every advantage but
one- he does not have the initiative. To
gain the initiative he must attack.
Therefore, attack is §311LAL part of all
defensive operations

Contrary to previous editions, there is no distinction between
mobile or position defense. The battle is viewed as being
conducted through the use of battle positions at battalion and
company level in which the commander positions and maneuvers his

forces so to delay, defend, or attack. The defense was elastic,

44

not brittle, and seen to be {fluid. GEN DePuy called it "a

mobile defense with the action compressed into a relatively

wd5

shallow zone forward along the German border. Later this

defense was to be known as the "active defense."

The name was chosen by GEN DePuy because "we were forced to

choose a name ... [sincel] ... people were assigning their own

||46

names most of which carried the wrong message. The process

used in developing the name {for the defense is illuminating.

The next sequence occurred in January...

1976 . During an Israeli symposium held at
Knox we had three evenings meetings at Henry-
House .... Those in attendance were GEN
DePuy, MAJ Wilder, GEN Latham, COL Bradford,
GEN Starry and LTC Scribner. The purpose of
the meetings was to further discuss and

come up with a name for the defense. . .. As

I recall the second night when we met, there
had been a party at COL Otis’ house. DePuy

72
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preceded Starry and Latham to the Henry
House and when he walked in, Wilder,
Scribner, and Bradford were already there
with charts showing what it was that we had
come up with. We recommended the mobile
defense and GEN DePuy said, '"Nope. We’'re
gonna call it the active defense." And
that’s how the name active defense was born.
I have since figured out that one of the
reasons why he liked the name ... was
because it was the name used to describe a
defense similar to the active defense used
by the Soviets on the Eastern Front in World
War I1. He had just recently read some
pamphlets which described interviews with
German generals following World War 11 i27
which he came across the active defense.

DePuy stated that the closest analogy to active defense was the
1ith Panzer Division defense of the Chir under GEN Hermann
Balck. DePuy knew Balck and the Jatter‘s experiences may have

helped form DePuy’s concepts.48

The defensive zone was organized into three areas, the covering
force area, main battle area, and rear area.49 Although

similar to the defensive echelons found in the 1968 version,
there were major differences. The covering forces were to fight
the enemy and force him to deploy. Their mission was to strip
away the enemy’s reconnaissance elements and reveal where the
main enemy thrust was heading. This is in marked contrast to
the earlier security zone which was primarily a reconnaissance
screen. The main battle area was "the area in which the main

battle will be fought."So

Unlike the earlier mobile defense,
the new concept stressed fighting the battle as far forward as
possible. It was here that the manual perhaps makes an criginal
contribution to tactical theory. In the strategic defense,

reserves are ofttimes considered to be those forces uncommited

or least engaged. The 1976 edition asserts that tactical forces
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Cannon, Michael W
can be viewed in the same manner Concentration of these
unengaged units from within the battle aree is seen as . . best

L 1
means of obtaining reserves 5

The rear area became the areas
for combat and administrative support units to operate in, 1n
contrast tc the 19686 edition where the reserve area contained
the counterattack iorce.sz Apparently, much ot the wcrk that
resulted in the change in the cocmposition and mission of the
battle areas was done at Ft. Knox in a study called Hunfeld

53

11 This was & manual simulation designed tc determine what

tne strength of the covering force should be

Once again, the name for the covering force was coined by GEN
DePuvy.

During 1974 and 75.. how to defend was

argued at Leavenworth. Ultimately the

active defense as described by Knox was

indorsed by GEN DePuy and adopted. However,

one thing that occurred was a8 change from

the term initial battle area to covering

force area. . .. As the argument ensued, GEN

DePuy asked the Canadian Liason Officer at

Ft Leavenworth what they called their

forward area. He said “coveringssorce area"

eand from then on the name stuck.
Unconventional warfare is not addressed in the manual. It is
instead, covered in 2 separate field manual entitled (Counter
Guerilla QOperations . This is apparently reccgnition that Uw is
a highly specialized operation and out of the ordinary for the

Army . It may also have been separated as part of the eftfort to

refocus the Army on Europe and away from Vietnam.

The role of the leader and need for solid, realistic training is
stressed throughout the manual. The third chapter of the FM

repiaces, in effect, the sections on command and leadership in
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r rrevious =23itions This chapter iz zimply =ntitled "How to

re Fiaght " The rcle plaved Lty leaderes in the new dcctrine is
J1zcysz2d 1n d=2ta:il]. The thrust 2f{ th2 section is n cocmbat

R! unrt jeaders and what acticn: they nsed tc tezke, highlighting

. . . S¢S
the d=2s31re v produce 2 usatle manual ftor tield scldiers.

1U}

The :hapters on sp=22J33al weapsnz ware written bv thes US Army

o Nuclear and Chemical Agency When the dreatt was compiled.

fj tlaszrfied raleass times were placs2d in it GEM LePuy cverrode
ka the cbkjecticns ot thcse who were ccncerned with security and

'-.:i . . s | «

- - puklishzd the FM as it was. BEcth sections stress US

( \':

. vulnerzbilitizs and strengths in both fi213ds while attempting to
!‘ provide guidance tor use in the field. Although the US ruled
3

:w: zut {irst use 2f chemical weapons in accordance with the Geneva
AN -

NN Ccnvention,” it retained the opticn c¢f using nuclear weapons

it and when it was f21t they would be neseded for defensive

55 o .

o purpcses. >~ Nuclear weapons remained, however, ancillary to
e . 59 . ‘ _

e, the cznvanticnal battle. Agezin, thie was motivated by

-" Y

) palitizal zincern: as it was 1n the 1768 =2dition.

"
P

o

\ - I - -
< It 1s ditficult t: sey what hazg the greatest eftect ¢n [IM100=-3
o

,_ vy Too It z2ppsar=d at 2 vime when the Army 2s wa2ll 2as the

e

A naticn was undergcing 2 pericd ot deep intrcspecticn fclicwing
-::-.

AN the “rstnam war smz2 z23a2in, the UZ 3w its s=2curity linksd

,_ Frimarily tc the detencse ct Weztern Eurcpe. Here the EZcviets
=f} hzd bea2n st22dilv purszuing 3 proaram 2f modernization that

- alarmed lezders at all levels of the military. At the same
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!; time, oraaniczational chanies in the Army brought about the tirst
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S

A

‘@ institytion d2:z13n23 to 2lucidste tne reguiyresmeant:s tor o and

RN cverszee the develcpment cf dectrine 1n the same 23ency (TRALOC!.

i# Sewvaral talentad and dynamic percscnalitie:z surfaced during this

e

L. pericd and had 2 marked intluence cn the develcpment of the

:E doztrine 235 portrayed in the FMs.  Although many senicr military
f}_ ctficials reviewed the FM, the {final versicn of [IMIOQ0-5 (1%76)

Ch

remained 3 parsonal proyect of the TRADOC ccommsndsr, GEN DePuy

A -
‘nj t1n cenjunction with GENs Starry eand German) and reflects his
..-::.r
‘:ﬁ Jpinicns The 1973 Arab-Israeli war orisnted the Army on
e ¥
&v wezpons anag systems, forcing it tc coeme cut cof its doctrinal
e mindz2t which hzd besn b2zed ¢n world war Il =quipment and
REN
S tactics. The tinal editicn ot IMIQO-5 «197¢) theretcre sparked
o
ll what GEN DsPuy was latzr to c21] 2 “substantial rennaizsznce” in
w
o dcotrins
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<3 Rcse, p. 123
23 . R ) . ) _
Texzt -f IV Erzszenpntaticon ap EM 100-S . unputlicshed M3, 9
Dece2mber 1?73, pp. 3-4.
<3 Scrikbtner MS, p. 4.
“®  Jrid.
< Letter frcm GePuy.
=® seritner MS, pp. 3-S5
“ DePuy Letter.
Y Ciifton Berry., “FM 100-S Gperaticns.” in Militarv Revizw
, {Ozrober 137¢0, pp. 23-~6.
3 . .. .
It1d, and Tezt 2f IV Presssntation ., p.1.
i Latter frocm LePuy.
93 LepPuy, "FM 100-5 Revisited," p. 1.
34 LeFPuy Letter.
35 Rocse, p. 124.
3o gperations M 1gu-5 , i(Washingtcn: USGPO, July 197¢), p.
1
*Y c:ritner, p. <.
Jg - . .
Scribtner interview
" STRALOC = Reply.” in Zrmed F-oroe: Jourpzl Intermaticnal
vzt obesr 1Y Ten p o
40 . . . ..
By 190-5 «t:%es . pp. -1 tz -2
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nncn, fMichael W,

2ptina I vzocvics ot

th=2 1:802 tut tend23 to t.oCU:E °h o 3dz Tromy s
tcnditicns 2nd devejcping new crganizat:cns (the Pentcmic

Divizion and ZTRAO)

o
H

(&8

z2jutisnz t> the problsms 1t f3ac2

het
e}
-
w
(u
o
{u
a,
I

lsc develcped 2an attitude in the ctticer ccrps that

tozterad car2a2rizm 2z oppos2d vt prois=ziconaliem a2nd rsadins:zs
and dcctrinal issues suttered frcm neglect All these factcrs

2Zmbin2d to retard the devslopment st doctrine 3

4]

xpressed in

(4]

M 1oo-5 thrcughout the early 1950s.

) The tirzst majer change in the FM =zince WwWwll was Erouszht about in
NS

& _ ,

b~ 1762 in ccrnjunciicn with the electicn cf a new president. The
rt':-

b -

land --mbat rzle w2s g3iven n2w =mph ind th2 Army >nce 233in

w
i
e
w

F_, regained 2 status egual! to that ¢f ths cther services Uw

‘}: teczm2 3 ka2v part & th2 Army = rezson {or 2xistance due to

g?' kennedv = perzcnal interest in it z2nd 2lzc tc the anncunced

S intznticns ot thne Zoviats to support it T2 recrizsnt the Army
L trecm the nuclear battletield and prepare it for UW and

o e

S cinventiznal op2raticns, 3 naw. more flexible division structure
*{ wee adcpted (ROAD). Althcugh these acticns were taken to

RN 2nhanczcsz the atility of the Army to respond to a3 wide range of
{’ zituaticns wecrldwide, the emphasis remained cn the Eurcpean

@ . . . A

- tnraat Lozwtraine 23 otound in EM 100-% theretcre changed only
Q} zli1ghtly. One sianificant -hinge howaver was the in:clusion of a
. , ) o , ,

- lengthy discussicn ¢t the naticn’'s new strategy (which had been
o triught z2bsut bty the change in pslitical l=zaderships and its

o . _ _ ,

- implicaticns tcr the Army.
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-l '.!

Luring th=2 1%%0s t3:tizcz2) nuzl2ar wsapzns had besn develzpad

v
tﬁ: which could te eazily emplcyed cn the 1¥6C battletield. Sgpecial
zx& wezpzns hz2d zome2 -f 3g3: 3and 2lthsugh they remained sezzndiaryv to
S

;‘ the ¢onventicnai eftfcrt, the Army reccgnized that their
:Ei intrs2uctisn woulla brina zbout fundima2nt3l chanjgss to the
;?: . battletield Airmctile cperzticns were tinzlly eddressed cn 2

. lara=z =:-2l2 zand b2zame 2 prominent part of the Army 3 arszanal

This was partly 1in 2nswer tg the prcblems Ercught about by the

ﬁi increasinglvy d2structive owaer ot nuclesar w2apons and partly due
; toc the UW threat.
N
;Ei From 1%ez until 197S5 chenges in the FM were limited even though
T

i new egdition appeared in 1945 Strategic airlift gained a

.
v
P

i; prcminent pesition in the menual through the introduction ot
;i' prepcsitionsd 2quipment and the need {sr rapidly desployable
.“ torces required by Flexible Respcnse. Airmebility continued te
iii J21n 1mpcrtance 23 the Army s rzle in Vietnam 3rsw 3and the
o
i%: heliccpter tecame the Army s wcrkhcrse there. The use of
g}: 2lz2ztronic wzrtar2 Ja2vices 2130 in:reazsd 25 America attempted
;E te kring 1ts technzlcgical scphicsticaticn inte play end this is
L
:i ratlezted 1n the increzz=23 coverz3e thisz subjact ra2ceivad in EM
b
2 100-85 +19%¢8 Untfcrtunately fcr the development of I 100-5 .
:§ the war in Vistnam Iosnsumed 2lmcst all ot the Army s ensrgiscs
;i and =c ccnventicnal ccmbat was neglected  Even it the Army had
i re=n zbles to devotz2 time to other areisg, cctrinal
i; respconsibilities were ¢ tregmented amcngt varicus Army agenciles
i; that z:ontral 2nd czordination cf their eftortec was Jifficult and
éi ungrcoductive At the =zame time, Army leadership at all levels
S
;i 3L

C e
R
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canncn, Michael W.
apparently 13nored  EM O 1900-S and teiled to utilize its

gotential 3 3 training 3ind standardizaticn tool.

The deczde tcllcwing Vietnam changed 21l thi=z. The time was
ripe tor mMil>r revisions 1n ths way the Army tuncticned The
Vietnam trzumz had trcught 2 grezt deal cf intrcspecticn
>n otas p » the otil - ther2 =merasd widespraszd
reccogniti that the Army = - i icn and decctrine required
ravizicn T divizion 2§ JONARC invs FORZICOM znd TEADOC wzs zn
crganiczaticnal move tring &1l CL ettcrts {2 ne agency and
thus przvias the tramswozrk tor thes soluticn sctrinal
prcbliem. Eut even this might nct heve teen encugh had nct GEN
Abrams been appcintad Co3 z2nd GEN LePuy the TRADOC Commander.
Ecth set cut tc institute majer revicicns in the Army“s

organization and philcsophy and were strong 2nzugh to make the

changes take hold. The recsult waes that the Army was recriented

tzwards 3 :ccnvsantional Eurspean role as its major concern and

began to sericucsly review its doctrine.

The 12735 war i tne tiddls East also 2ftected the U 3. Army
tremendcusly zs& it erupted during thess effcrts tc retcrm the

militzary It pzint=23d zut in dJrzmatizc $2:zhicn how th2 te.hnolcay

A ,._.- .'4.

"
r s s
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>t the 40s had teen replaced ty mcre devastzting weaponry. The
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-l Cannon, Michael W.
DePuy and his influence on the manual is unmistakable Even so,
others figured prominently in its development. GENs Starry,

Gorman, and Maddox in particular contributed significantly to
the doctrine in IM 100-5 (197¢%). Almost all senior officers
had the opportunity to comment on it as it was reviewed by the

upper echelons of the Army.

Political realities also shaped much of the material in the new
FM. The German policy of forward defense along the border
conditioned the defensive doctrine that ultimately became known
as the "Active Defense." It was emphasized in the manual to
such a degree however that the Army was criticized as being
defensively oriented for many years. This was not the intention
of the authors of the FM and the authors remained adamant

supporters of the offense.

The thread that links all the FMs together is that until the
mid-1970s, FEM 100-S5 was largely ignored by the Army
leadership. The FM was never treated seriously as a manual for
use in the field and was looked upon with disdain by the
majority of the military. The lack of interest is confirmed by
, ' the lack of knowledge the senior officers professed to have
concerning the FM. This points to the inability of the Army to
recognize the role doctrine should play in achieving unity of
, thought and effort among its units and leaders. The formation

of TRADOC was a partial recognition of the need for the

~

oy construction of a solid doctrinal base  Until this organization
‘.n."‘

E,r was brought into existence, doctrine tormulation was fragmented
N
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n made

development in decctrine

ignorance of
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canncn,

there was no> zne {inal source of

matters.

ts Hollzvy' s statement that the lack of

used less by the

fu

incompetence and

than by a3 lack 2f understanding

ot what doctrine is and how it is tc be develcped. When the
davelopment of MM 1o0-% from Werld War II tc 1978 is
considerzd this statsment appears to be true. A new varsion of

the M was published in 1932, It dittfers markedly from that
brought out In 1970 wWwhether it will hzve the impact that the
1976 FM did remains to Lbe seen. Let us hcpe that it will not be
consigned to oblivion as were many of its predecessors.
)
e e e e o s AR ‘.- - LY .
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Cenncn, Michael w

E{ELIGGRARAT
Erimary Zcur.es

“Answering the Army s (Critics.,” bty CUOL Hubz Waeses Leccege.
Unpublizhed Mz

-

"Deectrine Levelopment by TRALUU May 1973 - December 197%.," by

Lidwin Zcribnar Unpublishad MZ.

"100-5 Revicsited,” by William LePuy. Unpublished draft cof
articles 1n Military RBeview

Intarview with COL Edwin 3Scribner, may 1983

Letters Frcm GEN Bruce C. Clarke tc autheor deted 14 July 19863,
Jung 17835

Letter frcm GEN Donn Stearry to author dated 18 August 19&3.

Letter trom Dwisht D. Eisenhower to GEN Bruce €. Clarke dated 15
September 19¢7.

Letter from CGEN James Gavin tc author dated 20 July 198&3.
Latter from GEMN Maxwa2ll Tavlor to auvthor dated 158 July 1923
Letter trom GEN William DePuy tc authcr dated 13 July 1963

Mamorandum {for Record: Consolidation zf Ccmments ifreguired by
Ceputy Commandent ¢t CESC ot the Faculty Concerning) FMI100-5.

Un:-lazsitied 14 Mzrch 17°7¢ CARL Contzins brief comments by
each taculty membter ccncerning the strengths and weaknesses ct
FMI00-S as they see them. Interesting viewpecints cn the 7¢
ajition.

Memoranaum fcr Record: GEN DePuy’‘s Paper, "100-5 Revisited," DTD
ioe September 1950

Memorandum tcr Record: Comments cn GEN DePuy’s 100-5, EKevisited
DITD 7 Octaber 1930

Tezt of TV Presantaticn an M 100-52 DTD 9 December 1974
Secondarvy Zources

"Abolish Board."™ Military ERKeview ., April 195§, p 63 . A news
note about DoD abolishing siz boards concerned with j320int

tactics development . Not ot use.
Agnew, Jamsz B. and others "Toward More Credible force
Planning. " Militarvy Reyisw . March 1972, pp. 40-S1. Ccvers
the use 0f the Theater Combat Model at Ft Leavenworth. Not of
use
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Canncn, Michael W.

Alger, John 1. The Quest for Vigtory . Westport, Conn:
Greenwood Press, 1982. Excellent discussion of the evolution of
the Principles of War. Contains a discussion of their inclusion
in EM100-5

"Army Reaffirms Pentomic Concept " Armv. Nayy. Air force
Journal , 27 December 19586, p. 96. Brietf discussicn of
Pentomic structure. Not of use.

Appleman, Rocy E. =zouth to the Naktona. Nerth to the Yalu
Washington: Office of the Center {for Military History, 19%61.

Official history ot the Korean Wwar. Nct of use.

Barclay, C.N. , BG. “*Minor Tactics- Its Importance in Modern
Warfare." Militarv Review ., June 1972, pp. 61-9. Discusses
the role tactics playv in war and considerations for their
successful utilizaticn. Not of use.

Barclay, C N., BG. “Strategy and Taztics . ™ Military Review ,

May 1975, pp. 47-55. Argument {for an increase in tactical
training given to subordinates. Nothing on [FM100-5

Beaumont, Roger. “The Pitfalls of Faddism." Military Review .
June 1974, pp. 26-36. Deals with the tendsncy of the military
and all organizations to adopt the latest organizational
panacea. Small amount of material on the change in Army
structure and leadership roles after World War II that was of
use .

Bennett, Ralph K. "US- Soviet Military Balance: Who’'s Ahead. "
Reader s Digest , September 1976, pp.79-83. Interview with LTG
Daniel Graham, former Chief of DIA. Stresses that Soviets
remain a threat. Not of use.

Berry, Clifton. "FM100-5 Operations.*” Armed Forces Journe'
International . October 1976, pp. Z3-6. Review of 76 edition.
Claims it is significant in that it is a readable, useful manual
when compared to its predecessors. Worthwhile.

Binkley, John C. “"A History of U3 Army Force Structuring. "
Militarv Review . February 1977, pp.67-82. Discusses evolution
of U5 division from 1860s to end of 1960s5. Looks at tactors
which determined structure. Werthwhile.

Browi, Jerry. "who Shot John." Military Review ., June 1979,
pp.1b6-19. Discussion 2f TMs and their problems ¢of how to relate
toc readers Not ¢t use.

Canby, Steven. "NATO Strategy: Political- Military Problems of
Divaergent Interests and Operational Concept. " Military Review

April 17275%, pp50-38 Brief discussion of NATU strategyv trom
1952z and analysis ¢t current strengths and weaknesses. Limited
value for a study of EM120-%
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cannon. Micheel W.

Loles, Harrv L “Ztrate3ic Studiss -Zince 1345 - the Era of
OQverthink " Militery Eeviezw . April 19273, pp. 3-1¢. Excellent
di1scussion ot the sevclution ot detarrence doctrines. Gives some

ot the ma)or pclicy decisions which may have effected the
development 5t EMI0O-C

Cooling, B . F. “Creightcn Atrams at thge US Army War College.”
Militaxy Bzview , June 78&, pp. 73-§&. Discusses a paper theat
Abtrams wrote when a student at the War Cgllege argueing in faver
¢t incresasing the number of mechanized divisicns in the Army.

Corcoran, Edward. Eveolution of European Defenss in fhe 1980s
Can be acguired through the Defense Technical Information
Institute'DTIC) using the number AD-A(97 053. January 198&1.
Develops 3 politico-conventional European defense designed to
strengthen the entire range c¢t political, eccnemic, social, and
pzycholcgircal factors inhibiting the Warsaw Pact trom starting
war Mt ot much use.

bevliin., Gzrard M Paratroaper . New York:St. Mertin’s Press,
1373 A history of World war Il airborne units. Not of use.
Bcughty, Rotert. The Evolutiocn of US Armv Tactical Dogctrine.
134u-"¢ . Ft. Leavenworth: C&I, CGEC, August 1979%.

Licwning, wayne. “US Army Operaticns Doctrine: A Challenge {(or
the 1980z and Revend ¢ Militarvy Eeviaw . January 1981,

PE %4 73 Critical dizcuszzizn -t what the z2uthor psrceives 33 a

tirepcwer criented and z2ttriticn tased philcscphy ¢t opereticns.
Modarats use ftzr period tollowing the 76 edition.

Dupuy, T.N “war Witheout Victery. ™ Militarv Review March
19%0., PP CB-3C. Takes FHMlu0-3 tc task fcr statement that
n 2im o2¢f wiar cannst be justitied. ne 2f the very

viztiry 335
]

tew articles that mention EMIOO-5 vpricr te 1976.

Fa2hrenbach, T R This kind of War New York. The Macmillen
ca , 1763 Excellant history 2of Korea on the GI level. Not of
uze fcr & study cof EMI100-35

Yelizws, 2. W H. “The MNuclear Lzgion Military Review . June
1260 . Discusses proposed unit of all arms for combat on nuclear
battletields Nct ct use

Fergusscn, C M. "Militery Forces and MNaticnal Objectives. "
Military Keview . Octcber 195S5,pp.12- 29. Authcr elaborates on

his view that the military hais become compartmentalized and
ceparated trom other tocles of steatecraft and nc adequate

theori1es exist tor its u:ze Not of use.

Fisher, Ernecst “"The Evcluticn c¢f Airbtcrne Dcctrine.”

Military Bz iew . M2y 1%¢e¢, pp 71-7. Discusces primerily
orj2nizaticnal cnanges from 12508 1o ldbb. Maothing on  EMIDO-S

&5
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- Fisher. Ernest "A Ztrategy of Flexible kesponse . *© Militaryv
. Review . March 19067, pp.41-58& Excellent fcr development of
;¥~ Army mission and doctrine frcm 174% to introduction of tlezible
.;& respcnse . Althcugh IM1Q0-5 is nct menticned directly

?& interences can be made between changing national strategies and
R FM changes.

o FM100-5 QPERATIONS = Finel dratt. 4 September 1981. Frem the
Q} Combined Arms Research Library (CARL) at Ft.  Lezavenworth, K3.
LA
:ff FM100-5 QPEBRATIONS . Ceccerdinating Draft. 9 February 1981. At
- CARL.

- B EMioo-5 Field Service Begulaticns Upsratjons . Washington: US
o Government Printing Office(U3GP0O), February 17e2. At CARL.

N2 . - . 4 - o

) FM100-5 Field Cervice Regulations Jepfember 1954 . Washington:
55 USGPO., Zeptember 19549 At US Army Military History
(. Institute USAMHI) at Carlisle Earracks, PA.

Nl

"\’ FM100-5 Gperations of Army Forces in the Field 1988

::; wWashington:USGPO, September 1968. Available from the USAMHI.
oo EM100-5 Field Service QOperatigns . Washingten: USGPO, August

® 1949. Available from the USAMHI.

oy

o QPERATICNS EFM100-5 Washington, D.C.: USGPO, July 19786
i{; Forsyths, George LTG. “Modernization: The Army of the 1970s."
930 Detense Indusirial Bulletin . December 1970, pp.4-8. Discusses
( nead to modernize army to utilizs the limited manpower base

L available tc its ftullest. Sheds =scme light con why the 7¢

-g' 2dition may hsve bzen technologically oriented.

fﬁ' Foez, Jchn W CCL and cthercs. “"The Divisicn Restructuring

. Studv: The Hszavy Division. " Military Beview , March 1977,

pp 11-21 FPresents proposed reorganizatisn change of present

AY division t¢ new cne alcocng lines of Livision 8e6. Mcderate use
s tor paricd after 76 2dition.

::\: Gavin, James. war and Peace in the Space Aze . New Ycork:

) Harper and Bros., Publishers, 13538. Author's reminiscences of
! werld war Il and era thrcugh late S0s Gives cne percepticn of
:3 stratsgic and doctrinal preblems taced by the U3 during 1745-55
:i; Gazley, Jzhn €. COGL. "On Writing and Fighting. " Military

\j Bazview ., Mey 197&, pp.4Z-57Z. Not of use in study c¢f EMI100-5
.- This was the initial author of the 76 FM before the second A.P.
! H1ll conference. I was unable tc contact him.

if Hag3lund, Gustav. “"United States NATO Strategy.” Military

o Beview . January 1974, pp 39-486. Discussion of the present

i} balance between NATO and the WwWarsaw Pact. Recommends U3

‘ withdrawal frcm Eurcope. Lightly touches on Flexible Response
= 89
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Cannon, Michael W.

el

and the Nixon Doctrine. Not ot use.
Y, Hewes, James E. From Rogt to McNamara: Army Qrganization and
oS Administration, 1900- 1963 . Washington: Center of Military

History, 1975, Detailed look at the myriad changes in the
structure of the Army bureaucracy. Nothing specitic about
FM100-S but does cover evoluticn of Combat Developments
agencies and their doctrinal responsibilities.

Holley, I. B. "The Doctrinal Process: Some Suggested Steps.”
Military Beview , April 1%79,pp.2-13. Discussicn of how
doctrine should be devalop2d z2nd sug3zested means. Limitzsd
comments on hcw [FMi100-S has developed vet asks some
penetrating questions concerning doctrine development.

Huntingtcn, Samuel. The Szldier and the State . New Ycrk:
vintage Books, 1957

Jones., Archer. "The New FM100-5 OPERATIONS. " Militarv Review

February 1978, pp 27-36. Covers what the author perceives to
be virtues of the new manual!. Also raises good objecticns te¢
the doctrine 3s presented in the manual.

Karber, Philip A. "Dynemic Doctrine for Dynamic Defense."

Armed Forces Journal Jlnternational ., October 1976, pp.28-9.
Takes on and counters Lind’'s criticism point by point and
detends 76 edition well.

Knox, Dudley. The Doctrine of War: Its Belation to Theorv and

Principles . From DTIC using number AD- A(G96311. Reprint of
1915 article by Commodore Knox with commentary by others in
1981. Mot ¢f much use.

Laird, Melvin. “Unforgettable Creighton Abrams." BReader s

Digest , July 1976, pp. 72-0.

Lind, William 5. "Military Doctrine, Force Structure, and the
Defense Decicsicn Making Process . Alr Unjversity Review .,

May- June 1379, pp.21-7. Although aimed at criticizing Army
dcctrine Lind alse stressecs that the orgenization of the DoD may
be effected bv parochial concerns rather than the threat to the
country Moderate use for the pericd atter the 7¢ edition.

Lind, William 5 Somg Doctrinal Guestions for the United
States Army Militarv Review . March 1977, pp. 54-65.
written while Lind was aide to Senator Taft. Detailed criticism
of the doctrine found in EM100-5

Loomis. Dan G. BG. “FM100-5 OPERATIONS: A Revisw. ™ Military
Baview . March 1977, pp.bt-9 . Discusses the idea that [M1Q0-5
is tacit acceptance of the concept of defense of U35 cn outer
apprcaches. Useful for study.
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veénncn, Michael W

Millis. walter . Amerizan Military Thcught . New York: The
Bobbs - Merrill Co. ., INC. 172606 Anthology o0t =se2lected writings
by Americans asscciated with the militery. Only SO pages
devoted t2 period in this study containing speeches of
Eisenhower, Kennedy, and McNamarea. Moderate use.

Ney, virgil. The Evpolution of the Armcred Intantry Rifle Jquad

DTIC unable to procure it theretore not used in this study.
Number for search is AD- 461 846 65- 11.

Ney, Virgil. Eveolution of Military Unit Contrel, 500 B.C. -
1965 AD . Combat Operaticns research Group, 10 September 1965 .
DTIC number AD- 472 211 65- 22Z2. Discusses the role of the
leader and communication in centrol of units. Not of use.

Mey, vVirgil. Evolution of the UZ Army Livision: 1939- 68
Combat Operations Research Group. DTIC number AD- 6937 844.
Summary ot changes in divisicenal structure over the period

Iistadg. Modearate value to this study.
Ney. Virgil. Orzapnizatisn znd Kauipment 2f the Infantry Rifle
Squad Ccmbat Operaticns Reserach Group. DTIC numter is AL-

451 433 w3- 11. Mot tound by the DTIC 30 not sad.

ey, Virsz:l. BEeport o4 1hke Fisld Hanual Bevisw Beoard Anpsx B
DTIC number AD- 220 236 ©7- 21 Net tound by DTIC s¢0 not ussad.
Oseth, Jchn. “where the Army Haz Stccocd. ” Military Bevisw ,
f2pruary 1731, pp ovl- 71 Diszuszizn ot the desvalzpment of
internal detencse ana development dcctrine as it relates tco
natiznal policy. Minimmal amcunt -n  FM100-%
Patrick, Johon “Banned at Fort Monrce, Or the Article the Army
Doesn t Want Ycu tc Read ™ Armed EForges J-ournal Internmaficpal
Uctoter 1976, pp. 26 Discusses article by Lind which was
critical of EFMIDO-S5 and whose pubtlication wes supposedly
blocked by the Army. Claims to have privileged information on

hcw people in the Army disapprcove otf the 7¢ FM. Excellent for
Eest-70 p2riod

Eezrl Harbecr Afttack Vuls . 1-39¢ . washingten: USGPU, 194¢.
D=tailzsd loock at arrang=ements surrounding defens=2s in December
ot 1941. No menticn ¢t mandatory inclusicn in Army papers.
Porreca, Dawvid “New Tactics and Besyond ¢ Military RBeview .
May 1777, pp. 211- 7. Discuzses tacti12s the author used in
exercises 1n Fert Leavenworth manual wargames which diftered
frcm active Jefza2nse Not ot use.

Reterence EBick wl-4. Zelectad Readinas in tha Levelopment of
Cumbat Duivizicns o o Vels o Ft Leavenwcrth. USACGSC, 1971
Ccntains S2l2:ted readinas 2s stated A few 3ive impact ot
strategic policies ¢n divigion structures
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Cannon, Michael W.

Rose, John The Evolution <f UL Army Nuclear Doctrine 1945-850

Boulder, Colorado: westvisw Press, 1980 Arjuss tor
comprehensive review of US nuclear dcctrine. Scme intcrmation
on how nuclear doctrine 35 contained in the FM was brought
about .

kumbaugh, Lynn. "A Lcck at US Army Operaticnes Resezrch - Past
and Pre_ent. " MclL=2an, Va: Recsz2arch Analysis Corporaticn, Aprid
15964 Nct ot ucse

Schlesinger, James R. “The Ccntinuing Challenge tc¢ America

Eeader s Ligsst . April 127¢, pp.el1-5. Ancther view cf Scviet
threat to US 3s Sovists ezgpand militarily and gain intluence
arcund glcbe . Nct ct use.

Smith, Dale. "The Rcle of Air Power in Recent History. "
Military Affairs , Summer 19S5, pp.103-4. Discusses how
iirpower has made mobil zation and minuteman obsclete. Not of
use.

X Starry. Donn GEN. "FM100-5." Militarv Beview ., August 197&,

s pp.2-11. Excellent general discussion 0f how the active defense

- evolved. Differs slightly from that view presented by Scribner.

[ ] Stone, Thomas R. COL. "Flexible Forces for the 1980s."

T2

»
.

o
.

Militarv Review , December 1981, pp 57-¢6. Discusses the need
for flerible forces to be develosped tor use in meeting US policy
goals. nct ot use.

o

R
s ®

Taylor, John w. “"A Method fcr Develcoping Loctrine. ” Military

Review , March 1979, pp.70-5. Suggecsted revision ot

or3janlcations 2nd processes invlved in the {formulation of
stcrical develcpment cf FMI1QO-5

doctrine. Nothing on hi
Tavlor, Mazwell. The Unzertain Trumpz2t . New Ycrk: Harper and
Erothers, Publicshers, 17260 Good insider’s view of conflizts

cver approcaches tc strztegic prctbtlems by DoD during mid and late
50z . Although it does not mention EMI100-8 it dces suggest
that politizally motivated policy d2cisions shape the structure
ot the defencse estabtlishment.

Tat=, Clvde COL and LTC L.D. Holder. "Mew Doztrine for the
Detense . " Militarvy Revisaw March 1%&1, pp.2- 9. Limited
discussion of eveolution of EMIQQ-5 eand mainly discusces new
concept of detenz2in 82 2diticn

"TRADCGC & Reply armed For:zes Jourpal International . Octcber
1976, pp .27 -8 Respsnze to zharges made in Patrick s article.

Excellent tor use

Trempowsky, Altonsce. "Evclution of the Intentry Livision. "
Military Review ., June 1%¢0. pp . 80-86. General discussicn of the
itntantry division Not of us=2
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Cannon, Michael

wagner, Robert L "Active Defense and All That °“ Military
BRevlew . August 1980, pp 4-13. Exemination and suppcrt cf the
active defense using an example drawn from the area 5t the znd
ACR in Germany. Not of use. Apparently, much of this 1&g based
sn actual detfense plans with just a few terrain {featurses
switched

Wezksz, John. Azzault From fthe Sky. A History of Alrkerns
Warifare Mew Ycrk: CGP Putnam s Scne, 1978 General histcry ot
alrborne {forces Limited utility for study of E[MIQ0-S

«2izlesy, Ruzssll 21 Ihe Gmerican Militsry. RBeadings in the
Histcryv 24 ths Military 1o Buerican Society Feading, Mzass
Aizizon- Weszley Pubtlizhina Cz. . 172679 Serizs o2f pipers on
varicus tcpriz ccncerning the Americen military. Not ¢t Uese .
welalay, EBuozell. The amarican way of Wapr . New Ycrk:
Macmillan Publizhing Co , 1973, Sh-uld be the =s2co5nd book r=ad
in a2 study cf EIMIgu-% tc put it i1ntc a histecrical percspective.

Wwa213i2y. RBus._o=1l, The Hizstory cif the Unitad Ztatss Armv New
York: Mazmillan Putlishing Co., INC, 1287 Excellent history of
the Uz Army FMi00-5% seldcm menticned tut preovides sclid
back3around t:r =studv of M

Westmcreland, William C. “The Future Army - A Volunteer Force. "
Lefanse Iodustrial Bulletin., Da2cember 1970, pp.1-2. Discusses

thcse tect

crs impeacting on the atility c¢f the Army tc adopt an
all-volunteer {force

Not of use.

Wyman, wWillard GEN “"The United States Army: Its Doctrine and
Infiusnce on US Military Strategy © Military Bsview . March
17358, pp. 3-13. Addresz tc Air “Jar (ollege by Commander ot
CONAKC Discusses ascsumptione upocn which doctrine is bacsed,
torm ot tuture speraticns, and currant dcoctrinal thought in
gensralities
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@ AFPENDIX A - Albra2viaticons

. CD - Combat Develspments

;l CGSC or UESCGSC - Ccmmana end General EStatf Ccllege

v CONARC - Continsntal Army Command

3 e o

A cS - Chiet ot Statt

o COP - Combat Outpost

T

<. CEl - Combat Studies Institute

o - DA - Department of the Army

DoD - Department cotf Defense
. GOP - General Outpost

FM - Field Manual

=

= JCS - Joint Chiefs of Staff

EE JEOP - Jcint Strategic Objectives Plan

R MLR - Main Line of Rezsistance

ﬁi MCIF - Military Operaticns Against JIrregular Forces
~; MOMAR I - Msdern Mobile Army 1

: NSC - National Security Council

', 0P - Outposts

5 QRO - Operations Recearch Oftice

o

ROAD - Reorganization Objectives Army Division

-~ STRAC - Strategic Army Corps

o UW - Unconventional wWarfare

o

. WEEG - Weapons System Evaluation Group
[
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< APPENDIX B - Organizations and Individuals
o Contacted fcr Study of FEMi00-5
Vj Combined Arms Research Library. Command and General] 3Staff

Ccllege, Ft. Leavenwcrth, KS.

t Department of Tactics, USA Command and General Staff College,
5. Ft. Leavenwcrth, KS. (Agency reponsitle for [EM100-5 )
~

:Z GEN Bruce C Clarke

-

. GEMN Matthew Ridgway

- CEN James Savin

-

ﬁ' GEN Maxwell Tavler

- CEN Wwilliam DePuy
-

o GEN Dcnn Starry

- Ccmbined Arms Library, Ft. Kncx, KY.

;' Combined Arms Library, Ft. Benning, Ga.

ff Department cf Tactics, Ft. knox, Ge&.

N

-
;? Department of Tactics, Ft. Benning, Ga.

- Center for Military History, Washirgton, D.C.
L

L GEN John Cushman

Ej Doctrine Department, TRADOC Headquarters, Ft. Monroe, VA.
e

- US Army Military History Institute, Carlisle Barracks, PA.
;: COL Edwin Scribner

3: Combat Studies Institute, Ft. Leavenworth, KS.

.

S General Servicss Administration National Archives and Records
2_ Service, Weshington, D.C.
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