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Chemical Warfighting

Colonel John A. Mojecki, US Army, Retired

Chemical, biologicaland nuclear weaponsare
beingdevelopedby countriesother than the Soviet
Union, and Ixdlisticmissilesto deliverthesedeadly
u@ons are becomingreadilyavailable.1

Donald Arwocd, Deputy Secretary of Defense, Februaq 1990

THE TRUTH in the deputy secretaryofde-
fense’sstatement to the Senate Appropri----

ations Committee still must be a major concern
ofour senior leadershipand our fieldcommand-
ers, even though chemicals were not employed
by Iraq during Operation Desert Stcmn. The
successfuluse of chemical weapons by Saddam
Husseinagainst Iran in the Iran-Iraq War led to
a concerted effort, both defensivelyand offen-
sively,to preclude or mitigate such use against
coalition forces.2

Why Hussein did not use chemical weapons
against coalition forces is still not known with
certainty, and may never be known. The speed
and lethalityofDesertStormand the disruptionof
Iraq’scommand and control (C2) infrastructure
could have been the main reasons. We know
from statements by General H. Norman
Schwarzkopfand others that concern for the
Iraqi chemical threat led to a concentration of
fireson Hussein’schemical and biological pro-
duction facilitiesand his air,missileand artillery
deliverysystems. The bold, rapid and masterhd
execution ofthe campaignbycoalitionforcesse-
verely reduced and probably eliminated any
chemical warfareadvantage Iraqmayhave had.

Furthermore, the United States and most co-
alition forceswere better equipped and trained
to survive and operate under chemical warfare
conditions than during any prior conflict. This

Concern forthelraqichemical
threat Iedtoa concentration of fires
on Hussein3 chemicalandbiological
production facilitiesandhisai~ missile
andartillerydeliver systems. The bold,

!rapidandmastertu execution of the
campaign . . . severely reducedand
probably eliminatedanychemical war-
fareadvantagelraq mayhavehad.

factor f&ther added to the deterrence equation.
Historically, the use of chemical agents has
shownthat their usewascloselytied to the oppo-
nents’ inability to adequately protect them-
selves,as well as an inability to respond in kind.
US forceswerewell equipped—fromprotective
clothing and masks, through detection and
warning devices, to collective protection over-
pressuresystemsin the MlA1 tank. The readi-
ness of our soldien and leadersto operate under
chemical conditions and the professional
Chemical Corps persomel assignedthroughout
the forcestructure, as well as the numerous Ac-
tive and ReserveComponent chemical units in
theater,werejust as important as the equipment.

How did we achieve this highly effectivelev-
el of chemical defense preparedness? One of
the prime contributors to our preparednesshas
been the Force Development Test and Exper-
imentation (FDTE) field test series CANE
(Combined Arms in a Nuclear/Chemical Envi-
ronment ). CANE examines and measures the
interactions of combat, combat support and

combat service support units using force+m–
force, high–resolution field tests.

MILITARY REVIEW . February 1992 67



US forces were wellequipped-
fromprotectiveclothingandmasks,

throughdetectionand warning devices,
tocoiiectiveprotectionoverpressure
systemsintheMIAl tank. Thereadi-

nessofoursoidiemandieadem tooper-
ateunderchemicaiconditions . ● ●[W#S]

justasimportantasthe equipment..

Petiormance differencesbetween operations
under conventional and nuclear/chemical
battlefieldconditions are being quantified. Ex-
tended operational scenarimrangingfrom 72 to
96 houn have been used,and task performance
data collected by Army subject matter experts
from Army Tmining and Evaluation Programs.
These data werein addition to the instrumented,
real-time casualtyassessmentdata.

The CANE test seriesuses a building block
approach to obtain the data that have led to our
improvedchemical wdlghting capabilities. So
far, three major tests have been conducted.
CANE I evaluated mounted and dismounted
operations of a mechanized infhntry platoono3
CANE 11A examined tank-heavy company
team operations.4 CANE IIBevaluatedcombat
operations at the battalion task force level.5
Each test includedthe combat supportand com-
bat servicesupport slice appropriate to the test
unit’s task organization. A test of light forces,
which had been scheduled for early 1991, was
postponed until 1992becauseofOperation Des-
enlShield.Other tests in the planning stagesin-
clude air defense and aviation battlefield func-
tional mission areas.

As indicatedbythe references,the detailedre-
sults of the above tests have been published in
summaryevaluation reportsand lessonslearned
video tapes. It isnot intended to repeat those re-
sults here, but rather to highlight the more im-
portant ones and describewhat isbeing done to
implement solutions to the CANE-identified
needs. As we move toward adapting AirLand
Operationsconceptsto AirLand Battledoctrine,
it is imperative that we do so in light of CANE
and other test results. Major General Stephen

Si.lvasyJr., formerdeputy chief of stafffor Con-
cepts, Doctrine and Developments, Headquar-
ters, US Army Tmining and Doctrine Com-
mand (TRADOC), in a recent MilitaryReview
article on AirLand Battle stated, “. . . concepts
must drive any structure changes and on–the-
ground testing will be necessaryto demonstrate
that improvementsare actuallyachieved.”b

CANE I test resultshighlighted severalopera-
tional needsof the mounted and dismounted in-
fantryplatoon. Decreasedvisibilityand recogni-
tion problems increased fratricide signikantly
among dismounted infantrymen performing
mission tasksunder simulatednuclear/chemical
warfareconditions (several incidents of fratri-
cideoccumedin DesertStorm,one involvingdis-
mounted infantrymen). Attacks took up to
twiceas long to conduct; leadersbecamecasual-
tiesquicker,and the time to realizethey had be-
come casualtiesand to replacethem took longer.
Soldierdehydration wasa seriousproblem even
though the weather conditions were relatively
mild during the test petiod.

CANE 11Arevealedproblems in fighting the
tank-heavy company team. Fighting“buttoned
up” and firing fewer rounds, the company sus-
tained more lossesand destroyedfewerofthe op-
posing forces(OPFOR) vehiclesduring attacks
ofOPFOR positions. C2 becamemore difficult,
especiallyin synchronizationofunits and in man-
euver and agility. Radio messageswere longer,
and more requests for clarification were re-
corded. Ano&er key result was that tasks that
were routine and practiced showed little or no
performancedegradation.

The tank-heavy battalion task force was the
subjectofCANE IIB. As in CANE 11A,the kill/
lossratioswereunfavorableto the taskforce.The
eyesand earsof the commander,the scouts,were
particularlytiected. The scoutswereunable to
petiorm their key tasksbecauseof visibilityand
hearing restrictions and, on several occasions,
became decisivelyengaged with the OPFOR.
Combat supporttaskssuchasthosepetiormedby
the indirect4re elements,engineersand Stinger
teamstook longerto petiormor weresigni&nt-
ly lesseffectiveunder simulated nuclear/chemi-
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cal conditions. Combat servicesupporttasksin
maintenance, supply,transportation and casu-
alty treatment and evacuation also took longer
or were poorly performed.

In all CANE tests, the most pervasiveprob-
lemsidentifiedwere leademhipand C2. Leaders
at all levelstended to do more, apparentlyhav-
ing less cofildence in their subordinates and
stafk. Delegation of tasks decreasedand led to
leadersbecoming more exhausted and irritable.
Synchronizationof units became more di~lcult,
and the agilityadvantage inherent in the design
ofour newercombat vehicleswasfrequentlynot
exploited. Somewhat complexoperationsplans
could not be executed as effectivelyas they had
been in the conventional battle phaseofthe test.

The CANE test programidentifieda number
of operational needs that required solution sets
to improve our chemical waflghting capability.
These are being addressed through an imple-
mentation programset out in TRADOC Regu-
lation 71-18, Combined Arrm in a Nuclear/
ChernicdEnvironment(CANE) h@emenm.tion
Progrum. This program provides a systematic
and comprehensive procedurefor ensuring that
NBC (nuclear, biological and chemical) defi-
ciencies in US Army doctrine, training, organi-
zation, materiel and leader development are
identified,have solutionsdeveloped and correc-
tive actions taken and documented.7

The commandant of the US Army Chemical
School, Fort McClellan, Alabama, is the f&al
point forthis implementation program. He isre-
sponsible for scheduling problem solution and
correctiveaction approvalsessionswith the pro-
ponents of the affected battlefield tictional
mission areas. The program uses data analysis
teams, evaluation panels and a council of colo-
nels, all ofwhich include proponent representa-
tion. The strength of the programliesin the fact
that operational experience and judgments are
blended with the mathematical test results. The
commander of TRADOC reviewsthe status of
the correctiveactionswith his integratingcenter
commanden and commandants on an annual
basis. So far, over 75 corrective actions have
been addressed through the program, and in-

Decreased visibility and
recognition probiems increased fratri-
cide significantly. ● . . Attacks took up
to twice as iong to conduct; ieadets
became casuaitiesquicker, andthe time
toreaiize theyhadbecomecasuaities
andtorepiace them tookionger. Soidier
dehydration wasaseriousproblem even
though the weatherconditions were
reiativeiymiidduring the testperiod.

elude solutions in the five TRADOC domains,
as well as testing, modeling and policy.

As shown, considerable progress has been
made in improvingour chemicalwarfightingca-
pabilities. The operational needs identified by
CANE werebasedon current organization,doc-
trine, training and materiel systems. That we
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werementallyand physicallypreparedforchem-
icalwarfhrein DesertStormisan endorsementof
CANE and other NBC defense reconstitution
programs. While maintaining and improving
our current high state of chemicalwarfarereadi-
ness,wemust activelypursuesimilarsolutionsto
the challengesof the concepts set forth in Air-
I.and Operations.8 General John W. Foss,for-
mer commander of TRADOC, phrased the
challenge this way,“The Army must be mobile:
strategically,operationallyand tactically. Flexi-
bility and agilitymust be forcecharacteristicsas
wellas the mental characteristicsof the leader.”9
Some of the problem areas identified in CANE
centered on maneuverabilityand agility,and in
leadership-both in C2 and leaderflexibility.

Operations Urgent Fury, ~u.stCm.se, Desert
Shield and Desert Storm, and the decreasing
threat in Europe indicate that any fimre force
projectionswill be to immature theaters. It also
is likely that the geography will vary widely.
These factorsplus political constraints will im-
pact on the geometryof the battlefield. Howev-
er, AirLand Operations envisions that a fiumre
battlefield will include breadth and depth and
that the focuswill be on the enemy and not on
terrain. Whether the battlefieldislinearor non-
linear will be influencedby the traditional ele-
ments of mission, enemy, terrain, troops, and
time available(METT-T). Lowerechelonsmay

fight linear battles to create the conditions for di-
vision and corps commanders to shape the
battlefield for subsequent operational maneuver.

Reduced defense spending and proposed
treaty terms most likely will result in fewer units
on the battlefield. As an ofket to a smaller force
size, it is anticipated that increased sensor capa-
bilities will provide greater knowledge of the en-
emy’s location, strength and movement. Also,
our capabilities to engage enemy forces at greater
ranges with extremely accurate and lethal fires
will present new opportunities. Desert Storm has

shown that this day may already be here. Im-

provements in stealth technology and real-time
battlefield damage assessment will tier im-
prove this current capability.

AirLand Operations considers four stages: de-
tection/preparation, establishing the conditions
for decisive operations, decisive operations and
force reconstitution. What dimensions does the
threat of NBC warfare add to these consider-

ations?

Detection/Preparation. Reconnaissance,
surveillanceand targetingof NBC deliverysys-
tems are an essential requirement for AirLand
Operations. Our ability to maneuver,maintain
agility, synchronize our units and mass at the
proper place and time will require the ability to
locate and target the enemy’s capability to
employsuch weapon systemseffectivelyagainst
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us. Also, we must be able to detect and identifi
those areas that become contaminated in order
to retain our freedomof maneuver. On an ex-
tended battlefield with widely dispersed units,
this addsemphasisto the developmentand field-
ing of remote detection and identification sys-
tems employable by satellite, air or unmanned
aerialvehicles,as well as ground-based systems.
Data fromthese systemsmust be provided in real
time to the field commanders and their staffs.

Establishing the Conditions. Creating the
conditions for decisive operations on an NBC
battlefieldwill require the reduction or elimina-
tion ofthe enemy’sNBC deliverysystems,his C*
and logisticsustainment of such systems.Accu-

rate, responsive,lethal and long-range delivery
systemswill be requiredto suppmt offensiveop-
erations. Equallylong–rangeand accurate sen-
sors and surveillancesystemswill be needed to
assessthe effectivenessof our attacks. In con-
junction with our attack of enemy systems,we
must ensure that our own combat, combat sup-
port and combat service support units remain
dispersedto decreasetheir vulnerabilityand in-
creasetheir survivability. Also, our troops must
be trained and equipped to both surviveand op-
erate effectivelyon an NBC battlefield.

Decisive Operations. The traditional sei-
zureof the high ground is lesssignificantto Air-
Land Operations. Our forceswill orient on the

MILITARY REVIEW ● February 1992 71



Reconnaissance, survoiilance
and targeting of NBC delivery systems

are an essentiai requirement for Air=
Land Ope~tio~. Our ability to

maneuve~ maintainability, synchronize
ourunitsandmass at theproperplace

and time willrequire theabilitytoiocate
and target the enemy3 capability to

empioy such weapon systems
effectively against us.

enemy,not the terrain. Achieving decisive re-
sultswillrequiregood informationon enemy lo-
cations and dispositions,and our ability to mass
fires and forces quickly and effectively. Once
these operationsare set in motion, wecannot af-
ford to have them distractedor delayed. On an
NBC battlefield,this will requireindividualand
collectiveprotective systemsthat reducedegra-
dation of our forcesand their weapon systems,
and an inherent ability to avoid contaminated
areasby rapid reconnaissanceand identification
of clean routes of advance.

Force Reconstitution. Reconstitution on
an NBC battlefieldto petiorm necessaryreorga-
nization, persomel, supply and maintenance
taskswill requireNBC reconnaissanceand sur-
veillance systems to locate clean areas, which
are then organizedso as to avoid the creation of
lucrative targets. The use of smoke to obscure
these areasand to providedeception as to target

location also will be necessaxy. Appropriate
areas for the organization and use of efficient,
less logistidependent decontamination sys-
tems must also be available.

The abovestagesofAirLand Operations must
be addressedin light ofthe doctrine, training,or-
ganization,materielrequirementsand leaderde-
velopment programs necessary to support the
concept. Widelydispersedunits on an extended
battlefieldwillhave to be more self-sufficientin
termsofsupportand leaderdecisions.As Silvasy
said,“. . . risk taking by thoughthd prof~ionals
willbe the rule.”loThe keyto this statement ob-
viouslyis “thoughthd professionals.”Leadersat
the lower levels will have a heavier buden to
know,with confidence,areasoutside their basic
proponency, one primary area being the NBC
defensearea. In the coming period of force re-
ductions, it is likely that the organic chemical
unit force structure also will be proportionately
reduced. Thus, leaden must have the materiel
resourcesto petiorm basic NBC defense tasks
within their units. To assistin the organization,
training and employment of these resources,
leaders must have well–trained, highly moti-
vated professionalchemical specialists. Senior
leadenhip must preservethe current Chemical
Corps infrastructure in our nonchemical units.
Our combat,combat supportand combat service

derswillbe even more de-support unit comman
pendent upon this levelofsupporton the battle-
fieldenvisioned by Airbnd Operations. MR
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The deployment phuse of Oper&”on Desert Shield took nearly six
months, allbwing force planners time to package and adjust the mix
of forces needed in the theate~ The author cites the real probability
that most contingency operations will not a~ord such a deliberate
buildup phase. He sees the need for preparing force packages in

w

advance of probable contingency requirements, buik on a skmdkrd
brigade base and able to accept a~xible mix of untis.

HE NATIONAL Command Authority’s
instructions were taking shape on the se-

cure airhead. The brigade’sground security,an
airborne infantry battalion, wasdeployed. The
remainder of the brigadeW* rolling offaircraft
afteraircrak. Its batteriesof long- and medium–
rangeartille~ gaveit an instant abilityto killand
delay armoredformationsat considerablerange.
Its target acquisition system’sability to acquire
these massedtargetswasuncannily accurate.Ul-
timately,the brigade’sfireunits wouldequal four
battalions mounted on highly mobile light chas-
sis vehicles, all wheeled.

Also entering the airhead were armored gun
systemsand line-ofaight missileplatoons that
wouldeventuallyequate to a battalion ofheavy–
caliber, direct–fire weapons, 105mm cannons
and missiles.This unit wouldenhance the secu-
rity battalion’s ability to deal with any enemy
forcesthat survivedthe the artillerypounding as
they approached from the frontier.

The brigade’smissionwasto seizethe airhead,
a civilian airport, in a country that had appealed
to the United Nations for security assistance.
The rapidlydeteriorating international situation
pitted this country against a much stronger
neighbor possessinga substantial armored force

A ~re, all-branch, brigade-
level C2 system in a modem sense did not
emerge until the World War II armored

division comb~ commands . . . . The head-
quarters couldfind itself controlling
mixes of up to five tunk and armored

infantry battalions atone point in a battle
and, tier on, depending on the misswn,

perhaps only two, or even none at all.

of several brigades. Equally noteworthy, the ter-

rain on the frontier supported use of these forces.
Because US interests in the region were signif-

icant and stability of the existing international
border was important to those interests, a sizable
part of the UN force being provided was Ameri-
can. The challenge to US planners and com-
manders was t~l project a sufficiently powerfd
and sumivable force int(> a region where no for-
ward presence existed.

This is obviously not a new problem. The

Army has been wrestling with solutions fbr SW”

eral years, and is now applying lessons learned
from our most recent past deployments, such as
Panama and Saudi Arabia, using new technolo-
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gy and new organizational and tactical tech-
niques. The result of this effort will hopefilly be
a force similar to the brigade establishing the air-
head in the preceding scenario.

This notional, but highly possible contingen-
cy suggests the purpose of this article-that is, to
examine a ground force concept for initial entry
force projection. The concept design addresses
some of the challenges of the post-Cold War
cent ingency operations (CONOPS) environ-
ment. Among other things, this environment
on a smaller Army base requires the packaging
of professionally and technologically superior
forces to oppose possible threat forces. The con-

cept builds on a brigade–size element capable of
commanding and controlling a wide range of
units and assumes that the mix of units may
change dramatically over the time frame of the
operation. The concept proposed here recog-
nizes that the initial deployment brigades may
look very different a day or two afier deploy-
ment or at the end of the operation.

A Truly Nuclear Brigade
The idea of nuclear (not a “nuclear weapons

capable” unit but one that is structured on a
bare–bones “nucleus” and tailored to meet the

missionrequirements)brigadeheadquarte~ that
can command and control (C2) varied mixesof
shifiin subordinateunits is not new to the US

FArmy. In a fashion,such tactical arrangements
have been employedas earlyas the Revolution-
aryWar.* In more modem times, the tendency
has been to employ this concept in a branch-
pure sense, such as artillery brigadesor groups,
engineer brigades or groups, with the number of
battalions under the group’s command adjusting
up and down as the mission required.3

Even the maneuver arms have tended toward
a similar concept of branch pure structures with

varying numbers of battalions (two, three or

four), again depending on mission. A mature,
all–branch, brigade-level C2 system in a modern
sense did not emerge until the World War II ar-
mored division combat commands. All other

types of divisions were organized tier 1942 with
regiments (roughly equivalent to a brigade) of
three battalions of infantry or cavalry. The head-

quarters could find itself controlling mixes of

up to five tank and armored infhntrybattalions
at one point in a battle and, lateron, depending
on the mission,perhapsonly two, or even none
at all,4
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The approachwasrevisiteddoctrinally in the
early1960swhen the Army reorganizedfromthe
Pentomic System to the ReorganizationObjec-
tive Army Divisions (ROAD) System. Under
this system, three nuclear brigade headquarters
operating under the division were generallyas-
signedthree maneuverbattalions. These battal-
ions might be infhntry,mechanized infantry or
armor, as the missionrequired. Even in the in-
fantrydivisionofthe earlyROAD period(where
the majorityof the division’sbattalions were in-
fantry with s~lcient motor transport to move
no more than one inhntry battalion at a time),
it waspossibleto form a hybrid (mounted) bri-
gadeof infantry,mechanizedinfantryand armor
using the division’stwo mounted battalions.5

However, increasinglyhabitual relationships
formed between battalions and brigades. In
practice, these relationshipstended to minimize
in peacetime training the employment of the
brigadeheadquarter as an effectivenuclear all-
arms C* node. Importantly, the “all arms”ten-
ded to fbcusprimarilyon the ground maneuver
elements This wasa natural resultof the predi-
lection of the division artillery (DIVARTY)
commander and division support (DISCOM)
commander (in effect, two brigade headquar-
ters) to hold the supporting artillery battalion
and combat service support, engineers and
other supporting arms under their control most
of the time. There have been different ap-
proaches to this through the years, but even
though ROAD doctrine indicated that these as-
sets would support the brigades, task organiza-
tion of combat arms,combat support and com-
bat service support was not extensively or
habitually practiced during training events.

In more recent years,strideshave been made
in improving exposure of brigades to effkctive
all–arms training and operations. However,
the only units that “lived”in such an environ-
ment were the few separate brigades and ar-
mored cavalryregiments.G

Current world conditions point to an envi-
ronment where US forward positioning is in-
creasinglybeingreducedto a presence,following
a strategythat placesfewerforcesin variousparts
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of the worldand reliesmore on forceprojection
horn CONUS (Continental United States).
Such a policy may demand another organiza-
tional solution. Potential adversariesin contin-
gency situations may requireUS forcesto fight

During Peacetime, these brigadks
wouki exercise on~ki maneuvem with

subordinate units from different
commands. The units under commun.d

would @Uct the possiblk force mixes the
brigades would employ for certain

contingencies. These bm”gades would
refine command, control and support

capabilities, using emerging
simulhtibn capabilities.

on battlefieldsthat coverthe entire conflictcon-
tinuum. Enemy forcesmay range from exten-
sive, well-suppliedair and ground forcesto not
much better than paramilitary elements. The
more typical situation will be a well–armedand
possiblybattle+xpaienced Third Worldpower.
These states will ofien be in areaswhere we do
not enjoyforwardpresenceor bases. Such situa-
tions may demand forced entry into a theater.
Over such a wide range of possibilitiesand re-
quirements that begfordifferenttypesof battal-
ions, a flexiblebrigadeC* level may be a key to
success.

This doesnot mean that certain typesof stan-
dardmaneuverbrigadeswouldnot be retained as
part of our doctrine. The ability to project large
numbersof standadzed maneuverbrigadesinto
a battle theater willremain a requirement. One
reasonfor this is inherent human limitations in
masteringa more complex and chameleon-like
brigade. Also, we must consider the difficulties
of logisticsupportrequiredbythe formationsbe-
ing suggested.

It does suggestthat we may want to augment
current structures with a nuclear brigade con-
cept. It callsfora unit structurewith a leaderand
brigade headquarters element trained and able
to train subordinateunits to executeforcedentry

missions. This can realisticallybe implemented
bya C2element that ismorenuclearand flexible
in design.

For discussionpurposes,let us name this bri-
gade a “contingency operations initial deploy-
ment brigade,”or in short form, a contingency
deploymentbrigade(~NDEB). This concept,
for considerations mentioned, should probably
coexistwith the more traditional brigadeC2 sys-
tem asan evolution ofnuclearbrigadeC2 think-
ing. However,in practice,only a relativelysmall
number of brigadeheadquarte~ maybe required
to employ this form of task organization.

In a number ofways,emergingideasbeingde-
veloped in the Army’sfhture wax-fightingcon-
cept, AirLand Operations, and a supporting
concept, nonlinear battle, are addressingsome
of these issues. The CON DEBconcept offersa
brigade headquarters structure that can fdfill
C2 requirements over a force mix that may be
very different from traditional concepts, one
that is dynamic in its composition.

A CONDEB Brigade
The introductoryscenariodescribeda situa-

tion wherethe initialgroundforcebrigadeestab-
lished securitywith no more than an airborne
battalion. It was then quicklyfilledwith lo%,
medium– and close-range fire units. The bri-
gade,in a rapidlydevelopingsituation, wasorga-
nized to seizean immediate base. It then pun-
ished and significantlyweakened approaching
forcesat longrange. This scenarioillustratesthe
appropriateness of this CONDEB structure.
However,the situation did not proceed to later
developmentsor stagesofoperations. These de-
velopments mayhave involved the need for sig-
nificant additional reinforcement by subse-
quently deployed ground maneuver elements.
These additional elements may have eventually
causeda reconfigurationofthe brigadeor the ad-
dition ofother, morestandardbrigadesto the op-
eration. Such actions are easilyexecutedwithin
the nuclear,building blwk concept.

In a differentscenario,it isjust aspossiblethat
the initial CONDEB might have consisted of a
significant countermobility (engineer), elec-
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tronic warkareor air defenseelement, depending
on threat capabilities.Toa degree,wehave been
leaning in this direction. Operation Just Cause
in Panama mayhave illustratedsuch a need. As
a doctrinal issue,wedo not regularlypracticebri-
gade C2 elements in such “mixed bag” force
packages. Nor do we cause brigadesto have to
adapt to rapidchanges in the mix of these forces.
As noted earlier, this is due primarily to C2
limitations in effectively adapting to rapidly
changing force mixes and the logistics chal-
lenges inherent to such changes.

Implementing this concept may mean
stretching the envelopeofhuman flexibilityand
adaptability. Also, limitations in peacetime
training systemsand peacetime and wartime lo-
gisticsupportmayfkther inhibit such a doctrin-
alsystem. In orderto accommodatethese limita-
tions and still realizethe benefitsof this concept,
it maybe necessarythat most brigadeswillhave
a set of heavy force or light force battalions in
garrison that are their normal peacetime set.
These brigadescould train for appropriate con-
tingencies, possiblyon field exerciseswith the
more “original”forcemix of battalions. Forcer-

tain other missions,they willexerciseon simula-
tions with a flexiblemix of battalions called for
by particular contingency requirements.

Another option maybe to maintain a number
of active headquarters,brigade in this case,spe-
cificallyoriented on certain missions.These bri-
gadeswouldhave no organicba~talions.During
peacetime,these brigadeswouldexerciseon field
maneuverswith subordinateunits fromdifferent
commands. The units under command would
reflect the possible force mixes the brigades
would employfor certain contingencies. These
brigades would refine command, control and
support capabilities,using emerging simulation
capabilities.

Such brigadeswould be specificallydesigned
to accept a range of units that “weighted”the
particular brigadeon certain battlefield operat-
ing systems(BOS). The basisfor the weighting
would the CONOPS missions planned, such as
maneuver, fires and countermobility. The bri-
gade’sC2 and supportassetscouldbe designedto
be rapidly reconfiguredwith new battalions to
weight toward another BOS as the opemtion
matured.
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Such brigadks wouki be specifically &signed to accept a range of units
that “weighted” the pa~”cular brigade on certain battlefield operating systems.

The basis for the weighting wouki the CONOPS missions planned. . . The brigadi?’s
C2 and suppoti assets could be &signed to be rapidly reconjigumd with new

baltalwns to weight toward another BOS as the operation mutured

In the caseof the opening scenario,a weight-
ing on indirect fireswasapparent. Such a fires-
oriented initialentryforceisaconceptworth i&-
ther exploration in its own right. However, it
servesas a counterpoint beggingfor reexamina-
tion of our current tendency to initially weight
or orient a forcepackagedesign around a man-
euver–heavy base. In this situation, the task
organizationemphasizeda small,compact force,
a battalion, to seizeand securethe airhead. Sub-
sequent brigadeunits wereunits with significant
long-, medium- and short-range firecapabilities
designed to severelypunish the threat’sheavy
forcesat a distance. Augmented by air support
and superior target acquisition capabilities,this
forceisdesignedto have sufficientcombatpower
to buytime. It willseverelyhurt the approaching
enemyforce. It maybe an idealforceforthe pur-
pose of securinga base for the subsequententry
of a more substantial forcepackage.

If this brigade were a nuclear formation de-
signedto accomplisha specificmission, it could
be withdrawn asparent brigadesof itsbattalions
and separatecompaniesarrived. These subordi-
nate units wouldrevert to their organicbrigades.

Another possibility,as indicated earlier,would
be to recotilgure the brigadewith a greaterma-
neuver orientation.

The feasibility of this concept is largelyde-
pendent on the organic support capability such
brigadeswould have. How effectivewould the
brigadebeat solvingthe support issues?In terms
of support organization,the short answermight
be a normal brigadeconflation in garrisonof
a headquarterswithout troopsand a support task
force. The support taskforcecouldbe organized
from existing nonorganic units (Active or Re-
serve) and drilled in the brigade’sprimary mis-
sion(s)periodically. A more desirablepossibil-
ity would be to provide a support battalion
headquarterswith two possibleoptions: a robust
organicsupportbattalion alongthe linesofacur-
rent forwardsupport battalion (FSB) but with
capabilitiesto support all manner of units, light
and heavy; or, a battalion with minimal perma-
nent structure that could be quickly filled for a
missionfromActive and Reserveassetsbasedon
the CONOPS plan activated. Obviously, the
robustorganicorganizationisthe moredesimble.
However, fiscal considerations may drive the
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end resultmore towardthe minimalbattalion ar-
rangement,one that can be made to workifsuffi-
cient training with units is made possible.

All of this suggestsa doctrinal brigade-level
C2capabilitythat issimilarto the wayforceswere
packagedfor Panama. The methodologydiffer-
ence isthat fromthe outset, the Armywillmain-
tain organizationsdesigned to fight as brigades
with unique organizationsfor everymission. As
noted ea~lier,~his sort of organi&ion would
probably work best in the mid and lower mid–
range of the conflict continuum, where forced
entry wasnecessary.It mayhave applicabilityin
the upper,more intense rangeof the continuum.
However, for the same reasons that drove the
Army in 1942and 1943to increasinglystandard-
ize the tables of organization and equipment
(that is, in equipping, manning, supplying,and
training massive forces deployed globally), the
standardformatbrigadeshouldalsobe retained.7

On the lastpoint, experienceovermany years
appears to support maintenance of relatively
standardbrigadepackagesby branch. One criti-
cal reason has been to support execution of re-
petitive, expensive branch–specific training.
This is necessa~ if the Army is to assure that
branch-specificsoldier,squadand crew,platoon,
companyand battalion skillsaretrained to battle
standard. The implication here is that the stan-
dardbrigades,forlowerarderCONOPS scenar-
ios, would serve as “forcebuilding block pools”
that would provide the companies, batteries or
battalions to build the CONDEB brigades. At
the higher end of the conflictcontinuum, under
their organic divisions, the standard brigades
would serveas the forcebuilding blocks.

In a conflict scenarioat the higher end of the
conflict continuum, the CONDEB brigades
might fillwith ReserveComponent battalions to
form standard maneuver brigades. They would
be responsible for moving their battalions
through a concentrated, prescriptive training
program to bring the brigade to standard as
quicklyas possible. This wouldallowthe Army
a means to quicklyexpand the number ofActive
brigades ready for deployment.

A more aksirable possibility would
be to provide a support battalion head-

quarters with two possible options:
a robust organic suppoti battalion along

the lines of a current FSB but with
capabilities to suppoti all manner of units,

light and heavy; or, a battalion with
minimal permanent structure that

could be quickly filled.

Future Brigades
The preceding discussion is a brief examina-

tion ofan organizationalconcept forfhturefbrce
packaging.The concept addresseschallengeswe
must now face in the CONOPS world. It offers
a way, on a reduced total force, to package
uniquely tailored f(x-cesacrossthe conflict con-
tinuum. It does not suggestthe elimination of
brigades in a more traditional combined arms
configuration. In fact, it arguesforlmth brigades
in the force. It offersa flexibleapproachto lmild-
ing uniquely tailored brigadesaround an adapt-
ablenuclearbrigadeheadquarters.This tailoring
can emphasizea particular 130S, such as fires,
against a particular forced entry requirement.
This approach is a departure km our current
military thinking.

There are also severaladvantages to this way
of thinking regarding the emerging AirLand
Operations and nonlinear battlefield doctrinal
concepts. The approach may be particularly
applicable at the lower range of the conflict
cent inuum. Specifically,brigade–sizeelements
that are capable of being tailored could effi-
ciently emphasizea particular BOS during key
phases of an operation. Continued develop-
ment of this ideamay answersomeof the tough
questions about initial entry forces.

It also points out that formations like the
CONDEB brigade might add a mobilization di-
mension to a smaller Army. The brigades may
do this by providing a number of Active Army
TOE brigade-level C2 elements that can quickly
and effectively absorb and train Reserve Com~-
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nentsubordinate units to standard. This would
beapowerhd transition tool in a mobilization
scenario.

Certainly this discussion has been too brief to
extensively examine tactical and operational is-
sues, as well as many of the more detailed orga-

nizational and doctrinal considerations. These

will necessarily be the fmus of later review.
The basic concept proposed here is not neces-

sarily new. However, the recommendation to
consider a wider application of BOS capability
tailoring,bychanging the mix ofunits, goesa lot
farther than current or past Army practice. If
post-Operation DesercStormbudget constraints
continue current trends, not only will this cOn-
cept address contingency readiness require-
ments, such a flexible CONDEB organization
may become a necessity.MR

NOTES
1. A nuclear brigade m this discussion doas not apply to nuclear w

-s. RSUWCthe term means a flexible headquarters able to comm X%-%
formations of combat arms, combat support and combat sewice support.

7, Discussion on pages 266 to 362 of The US Army in Wodd War //: The
control d#ferarit type of un!ts and va ing numbers of these units.

x2. Brigade organization during the evolution, by necessity, had to be flex-
Army Ground Forces: The Organization of Ground Comtqt Trvqw, pro-
vides an extandve rafionak for Sandardaed combat omamafha durinn

tbla. Dt-orr~ of hmv this aii’nmand and control level o@ratad duriwwarare ‘?win Roberl K. Wright’s, The Continents/Army (Center of MI tery

‘iLr~~$~el~;&?~;?~dtistetie~. Asurvey
of World War II order of battle for bri ads$ VbssM”m@kflavw. St@by L. Stanton’s OrWr of aft/e, S Army m Worfd War// (Novato,
CA: Prasido Press, 1964) clearfy states the organization and function of these

‘F
brkJades (and groups).

4. mpbyment of combat commands in the armored divisions duri
War II demonstrated a

3
flexible approach to bri$~e+ize force

Theaa units were freque
SF

reorganized agamt msaions usi~apoolof%?
sion battalii assets. A gcmd discmwm is provided by Kent obarts Green-
field, Roberl R. Palmer and Bell 1.Wiley’s The US Arm in Worfd War //: The

JArmy Ground Fores: Th8 Organization of Ground ombat Troo (Wash-
Im, ~: HMO-I DIWllOtl, Department of tie Ar-n-I 1g47)~ ,,g32a29

5. For adwsston of the R~anuation Objective rmy DMsIons ROAD)
$and the intended operational funcbon of the divisional brigades, see CP Jona-

than M. House’s Toward Combined Arms Warfare: A Survey of20th-Century
Tactics, C%cttine, md Organization, Combat Studks lnsMuW, Fort Leaven-
Wrlfl, Kansas, 19M, 156+0.

6. Current doctrine statad in US Department of the Army Field Manual FM)
17-95, Cavalry Operdrx,w (Washington, DC: US Government Printing Olfica

z~~~~+= ~d ~~n ~ks and fnission~ .*e71-1, The Tank and Mechanized Infantry
Company Tearn 1-2, The Tank and Mechanized Infantry Battalion Task
Forw and 71-3, The Armored and Medranizedlnfantry Briga&r, all dad with
fheaepamta maneuver brigade. These unitaaredeacribad aecombinadarms

Worfdwar Il.
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Some Thoughts on Operation Deseti Sfonn and Future Wars
By Colonel John D. Waghelstein, US Army, Retired cwytight IW2

Before we become too enamored with our suc-
cess in the Middle East, we should take a moment
to review our penchant for learning the wrong les-
sons horn the last war. While we can take pride in
each service’s contributions to the victory, there are
some disquieting comments that somehow this is a
precedent+etting war—’’This is what we’ve trained
for, and this is h~w wars should be fought.” What
is lacking is a grasp of history coupled with a sense
of reality. As reluctant as I am to conjure up the
old saw about repeating history, it may be usefhl to
remind ourselves that we could be repeating the
pattern that led us into trouble before.

Mer the American Revolution, we ignored the
contributions of our irregular forces in three of the
four theaters of operation and glorified the Conti-
nental Army’s role as the sole reason for our success.
Subsequently, Brigadier General Josiah Harmar and
General Arthur St. Clair met with disaster at the
hands of Indians who failed to cooperate, and the
Army left a large number of dead in the forests of
the Northwest ~erritorv ( 1791 and 1792). General
“Mad” Anthony Wayne assumed command,
and following a major reorganization and two years
of extensive training, the Army finally put the
Shawnees and their allies out of business at Fallen
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