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ABSTRACT

EQUIPPING THE INFANTRY DIVISION (LIGHT) IN THE 1990s; bv Maior Su Poon
Ghee, Singapore Armed Forces, 17! pages.

The U.S5. Arav Infantry Division (Light) will transform tne American
approach to the use of force in Third Waorld conflicts during the
19908, As the mainstay of strategi¢c U.S. conventional reserves, the
Infantry Division (Light) was designed to deter and fight low- to
mid-intensity wars effectively at a tolerable cost and risk.
Theoretically sound, the current Infantry Division (Light) may not be
able to accomplish its assigned missions,

This study critically examines the impact of threat, military strategy
and its revised missions, and emerging technologies on the equipment
requirements for the Infantry Division (Light) in the 1990s., Besides
the predictive use of texpert’ judgements from certain definitive
works on infantry, the study also uses an historical approach to
compare and contrast contemporary infantry equipment reguirements.
The resulting synthesis provides valuable insights 1nto the future

battlefields, as well as the roles and equipment for light 1nfantrv
forces,

The study concludes with a recommended list of equipment changes which
could make an L’Brder—of-magnitud§‘> difference in the overall
performance of the Infantry Division (Light),
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significant, improvements in Soviet war-fighting capabilities.

Unlike reqular and mechanized 1infantry divisions, the Infantry
Division (Light) is a small, flexible, and versatile fighting force
optimized for employment against light forces 1n a law-tao-mid
intensity conflict.! With regional pre-positioned or air-transportable
equipment and manpower mobilization capability adequate to sustain
deployments, the Infantry Division (Light) provides the Naticnal
Cammand Authority (NCA) with a range aof response octions for the
entire spectrum of potential conflicts. [t 1s also 1d2al to conduct
limited "surgical” strikes to stabilize «conflict situations and to
protect or evacuate U.S. nationals from a reg1on.2 This abilitvy to
deploy and extract quickly with a small, strong force would perhaps
render unnecessary the later use of a larger, more costly force and
possibly preclude direct military confrontation with the Soviet Union.
Some of the wunique characteristics of the Infantry Division (Light)

are:3

a. The division has a strength of about 10,000 soldiers.
b, The division 18 deployable in 400 to 500 aircraft sorties.

¢, The division has a high foxhole strength, approximately 50

percent infantry,.

d. The divigsion has excellent close combat operations

training.
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e, The division has the ability to accept additional corps

combat multipliers through force tailoring.

The concept and design of the Infantry Division (Light) was approved
at the Fall 1983 Army Commander's Conference (20-21 Qctober 1983) by

General John A. Wickham, Jr., Army Chief of Staff.

In the recent past, the NCA and U.S. Army have looked upon
light forces as strategic U.S. reserves ready on short deployment
natice tao preserve or restore global peace. The @th Infantry
Division, one of the four active infantry divisions in the regular
Army, has received a mission to develop a High Technology Light
Division (HTLD). The purpose is to produce a lean, hard-hitting
division that will 1incorporate the latest technalegical innovations
and meet the Lhief of Staff's design criteria.? Despite this emphasis
on the HTLD, the organization-equipment amix of the Infantry Division
{Light) still remains a problem., This is because the weapons and
equipment undergoing evaluation were mostly planned and developed in
the 1970s, fielded in the 1980s, and designed to meet the requirements
of conventional mechanized warfare on the Central European
battlefield. The technoloagy that would confer the tirepower,
mobility, and sustainability of today's Infantry Division (Light) 1§
simply not here and will not appear in most weapon systems for the
next decade. The Army's plan to establish as many as four light
divisions by fiscal year 1987 (three in the active and one i1n the

National Guard) would mean a sub-aoptimal organitation-equipment mix.

» 'v’\ " NN “p - - w A AR IS »

T e & by
JD‘» ‘x“ii‘.‘.nl'& L0 PR LIS LR Ll b R ,“A"«\)"G‘v,




Teow- e w.»

PURPOSE

This thesis will assess the equipment needs of the U.S. Army
Infantry Division (Light) in the 1990s. [f required, the thesis will
recommend changes to 1its present Table of Organization and Equipment
(TOE). It would appear that the most critical resource limitations
for meeting the mission requirements of the 1990s will he in the areas
of manpower, eqguipment, training, infrastructure, and organization,
However, this thesis will focus only on the qualitative aspects of

equipment.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

Although the main research objective is to ascertain the need
for equipment changes in the Infantry Division (Light), we have ta

extend coverage to the following intermediate objectives:

a. lIdentify the revised missions, if any, for the Infantry

Division (Light) in the 1990s;

b. Assess the Threat's Light Forces or equivalent (to include

Soviet surrogate forces) in the 1990s; and

c. Review the various technologies and weapon systems that

are applicable to the Infantry Division (Light).

vy - P a0 "y oy ” v ” -

B WY P ) - LR PR R e % 3 Y ™
y ) p L o, p ] »
L AN S AR A0 At Tl K g Lo A T K AU o o (s o O AN A € LR

Cfp-ar-a—



ASSUMPTIONS

In order to limit the scope of this research effort to
manageable proportions, this author has made the following

assumptions:

a. Looking at the world context of the 1990s, and at the
spectrum of «conflicts, ¢this author will examine only the missions
assigned to the Light Forces, of which the Infantry Division (Light)
15 a subset, It is assumed that the missions assigned ta the Infantry
Division (Light) would wundergo minor revisions as a result af
strategic reviews and feedbacks from exercises, and from the HTLD Test

Bed.

b. The AirlLand Battle doctrine, contained in the revised FM

100-5: GOperations, is intended to be applicable to all scenarios

which the U.S. Army may face in the foreseeable future. It is no
coincidence that the doctrine was formulated for low-intensity,
relatively unsophisticated battlefields as well as that of Central
Europe. Airland Battle doctrine will probably not thange
s1gnificantly in the 1990s despite advances 1i1n weaponry. The
doctrinal principles -~ initiative, depth, agility, and
synchronization -- will continue to drive equipment and weapon

develapments,

€. The U.S. will continue to maintain a decided advantage in

high technalagy, an area which will contribute significantly to
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increased combat effectiveness.

d. The time taken for the development of an operational
) requirement to the actual fielding of the hardware 1s between ten to

fifteen vears.

% DEFINITIONS

All operational terms and concepts used in this thesis are

defined in the following manuals:

!
;} a. Field Manual (FM) 101-5-1 (HTF): Operatignal Terams and
f, Graphics;
b . |
g b. Field Manual (FM) 100-5: Qperations:
y c. Field Circular (FC) 71-101: Light Infantry Division
?
i Operations; and
g
g d. Field Circular (FC) 1Q0~1: The Army of Excellence.
" LIMITATIONS
&

The main difficulty in undertaking this thesis has been in
E obtaining accurate and pertinent information on various research
i objectives, especially on the extent of Soviet involvement in Third
: World conflicts and the force structure of Soviet units and their
ﬁ surrogate counterparts. The nature of this thesis is such that few
g unclassified sources exist, and even some normally credible sources
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aust be treated with caution. The author has been forced to take a
fairly eclectic approach in obtaining information, relying on whatever
reliable sources, whether military periodicals, journalistic reports,
technical developmental test/operational test (pT/0T) reports,
interviews, or information from intelligence sources which have
managed to make their way into media. The author has tried to
exercise great caution in evaluating all sources, but occasionally he
has made personal judgements as to whether or not credibility could be
attributed to certain sources that cauld not be 1ndependently
confirmed. Whenever this has been the case, the author has made

appropriate qualifications 1n the text or in the corresponding endnate.

DELIMITATIONS

The thesis will have two major research delimitations.
Firstly, the Infantry Division (Light) will be considered as a
separate and distinct subset of Light Forces, alth®ugh the distinction
between specialized Light Forces and Infantry Division (Light) is
really academic. The Infantry Division (Light) i3 designed to fight a
mid- to low-intensity conventional war in the Third World. While it
15 also recognized that airborne and special forces units may be
deployed rapidly to overseas theaters, this thesis will not address
these units, although some of its findings may be applicable tao them.
The capabilities of the traditional airborne forces, rangers, and
special forces are often complementary to those of the Infantry

Division {Light), This is true when we consider cantingency
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cperations.

Secondly, commercial

developaent prototypes or foreign

the DT/0T phase before July 1985 will not

review,

THESIS FORMAY

The study is designed primarily

off-the~shel

equipment that have

items, research and
not undergone

be included in the equipment

to illustrate the tactical and

operational aspects of the organization-equipment mix within the
Infantry Division (Light) as a consequence of U.S. strategic policy
in the employment of light forces in local conflizts. In this
respect, the present treatment departs from the main trend among

studies of light infantry forces.

analysts either to focus on

example its strategic utilization,

its organizational structure or to validate

to support its assigned missions.3 Such aspects of

division

1s to foctus on a somewhat

macro-approach: the analysis 1is

missions of the Infantry Division

considerations,

The study is organized as
as an introduction to
conducted in Chapter 2 is divided

discussed in

succeeding

chapters.

The tendency

certain features of the divisian,

are by na means overlooked in this study, but
different,
based on

(Light),

follows.
the work as a whole,
according to

It will

has been for defense

for

in different theaters of operation,

the equipment requirements
the light infantry

the intention

relatively neqlected

the threat, the revised

and other technoleogical

This chapter 1s i1ntended

The literature survey

the specitic topics

trace the equipment




requirements of the Infantry Divisiaon (Light) through the various

intersediate research questions linked by the model depicted 1in Figure
3-1. Because so much has been written on light infantry faorces and
its operations in the last +few years, this author will not atteampt to
“revisit old ground." Nevertheless, this chapter will pravide the
interested reader with an introduction to the sources used in the

thesis.

Chapter I will deal with the nature of the stratsgic and
tactical enviranments in the 1990s and provide the revised missions
tor the Infantry Division (Light), Besides the predictive use of
‘expert’ judgements from certain definitive works on 1nfantry, this
author will also use an historical approach to compare U.S.
experience in designing and employing of light infantry forces with
some foreign armies. The resulting synthesis will provide insights
into the future battlefield, as well as the roles and equipment
requirements for light infantry forces on those battlefields. Chapter
4 will assess the potential threat to U.5. interests in the 1990s.
It will examine briefly the results of past Soviet 1nvolvement in
Third World conflicts, extrapolate the trends to include future Saviet
behavior, illuminate the political-military conditions that encourage
Soviet tntervention, and explore those force projection means which
may have an impact on the success of light infantry operations, namely
Saviet airborne troops and Soviet-backed oproxies. However, the

chapter does not treat Soviet involvement principally as a problem 1n
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U.S. foreign policy. Chapter § reviews the various emerging U.S.
and foreign technologies and equipment available that could make an
order-of-magnitude difference in combat effectiveness for the Infantry
Division (Light). Besides formulating the selection criteria for
future equipment, the chapter will tabulate the qualitative

improvements needed for selected TOE weapons and equipment.

Chapter 6, the conclusion of this work, will summarize the
findings of the intermediate research objectives. It will pravide an
answer to the question of the adequacy of eguipment within the
Infantry Division (Light) during the period 1990-2000 and specific

recommendations on what weapon systems to equip these forces.

CONCLUSION

Admittedly any attempt to perceive the future 1s subject to
criticism, and this thesis 1s no exception. Even though the trends
discussed in the analysis may be overcome by dynamic events, the
deductions and implications derived for the Infantry Divisien (Light)
would be of direct benefit to the U.S. Army. Nevertheless, we might
do well to heed Robert H., Kupperman's caution:

Only at the end of the 1980s are the American Congress and
public likely to realize fully the significance for U.S.
national interests of the slow but steady Soviet geostrategic
gains during the decade, Then, America will turn to a period
of “interventionism,” supported by a public willingness to
sacrifice for defense, to preserve aggressively U.S. vital
interests abroad =-- only to find that the decisions not taken
in the early- to nid-1980s on Army doctrine and, more
especially, weapons systenms will constrain mission
capabilities. By then 1t may be too late to reconfiqure the
Army's arganization and training, or tailor the needed
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technology faor a non-NATQ environaent.%

Now is the time to start thinking about the year 2000. Qur appointment

with the future is closer than we think,
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considerably different 1n size, composition, and
Instead of tasking the security-assistance farces to

division,

3The distinctive characteristics of the In
(Light) are listed 1n FDD, CACDA, FC 100-1: 2-1,
division will mave nine naneuver R2attalians, when e¢o
Surrent i1nfantry division, the [nfantry Division (Light
deplaovament 1n fewer than one-third the number of C
sarties and in one-thirgd the tinme,

djack R. Tats, "The High Techmolagy Light

far the Aray to the Year 2000 (Lexington, MA: Lexington Books, 1984):

"surgical”® strikes, as proposed by Taylor and Pierson, this author
believes that it should be a wmission undertaken by the light 1nfantry

t the U.S. Aray
equiring farces

grganicatieon.
conduct limited

fantry Divisian
ln ag3in13n, the
moared wi%n the
y 13 sapadl2 ot
1413 eauivalent

Division.," Arayv




RD&A (January-February 1983): 8. A brief overview of the concept and
design for the Infantry Division (Light) is given in Captain Timothy
Hassel, "The Light Infantry Division ... A New Direction in Force
Design,” Aray RD&A (May-June 1984): 14-16., The article describes the
division's organizational structure, characteristics, and also its
capabilities and limitations.

SSone important waorks done on the Infantry Division (Light)
include: Steven L. Canby, Classic Light Infantry and New Technoloay,
a DARPA-sponsored project; Edward N. Luttwak, An Historical Analvys:s
and Prajectian for Aray 2000, and Strateqic Utility af U.S. Light
Divisions, A Systematic Evaluyation. The latter two studies were
sponsored by TRADOC.

éRobert H. Kupperman and Assaciates,
Conflict (TRADOC Contract Nao. DABT 49-83-C-0002, 20 June




CHAPTER TWO

SURVEY OF LITERATURE

The only ¢thing new 1in the world 1s the
histary you don’t knaw.

Harry S. Truman

INTRQOUCTION

To begin with any historical research on the light anfantry
division, the reader is advised to consult Major Scott R. McMichael,

Light Infantry Forces, Combat Studies Historical Bibliograchy No.

2, January 1984, This comprehensive bibliography was first prepared
for the light infantry division force design study for the purpose of
facilitating research on past and current light infantry division-type
forces. It was later expanded to include other aspects of light
forces: airdorne divisions, u.s. infantry divisions between
1930-1960, comparative assessaents of infantry divisian designs,
technical analyzes, and foreign armies’ infantry units. Although the

bidliography refers to all tyoes of light infantry forces and contains

sources not directly related to the scope of this thesis, 1t 19
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recaosaended that this bibliography be wused as a starting point for
anyone interested in doing research aon light infantry division or

light forces in general.

The literature survey conducted in this chapter 1s divided
according to the specific topics discussed in the following chapters.
The following discussiaon of sources is not in itself 3 comorahansive
review, and further references on points of detail will asrzear i1n the

respective chapter endnotes.

A QUESTION OF UTILITY

The Strateqgic Environment

Robert H. Kupperman and William J. Tavlor, Jr., (eds).

Strategic Requirements for the Aray to the Year 2000 1s tnvaluable as

a background study on the nature of war in light of the changes in the
international order. [t offers an excellent quide for the U.5. Aray
to the vyear 2000. The authars conclude that it is highly wunlikely
that the U.S. will wage another massive European land war 1n the
coeing decades,. Rather, the u.s. will face low-intensity.

conventional, and oproxy conflict in non-European areas, This

conclusion is also identified in: Captain Jaohn J. McIntyre (ed), The

Future of Conflict, a repart on a series of aini-conferences

co-sponsared by the Assistant Secretary of Defense for I[nternational
Security Affairs and the National Defense University; Sanm c.

Sarkesian and William L, Scully {eds.), u.S. Poligy and

13
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Low-Intensity Conflict: Potentials for Military Struagles in the

1980s, which analyzes the iaportant factaors in U.S. paolicy and the
conduct of low-intensity conflict. In the first report, distinguished
panelists discuss their viewpoints on the future aof conflict, out
toward the end of the century, and explore the inherent risks to the
u.s. in that future, The second bgok provides adequate viewpoints ta
assist the reflective reader in assessing major characteristics of
non-nuclear conflict, the conflict phenamengn 1in ganaral, u.s.
security interests, and various policy eptians. William J. Tayler,

Jr., Steven A, Maaranen, and Gerrit W, Gang (e1s), Strategic

Responses to Conflict in the 1980s, is a balanced and saober assessment

based on a panorama of possible conflict scenarios. The authors
conclude that U.S. 13 ill-prepared today to address the Soviet
challenge to its opreeminence. In the ailitary dimension, U.S.
strategic nuclear deterrence system is essentially irrelevant tao Third
World conflict., To cope with the many Third World contingencies, the
authors believe that the U.S. needs smaller ang mare specialiced
forces with greater mcbility and more imaginative forms of tactical
sobility, A rigorous comparative analysis of the effectiveness of
military force as a political instrument is given in Chapters 3-S5 of

Barry M. Blechman and Stephen S. Kaplan et al., Force Without War.

The authors rely on a comprehensive historical record of conflicts and
incidents to ascertain the variations in force strength, significance

of tactics, and other diplomatic strategenms.
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Forecasting As A Toal

The linkage model wused in this thesis to relate equipment
requirements with national security, the threat, and revised missions
far the 1light infantry (see Figure 3-1) is an adaptation of Harold
Brown, “Technolagy, Military Equipment, and National Security,”
Parameters (March 1983). Coherent treatment of futures rasearch 1is

presented in Olaf Helmer, Looking Farward: A Guide to Futures

Reszarch. The Book is concernad with generic methcas of e:plering ¢h2
futur2a and the application of such methads ta lang-range planning. RS
an introduction to the wuse of forecasting as an analytical t3al, the

reader is directed to Chapter | of Robert H. Kupperman and William J.

Taylor, Jr., l(eds), Strategqic Requirements for the Aramy ta the Year

2000, which is extracted from William J. Tayloer, Jr., The Future of

Conflict: U.S. Interests.

The Tactical Environment

Roger A. Beaumont, “"Military Elite Forces: Surrogate War,
Terrorise, and the New Battlefield," Parameters (March 1979), orovides
a brief commentary of the future battlefield, Although Beaumont
describes in great length the future battlefield in support of his
conclusion that there is a need ta retain elite forces., there are
sections in the article which are relevant to the thesis. William T,
McLarty, Jr., *Technological Implications: The Need ¢for Change,"

Military Review (January 1983) is of little significance an the future

battlefield but lists some interesting postulates for futures warfaire,

17




U.S. Experience With Light Infantry

The most comprehensive history of U.S. Aray’'s experimentation
with light divisions during World War Il is described 1n a chapter of
Kent R, Greenfield, Robert R. Palmer, and Bell [. Wiley, United

States Aray in World War 1[I: The Aray Ground Forces: The

Organization of Ground Combat Troops. It pravides a clear and concise -

dascription of Lieutanant General La2slie J. McNair's futile attemnt
to form and test the experimental 1light divisions, Even though the
aduthers omjitted details on light division design and how tne divisions
were tested, the authors correctly identify the contributing factors
on why the trials failed and the introduction of these divisions to
the various theaters rejected. Captain Jonathan M. House, “Designing

the Light Division, 1935-1944," jin Military Review (May 1984) gives a

short account of earlier debates pertaining to the U.S. triangular
infantry division., Between World War Il and the Aray of Excellence,
the U.S. did not have a truly light infantry division, Only the
airborne divisions of the period approximate the si:e, mission, and
deployment capability of the recently-created light infantrv division.
Consequently, there is no comprehensive source material on U.S. light
infantry divisions, They have hitherto been treated as part of the

U.S. Arey Division., Russell F. Weigley, History 9f the United -

States Army, an excellent wark, explains the employment, capadilities,

limitations, and design o¢ the ather basic divisions af the peri0d:

araor, aechanized, airborne, and air assault,
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The evolution of divisional designs since World War Il is

discussed in Robert A, Doughty's The Evolution of U.S, Army Tactical

Qoctrine. It gives an excellent account of the factars contribduting

to changes in divisional designs. The auther discusses such factors

k- as national security policy, new technologies, service and Odranch

parachialism, and battlefield experience. The discussian of the

provides a <claar understanding of

interrelationship of these factors

force structure decisions without getting too i1nvelved 1n force design

issues and details.

Virgil Ney, in his two comprehensive histories, Evolution of

the U.S. Army Division, 1939-1948, and €Evolution of the U.S. Aray

Infantry Battalion, 1939-1958, traces the development of the U.S.

Aray divisions and the U.S. infantry battalion respectively. The ;

first work, written in January 1969 for the U.S. Army Coabat

Development Command, contains an extensive bibliograghy. while

tracing the development of the divisions, Ney focuses primarily on

of the different

comparing and contrasting the design characteristics

divisions and the employment of the bBrigade.

John C. DBinkley, “A History of U.S. Army Force Structure’

Military Review (February 1977) provides a concise overview an the

history of U.S. Aray divisional changes. He discusses the World War

[ square division, the World War Il triangular division, and the

MOMAR, and ROAD divisions. To bridge the 3ac

postwar pentomic,
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between 1970 and the start of Army of Excellence, the single best

source is John L. Romajue’'s A History of Aray B8B6, Volume I: Division

84, published in November 1980, and Volume !l: The Developaent of

the Light Infantry Division, The Corps, and Echelons Above C(oras,

published in Decenber 1981. These two volumes describe the
development of Aray 86. O0f interest to this thesis were the efforts
to develop Infantry 86 and the initial efforts to develop the High

Technology Light Divisian (HTLD),

Foreign Armies’ Experiences With Light Infantry

Steven L. Canby, "Light [nfantry in Perspective,” [nfantry
(July-August 1984), distinguishes between the term “light i1nfantry" as
used in U.S. and in Europe. He concludes the discussion by stressing
various important conditions which will enhance the survivability of

non-sechanized infantry: dispersion, elusiveness, and ambiguity.

Part [ of Edward N. Luttwak, An Historical Analysis and Projection faor

Aray 2000 is devoted to the discussion of U,S. and foreign 1light
infantry divisian type forces. The do;unent, done under contract for
TRADOC in 1983, just prior to the Armay of Excellence, contains
eighteen separate research papers on historical and contemporary
*“dissimilar" forces. Each paper describes in some details the force
design, capabilities, limitations, and employment considerations., The
light forces discussed include:t U.S, Army 10th Mountain Division,
Soviet Mountain Rifle Divisions, Swedish Norrland Brigades and Jagar

units, Swiss Mountain Divisions, Austrian Mountain Battalions and tne

20
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Jagdkampf Forces, the West German Light Infantry, Israeli Paratroop
Brigade and Golani Brigade, and the British Infantry. In Part Il of
the documant, Luttwak draws several conclusions froa the analysis. He
outlines the reasons why there is a need far light 1infantry 1n
conventional warfare, and describes how to optisize its employaent.
As the conclusions amake comparisons between heavy and light forces,
its recosmendations are of direct interest to readers doing rasearch
on Bath types af forces. Paper No, 19 of Part | contains extensive
bibliographic naotes for the rasearch papers in Part [. Ta supsisment

Luttwak, An Historical Analysis and Projection for Aray 2000, tne

reader is referred to Jaohn. A, Berry’'s excellent 1ntroduction tz the

French “Force d'Action Rapide” in French Light Forces, a report to

TRADOC.

An interesting historical account of the developaent of the
infantry combat are from 1846 to the present is given in John A,
English's definitive On Infantry. In this well-researched account,
English emphasizes the need $or more extensive small group training
for infantry troaops, praper employment of infantry and minor tactics.
In view of the significant role played by infantry 1i1n tne twentieth
century, English concludes that "foot soldier will continue to occupy
an extremely important place in any future conflict.”! Ta support nis
conclusion, English describes at length some foreign infantry, namely:
German and Russian infantry operations in World War I, the Japanese
fnfantry in Burma, U.S. Marine tinfantry in the Pacifigc, Chinese

Coasunist infantry 10 Korea, and the [sraeii 1nfantry in the
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Arab-lsraeli wars. In another article entitled, “Thinking about Light
Infantry,” in [nfantry, (November-Deceaber 1984), English describes
the two foras af infantry within the context of NATO: *“light," or
non-araored infantry and "heavy,” or armored combat troops. Once
again he concludes that, regardless of the "all-conguering powers of
(sodern) technology,"” the traditional skills of the 1infantryman will
still be applicable 1n the next conflict.? In this regard, his
caonclusions are very sinilar to the remarkably coamgrenens:iva study M2n

Against Fire: The Problem of Battle Command 1n Future War by the abls

u.5. Army histarian, Samuel L. A, Marshall. B8rigadier General
Kenneth C. Leuer, “The AirLand DBattle: 1984 ¢to 2001 and Beyond.,"

Defense Science 2001+ (December 1983) supports th2 view that tne

infantryman will remain the keystane 1n any future conflict., Colanel
Huba Wass de Czege, 1n “Three Kinds of Infantry,” Intantry
(July=-Rugust 1985), while agreeing on ‘in-house infantry', sub-divides
English’'s “line infantry trained in light infantry skills" further

into reqular and light infantry.

The Aray of Excellence Infantry Divisian (Light)

Seneral John A, Wickham, Jr., White Paper 1984: Light

Infantry Divisions is a valuable official endorsement to the Aray Of

Excellence (AOE) Infantry Division (Light) concept. This White Paper
explains in clear teras the Chief of Staff, Army (CSA)’'s position on
the need far and purpose of a light infantry division, and the

direction he expects the Army to take i1n DBdringing the [i13ht i1afantry

22
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division into the force structure. Other primary documents which also

add to the reader’'s understanding of AQE Infantry Division (Light)

include: QOperational Concept for the Infantry Division (Light), dated

15 March 1984 and developed by the Concepts Developament Diractorate,
Combined Aras Coabat Development Activity (CDD, CACDA); Field

Circular, FC 100~-1: The Army of Excellence, dated ! September 1934%

and The Army of Excellence Final Report: The Light Infantry Division,

dated ! October 1983. Bath reports are develcped 5y tha Ferzz C23i3s
Directorate (FDD, CACDA), The CDD document explains how the light
infantry divisian and 1ts major subordinate units are 3ptinizeq at the
lower end of the conflict spectrum, and with adequate augmentation in
a mature theater like NATO, The other twa FDD documents recard the
design evolution and key decisions made during the design process of
AQE and the light infantry division, respectively. Angther useful

document is the USACGSC, Field Circular, FC 71-10f: Liaht Infantry

Division Operations, dated 31 July 1984, The purpose of this Field

Circular is to provide an interim description of the lignt i1afantr,
division organization and haow it will fi1ght, Al[ *nese -esarence:
contridute valuable insights 1nto the neeg fcr a [:13RPT :hrsnpc-.

di+1%100 angd i1ts smplaoynen® criveria,

Most studies of AQE [nfantry DQivision cLign%y za3ncantrat2 =n
the wutility af lignt divisions., In light of the current 2éfarts 10
designing the light infantry division, most of the infersation on the

debate adbout its wutility can be found in current arcicles and
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periodicals.

light infantry concept are written

Chiet of Staff, Aray and General Fred K. Mahaffey, the former Deputy

Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans, (DC30PS). The first article

is a reprint of General John A.
Times (7 May 1984) entitled, L
Grow From 'Soldier Power'." The
Fred K., Mahaffey, “Structuring
provides the k2y ta the unders
need to balance the force structur
States Aray (AUSA) Annual Meeting
inadequacy of cyrrent U.S, con

conflicts at the lower end of ¢t

write-up of his speech is given in “Landpower 1is Decisive Combat

Element," Aray (December 1984).

Eaployment of Non-mechanized [nfan

Two important articles which introduce the reader to the

by General Joha A. Wickham, Jr.,

Wickham's White Pager in the Aramy

ight Division’'s Effectiveness Will -
other article =- Lieutenant General
Farce to Need,” Armv (QOctober 1984)
tanding of th2 Aray s gositicn sn tna
e. In an Associatian af tne United
address, Mahaffey raitarates on tna
ventiagnal infantry forces 1n handling

he conflict spectrun, A detailed

In an earlier symposium on The

try, Jjointly sponsored by the RUSI

and the Commander, ACE Mobdile
April 1980, Lieutenant General W

quantitative argument in favor of

As a follaw-up to his pr

and Projection for Army 2000, Edward N. Luttwak explains how the lignt

infantry division would enhance NC

Strategic Utility of U.S. Light D

Force (Land), held i1n Hamburg on 28
illiam R, Richardson presents the

the light division,

evious study, An Historical Analysis

A's strategic deployment optiens 1n

ivisions, A Systematic Evaluation,

a8 TRADCC-speonscred study. In

scenarias that cauld utilicze light

this study, he develops four possible

infantry divisions, These ni1ssi0ns
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are: defending in a aature theater (NATO) as gither a
forward-deployed or reinforcing division; fighting in desert or arid
mountain terrain such as those +found in Southwest Asia; executing

peacetiae contingencies such as intervention {goup de  main),

international rescue, peacekeeping, and anti-terrorisa; conducting
counterinsurgency operations, military assistance, or advisory raoles
in low-intensity <conflict theaters such as Central America. By
drawing on his previous understanging of the [Israsli Zedanza Forzas,
he concludes the report with some recommenagations for training the

light infantry division,

Although there are many articles which expressed reservations
on the concept and utility of light infantry divisions, three
excellent arguments against the concept are: Michael R. Gardon, “The
Charge of the Light Infantry -~ Army Plans Forces for Third Worla

Conflicts," National Journal (19 May 19684), Edwin W, Besch, "Are Qur

Light Divisions Too Light?” Aray (February 1984), and Tonv Velocci,

“The New Light Division: Wwill It Werk?* National Defense (November

1984). In the first article, Gordon suamarizes the opinions af those
who are against the issue. [n the second article, Besch states that a
light mechanized division as opposed to a light infantry division is
needed in the force structure to handle mast contingency missions., He
contends that the proposed U.S. light infantry division's tactical
aobility and firepower are inadequate tao deal with the armaments of

most Third Warld countries. A solution to redress this shortzoming 1n
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the force structure is to equip the light divisions with sufficient

light armored vehicles and artillery. In the third article, Velocci
questions the range of contingencies the light division could be
called upon to respond and its sustainability in coabat., Colonel Dale
K. Brudvig, “The Division May Be ‘'Light’, But Can It Fight?", Aray
Tises (10 September 1984) arques against the light infantry division's
ability to fight on the high~intensity battlefield, especially against
either the Soviets or its surraogate forces. Lieutenant Colonel Robert
B. Killedrew disagre2s w:th Brudvig's canclusians 18 MNhis article,

*NATO, Deterrence and Light Divisions,” Militarv Review t(May 19§8S,.

In Killebrew's wards, "“tne key to emplaoyment of light forces (in mig-
to high-intensity battlefields] is the selection aof aporopriate
terrain."3 In an earlier article, “Light Infantry in Eurcpe:

Strategic Flexibility and Conventional Deterrence,” Military Review

(Decender 1984), Captain David M. Petrasus oprovides sufficient
arguments to convince the reader of the utility of light 1nfantry 1n
Eurocpe as a strategic conventional deterrence. Saurces which suppart
Killebrew’'s and Petraeus’'s views include: a series of three articles
contained in Infantry (July-August 1984) -- Lieutenant General Jonn R.
Galvin, “Heavy-Light Forces and the NATQ Mission," Major General
Howard 6. Crowell Jr. and Lieutenant Colonel Jared L. Bates,
"Heavy=-Light Connection: Division,* and Lieutenant Colonel Jack B,
Wood, “Heavy-Light Connection: Brigade,”; Willaia J. Olson, “The

Light Force Initiative,* Military Review (June 1983): ang General

William E, Depuy, “The Light lnfantrv: [ndisoensibdie Eiement of a

28




e

Balanced Force," Aray (June 19835). Although the [nfantry series on

heavy-light forces manages to dispel many reservations concerning the

utility of the light infantry division and shows how the light

- e Wy

infantry divisian can be synchronized with heavier ¢forces +foar
participaticon on the NATO battlefield, it raises the issue of
organizing the 1light infantry in Brigade-equivalent instead of
division size, Lieutenant Colonel Clayton R, Newell, “Heavy-Lignt
Farces: Divisions aor ©Brigades?" |Infantry (January-Fa2bhruary 1985

highlights both sides of the discussion griafiy,
THE THREAT *
Soviet Involvement in Third World Conflicts ’.

The best and most detailed scholarly study of past Soviet h
invalvements in Third World conflicts is Bruce D. Porter, The USSR

in Third World Conflicts: Soviet Arms and Diplomacvy 1n Local Wars,

1945-1980, which wuses a case-study approach  to illuminate certain
tactical and operational aspects of the USSR's »policy in local d
contlicts. The concluding chapter ocutlines Soviet's incremental ?
encroachaents on the international order. Other significant works E
which deal with Soviet involvements in Third World countries include: .

Stephen T, Hosaer and Thomas W, Walfe, Soviet Policv and Practice hy

N

toward Third World Conflicts, and Walter Laqueur, (ed.}, The Pattern of

A

Soviet Conduct in the Third Warld. These books examine the patterns

*

4

of past Soviet involvement, discuss the political-military conditions :
that encourage such involvement. [n addition, the first baok explores -
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the possible thrust of Soviet behavior that may be expected in the
future. In reading of past Soviet involvement in the Third World, the
present author is struck by the uniformity of approach and attitude of
the articles. Besides the ailitary and strategic considerations, E.

J. Feuchtwanger and Peter Nailor, (eds.), The Soviet Union and the

Third World also highlight the ecanomic dependency af some Third World
countries on the Soviet Union. The authors believe that such ecanomic
dapandence may well Be the most enduring basis for Saviat i1nfiusnza 1n

the Thirg World.

Force Projection Means

Nuserous studies have been made on the rise of Soviet naval
capabilities. 0f# great relevance to its naval force projection

capability are: Raobert W, MHerrick, Soviet Naval Strategy: Fifty

Years of Theory and Practice, a readable and scholarly account of

Soviet naval strategy and thought since World War [I;: ang Michae!l

-

McGwire et al. {eds.), Soviet Naval Policy: Qosectives and

Constraints, a valuadble caollection and commentary, which presents
diverse Western analysts’ perceptions of the growing Soviet blue-water
naval fleet. Many vivid first-hand accounts were written about tne S
Soviet Navy, notably Serge: Garshov, "Guarding the Congquests of the

Great October Revolution,®” Morskoi Sbornik (October 1967), and “"Navies

as Peacetine Instruments of the Aggressive Policy of [mperialists 3

States,” Morskai Sbornik (Decemder 1972). 3
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Soviet Airborne Forces

Lieutenant Colonel David M. Glantz, The Soviet Airborne

K Experience, Coabat Studies Institute Research Survev No. 4, is
invaluable as a backqground study on the developmert of Soviet airporne

theory and practice bdefore and since the Great Patriotic War,

ﬁ | 1941-194S, The bibliography contains a wealth af literature
I pertaining to Soviet airborne warfare. Colonel General D.

Sukharukav, "Conclusions froa tha2 Exparianczz of RAird2raz LzaZi733 1n
i Warld War [I" from Voyenno-Istoricheskiy lhurnal (July 1991) 13 a
b sharter work. The author derives tnteresting lessaons from nosz .¢ the
)

airborne operations in World War II. Peter Borgart, "The Soviet

Transpart Air Force,” International Defense Review (June 19739), gives

9 a good account of Soviet Military Transport Aviation
;' (Voyenno-Transportnaya Aviatsiya -- VTA) assets and capabilities, even
‘; though the work may be somewhat dated. Soviet Military Transoort
" Aviation (VTA) is treated as part of the Soviet Air Forces in Soviet

) Military Power 1985, which provides a useful introduction for the

N qeneral reader, Weapons of the Soviet airborne troops are cansidarad

in David C. [Isby, Weapons and Tactics of the Soviet Armyv: lan V.

E .Hoqg, (ed.), Jane's Infantry Weapons 19835-19846; Christopher F. Foss,
; (ed.), Jane's Armour and Artillery 198S5-1984. Kenneth Allard, "Soviet
: Airborne Forces and Preemptive Power Projection,” Parameters (December
; 19801, this well-researched article amplifies Thomas L. Schelling,
? Aras and Influence central theme of preemptive maneuver. Peter J,
: Boylan, “Power Projection, Risk and the Light Farce* 135 anather
b, 29
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interesting Military Review (May 1982) article, which underscores the

importance of having flexible and rapidly deployable forces within the

U.S. Aray,

Proxy Warfare

Soviet proxy warfare is discussed 1n Robert H, Kupperman and

William J. Taylor, Jr., (eds.), Strateqic Requirements faor the Aramy

I3
*a

..‘
[V ]

to the Year 2700 and Steshen T. Hosmer and Theomss W, w2 .

PERSAS

Paliecy and Practice taward Third Waorld Conflicts. [n these baoks,

Soviet proxy warfare 13 treatad as part of i1ts militar,; aidventurisa in

the Third World. In another excellent book, The Angolan War: A

Study in Soviet Policy in the Third World, Arthur J. ¥linghoffer

discusses Bboth the Soviet and Cuban roles in Angola and evaluates the
decisive change in Soviet foreign policy that, subsequently caused tne
U.S. to question the very nature of Soviet-American detante. Wtlltiam
E. Griffith, "The USSR in Political Perspective,” Parameters (June
1979}, an adaptation from an earlier presentation given at the U.S.
Aray War College, 18 duly critical about the lack of U.S. rasponse ta

Soviet use of oproxies 1n Angola and Ethiopia during the Carter

Adainistration,

MODERNIIING THE INFANTRY DIVISION (LIGHT)

Predictive Failures and Probleas in Military Technology

= 1

Barry J. Smernafé, “"The New Faces of Canflizt: Same
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Iaplications of the Military Innovation Process faor 1990-2000," in

John J. Mclntyre, (ed.) The Future of Conflict provides the reader

with a forecast of various technologically advanced systemas in the
1990s. Although the auther did not cover weapons rasearch ralavant to
the Infantry Division (Light), Smernaoff’'s article nighlights several
pitfalls in futures research., Examples of such predictive failures

can be found in Friedrich Engels, Herr Eugen Duhring’'s Revelution 1in

Science (Anti-Ouhring) and Arthur C. Clarke, Procfilas of the Futyre:

An _ lnguirvy into the Linits of the Pessitla2., Jaazs A, Tagnslia,

“Emerging Technalaogy for <Conventional Deterrence,’ international

Qefanse Review (May 1983), a highly crizical ana contnrsversial dut

important article, concentrates on the application of new technologies
in the future NATO battlefield., Besides presenting the case for using
these “energing technologies" 1in conventional weapons capable of
attacking the enemy’'s rear areas, Tegnelia also advocates the need for
aore aulti-national equipment developaent preograas, In “The

Operational Limits of Emerging Technology,” Internaticnal Defens2

Review (June 198S), Steven L. Canby, while recognizing tne potentials
of those technolagies highlighted by Tegnelia, cautions the reoader an

its operational feasibdbility,

Review 0f Equipment Requirements for the Infantry Division

An introductory study on the grganization and equipnent in the

In‘antry Division (Light) is CACDA's The Army of Excellence Final

Report: The Infantry Division, which examines the [nfansirv DJivisian

31

L T T O N AL L L

O N MR AR R

A O

SRR
LN "




-

*

-

- of o S Vo g e >

A e Vilind

o 0 W

- g

(Light) from a force design perspective., It provides this authar with
an  understanding of the rationale behind the design. A number of
excellent weapon and equipment requirement studies on the Infantry
Division (Light) have been amade in the last few years.\ 0f graatest

relevance to this thesis are: Edward N, Luttwak, An Historical

Analysis and Prajection ¢aor Aray 2000, Part Two: Analysis and

onclusions and Steven L. Canby, Classic Light I[nfantrv and New

Technolagvy. Luttwak wuses the discussian aon foreign armi2s’ 224ui12ament
in Part [ of nis study to recammand the equipm2nt requiraaznts for the
proposed light infantry., DBesides offering thne rationala f23r each
equipment selection, Luttwak provides an "optimua’ unit ergsntzatian
and aanpower strength, up to battalion level. To supplement Luttwak s
study, ¢the reader 1s directed to Norman L. Dodd., “Infantry Tactics

and Weapons in the British Army,” Asian Defence Review (Seotemder

1984), Luttwak appears to draw sost of his recoamendations from the

British Aray., Canby's Classic Light [nfantry and New Technololy 1s a

study produced under contract for the Deferse Advanced Research
Project Agency (DARPA) in December 1982, The purpose of the study 1s
to identify the areas where technology could enhance the perfarmance
of the 1light infantry. By using a scenaric with the aountain i1nfantry
in the largos Mountains, in dboth the cffense and defense, Landby spells
out the qualitative asaterial requiresents for the amcuntain infantry,
Canby then sums wup, in a somewhat simplistic manner, the other
requirements for the light infantry -- which he sets within the

context of urban and forest warfare. After i1dentiéving these
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qualitative wmaterial requireaents, Canby exhorts the U.S. scientific

and engineering communities to focus their research and development

efforts towards high-payoff improvements., In “The Infantry --

Thoughts on Weapons and Protaction,” NATO's Sixteen Nations (Dacember

1983-January 1984), Brigadier General Ernst Klaffus shows how thre=at,
terrain, and technical development could lead to certain typas aof
infantry weapons and equipament. Jack R. Tate, “The High Tachnology
Light Division," Aray RDY¥A (January-February 1983), Harry V. Martin,

“AtrLand Battle Tactics Oeaand High-Tech Eguipaanc,” U2t2n

YA AL

o
L
. abs

Review (Qctober 1933/, Timotny Hassell, "The Light Infaatry Division
eee A New Direction i1n Force Design,"” Armv_ RDYA (May-Jjune 1734,, F.
Cliftan Berry, Jra., “The U.S. Army's 9th Infantry Division,"

International Defeanse Review (September 1984) are mainly chronolagical

updates on the progress of the High Technalogy Light Division, The
researcher is referred to Ramon Laope:, "The U.S. Army 3 Future Light

Infantry Division -- A kKey Element of the RDF,* [nternational Defense

Review (February 1982) for an earlier overviewm 0of the equipment

requirements,

Current U.S. and Foreign Countries’ R&D Efforts on I[nfantrv-related

Equipment

Current U.S. R4D efforts are well discussesd 1n Eric C.
Ludvigsen, *Light Forces Reshaping Modernization Pragram,” Aray
{Qctober 1984) and 1n  “*U,S. Army Weaponry and Equigment 1n

M1d-1980s," Arav (Qctover 1983), Besid2s giving 3 discussion on

“
(8]
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advanced technologies and nascent programs, these two articles

catalogue major Aray weapon systeas, less actor vehicles, engineers
and logistics equipaent, and communications and electronic warfare
iteas. Raamon Lopez, “Where Does the U.S. Marine Corps Go from Hera?*

International Defense Review (July 198%) deals with equipaent

development in the Marine Corps. Basic sources for foreign cauntries’

R4D efforts can bde found in lan V, Hagg, (ed.), Jane's Infantry

Weapons 1985-1986 and Christopher F. Foss, (ed.), Jane's Armour and

Artillery 1965-173s. Both references ar2 us29 to csniirn tha w23san

and equipment <characteristics of U.S. and Soviet weipan systems

discussed elsewnere 1n the thesis,
SUMMARY

In an attempt to answer the various intermediate research
quesions, this chapter on the survey of literature has b;en structured
in a framework similar to the succeeding chapters. The books and
articles wused in this research effort are gqrouped under specific
sub~-headings primarily to assist the interssted reader with an
annatated Dbdibliagraphy in some selected tapics. The Fart Leavenwarth
Combined Arams Research Library (CARL) has the vast majority of the
resource aaterials outlined here, Certain gqovernament unclassified
docuaents can be obtained froa Force Design Directorate, U.S. Arnay

Combined Aras Coambat Devalopment Activity,
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{Novemger-December 1984): 2§.

Military Review (May 198S): 10.
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CHAPTER THREE

A QUESTION OF UTILITY

Forces without wutility - forces that posturs
to no effect, farces that demonstrably do not
deter effectively ar cannot be Barought ta bear
decisively on the ailitary need or threat at hand,
forces that do not offer a measured response to
the need - siamply do not deserve sustained
taxpayer ar professional support,!

fFred K. Mahaffev

INTROOUCTION

We live in an era of transition where canflict can be
sanifested in many ways. A failure to 1dentify the potential oprabdles
areas and prepare ahead of time in appropriate fashion may contribute
significantly to the potential seriousness of any conflict. The
actual process of identifying patential conflicts and problems 1s, of
course, not a sitaple task, Faor one reason, no one can confidently
predict the future in any but general teras. 14 dealing with the
present is already an extraordinarily complex and demanding task,

planning for the future is even aore so. And, complexity 18
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coapounded by a lack of accurate data -- past, present, and projected.

There is a growing interest in the study of future conflicts,
especially within the context and definition oaf a U.S. ailitary
stratogy.z William J. Taylor, Jr. believes that "this interest has
emerged from a broad range of developments such as the advancement and
diffusion of paowerful technologies; the anxieties with war, terrorisa,
and ... the growth of population coupled with the knowledge that
rasources are finite.*S Thase issues have createsd an awir2nzss of tha
need for a "macro” approcach toward prchblea salving. For d2fense
planners, it is necessary to gain insights into the future -- ngore as
an aid in making decisians. Decis:ions made today on major, costly
weapons systems require at least some critical informed 1nsights about
cbjectives angd the system's relative capabilities in the 1990s. This
is because ailitary research and development or procurement of these
items often involve lead times somewhere bDetween ten to fifteen years.
Robert H. Kupperman confirmed the importance of long-range prediction

in his report on Low Intensity Conflict:

(D]ecisions not <taken in the early-to-mid 1980s on Aray
doctrine and, aore especially, wedapons systeas will constrain
aission capabilities. By then it may be too late te
reconfigure the Aray’'s organization and training, or tailor
the needed technalogy for a non-NATO environaent.?

In predicting the futurs, the forecasting approach can bde used
to obtain these informed insights by delineating major contemporary
trends and the dynamics that underlay change., Since forecasting and
futures research theory are covered ascre extensivelvy n other

references, the Backgraund faor these thecries will not 5e regeateq
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here.S In general, forecasting studies fall into one of these

categories:

4. Studies undertaken to oprovide predictions about future

occurrences in a given field of inguiry within a given time span;

b. Studies undertaken to respond to possible cccurrences with
the intentian af cantrolling or directing general specific

developments in the future; and

c. Studies undertaken to project possible future develooments

SO as to assist in designing alternative solutions,

In the next three chapters, we will apply a combination of
these technigues (forecasting, long-range planning, and futures
research) to deteraine the equipeent requiresents for the U.S. Aray
Intantry Division (Light). Qur task, as depicted :n the linkage model
(see Figure 3-1), is to analyze contemparary strateqgic trends, which
identify the future threat and dangers, and to define the revised
missions for the light infantry forces. The linkage model 1s but one
way of relating the esquipment reguirements ¢or the light infantry
forces in the 1990s with the various intermediate research questions
[isted in Chapter One. Oespite the liaitations and methodological
imperfections of a forecasting approach, this author Dbelieves that it
will provide us with a valuable tool for foraulating reconmendations
that may shape the ocutcome of this thes:s. Adaittedly, 1t 1s only

with 1deas that one s able to study the future and opregict
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developaents. Thus, ¢this predictive use of ‘expert’ judgesent from

those publications listed in the bibliography is preferred.

This chapter will deal with the nature of the stratagi:
environaent in the 1990s and provide revised aissions for the Infantry
Division (Light). This author, in perfect accord with the late Maj)or
General John F, C. Fuller’'s epigram “"locking back 1s the surest way
of looking forward,” will wuse an historical-analytical approach ta
compare U.S. experience with light infantry aga:nst 3272 farz213n
countries. The real worth of wusing an histerical analvsis to
supplement the forecasting approach rasides i1n reviewlng the 3utnor 3
understanding of past lessons learned. Following this, the chapter
will discuss the most current literature ¢fi1ndings on Aray of
Excellence Infantry Division (Light}, and conclude with a summary of

the findings.
THE STRATEGIC AND TACTICAL ENVIRONMENTS

There is basic truth in Karl von Clausewit:z’'s dictum, 1n that:

War is a political instrument, a continuation of political
activity by ather means. The political objective is the goal,
war is the ameans of reaching it, and the aeans can never De
considered in isolation from this purpose. [t 1s, therefare,
clear that war should never be thought of as something -
autonomous but always as an instrument of policy.®

In 1ts simplest form, military strategy is ¢the vital link in

the <transformation of national security policy into the armed forces’

aN

assigned missions.’ At the macro-level, the role 1s to transforn the

total capabilities of a state 1nto instruments of opolicy. Yet, 1n

b 40
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whatever fora or level, military strategy must be defined and stated
with increased specificity at each level, starting at the very highest
and working down successively wuntil it is stated most explicitly in

the mission(s) assigned to a force.

In April 1983, Senator Saa Nunn (Dea.-GA), a ranking member of

the Senate Araed Services Committee, recognized the need to change the

s -

current U.S. wmilitary strategy -- a strategy that has focused on the

Cantar ¢3r

(113

decisive Europ2an battlefield. Ouring his address %2 Th
P, Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), Geargetaown \University,
Nunn argued for a balanced military strategy that woula allaw the U,.S.
? to aeet its global coamitment in the future, both in NATO-~Europe and

contingencies in Third World countries,®

Earlier CSIS research on the future of caonflict by William J.
4
4 Taylor, Jr., and Paul R, Ingholt indicated that the strateqic
[3

enviranmaent in the 1990s will be characterized by:9
N 4. Soviet strategic superiority;
6. Soviet detente with Western Europe;

€., A low probability of conventional war in Europe or between

E the USSR and the Peaople’'s Repubdlic of China in Asia;

a d. Increasing opportunities for Soviet political and military
3]

Q initiatives to destabilize other parts of the world:
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e, Endemic inter- and intrastate violence;
f. Widespread and often highly disruptive terrorist acts;

g. Continued reliance by the U.S. and its allies wupoan

international commerce for fuel and nonfuel resources: and

h. The growing possibility of nuclear weapons employment in i
regional conflicts by one or more nuclear powers or by a terrorist or -

criminal group.

The strategic environment outlined here by Tavlor ana Inghalt
is no maore than a opraojection of current social, ecanemic, ang
environaental trends of the world today, There will be occasions when g
U.S. ¢faorces are called upon to meet simultaneous threats of varying
magnitude in widely separated geographic and remote areas. At the
same time, changing conditions spell the need for a more respansive, §
lighter and aore specialized farces, as opposed to the large-unit 4
general -purpose forces utilitzed in the postwar era. This deduction

will be elaborated further in following sections.

WY g

SR

In auch the same vein as the (SIS study, The Global 2000

i

Report to the President: Entering the Twenty-First Century refers to

Vo o A A

stark realities and draws serious military implications.!? The report,
commissioned Dby President Jimay Carter in 1977, concludes that the
world environment in the year 2000 will be significantly different in
strategic, social, and technalogical aspects. One of the nmajor "

considerations which result fram the analysis of The Glapal 2900
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Report is that the population explosion projected for the less
developed countries (LDCs) preordains, in Lieutenant Colonel John G.
Wilcox's words, "a changing locus of conflict.*!! Growing
averpopulation, coupled with decreased productivity, mass
unesploysent, and increased urbanization will create severe regional
instabilities. In addition to likely internal wars, this
destabilization of the international order will offer opportunities
for the Saviet Union to increase its geostra*tegic ga:ns ia the Third
world. Unless the Soviets perceive a diract thra2at ts tnz2ir honeland
er vital interests, tneir use of oOroxtes will prodadlv persiss., In
response to these thraats to U.S. 1interests, Robert H. rupperman
believes that, . ves America will turn to a period of
“interventionisa’, supported by a public willingness to sacrifice +for
defense, to preserve agqressively U.S., vital interests abroad,* when
nocossary.‘z This could pose a serious challenge to the U.S. Aravy in
that the Aray has a poor understanding of and 1s oatherwise
ill-prepared to fight in a low-intensity conflict against Soviet
diresct intervention forces or Soviet-backed proxies; hence, the U.S.
needs to develop a ailitary strategy that could, besides deterring the
Warsaw Pact in NATO, neutralize low-intensity conflict or at least
ameliorate its adverse effects in the LDCs. If this trend persists,
Wilcox is caorrect in concluding that, “the battlefield (of the futurel
aay not be the plains of Europe but rather, the jungles, aountains, or
cities of some lesser developed countries.*!3 Missing in the

discussion of a viadble military strategy, until very recantly, 18 the

43

AP m i n st o




- ERCEE g et ol iy Laiardtr Al gl ot i S et Jliai liarh gkl davi S etk Sl 4 A AChat \ -

"y
g
o

]
)
critical question of conventicnal weaponry. The weapons of today and :ﬁ
those being designed for tomorrow may be inappropriate for tomorrow's o
l‘,l
wars. Just as tactical nuclear weapons were judged politically Q:
G
inappropriate in Vietnam, likewise sophisticated and highly lethal 25
conventional weapons, designed against the requirements of ey
]

conventional aechanized warfare in NATO battlefields, may also be il
politically inappropriate in the LOCs.ld - {3
Qn the tazt:ical leval, the naturz of the futur2 3s3%22'2f:12.2 l%
wil]l retain many of the characteristics that have baen evalving sinc2 z:
2y
Wwarld War [[:!3 =
"

F.
a. Most of the weapons on the battlefield such as tanks, is
B
artillery, and infantry weapans, will be i1mproved, but not essentially ;;
different, except to the extent that they are increasingly automated. if
P ¥

Even then, no single weapan system is expected to dominate the ;\
battlefield. N
.
b. Due to the lethality of weapons on both sides, there will }2

be an increased requirement to locate the enemvy and maonitor his i.
il

activities, The need ¢to ‘'look deep' and the tactical use of an N
)

‘information-processing’ center, where information from diverse
sources and sensors can be integrated, will be a necessity. Surgrise f%
158
and initial disruptien of these €31 elements will be the nmajor

=
factors. éE;
o

*
c. Prodblems with rapid augmentation, deplovment, and resupsly -
&é
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will resmain.

d, Tactical forces will still be looking for ways to deal

with nuclear escalation,

.. Well-trained soldiers with the ability to operate
effectively during high-intensity periods of conflict will continue to

be at a premiuna,

feo An 1nt2gration of many systams, arms, and s2rs1223 w1ll b2

required for success,

This brief discussion of the changing strateg:ic and tactical
enviranments in which the U.S. Army will fight 1n during the 1990s,
provides only a glimpse of scme of the considerations which must be
taken into account when we attempt ¢to restructure the U.S. armed
forces to meet its revised missions. The key paint here is that the
warld is changing, and the supporting military strategy must keep pace
with the changes. From the perspective of military strategy and the
guidance it praovides, defense planners will be able to develop a
corresponding force structure and weaponry., Before we proczed with
the discussion on the utility of the light infantry division, 1t 1s
important that we have a clear understanding of the histaorical
employment of light infantry within the U.S. Army and tn same for-

eign araies,
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UNITED STATES EXPERIENCE WITH LIGHT INFANTRY

The U.S. Aray never really developed a sizeable light

Ei infantry of its own, despite the natural inclinations aof its wearly
inhabitants.!® In the Revolution, the bulk of the Continental Aray was
heavy infantry; only a few units qualified as light infa.utry. After
2 the Revolution, the Aray mcdelled itself after the British or French.

During the Civil War, no distinction could be observed between 1light

and line infantry, Altnough light forces g4ained acza2ptanc2 an tna

? frantier, where the shartcaming of regular trocps demonstrated tha
%

' need for light counterparts, the main Aray i1amirtated Zurap2an nilitary
‘i arganizations,

2

As with other armies, the infantry and armored divisions 1in
B the U.S. Aray bore the main burden of the land fighting 1n World War

I1. However, it was clear in 1942 that the U.S. Army must prepare

zl itself for a variety of specialized operations, both operations under
'i extrese climatic conditions, as exemplified in Norway, Tunisia, Burma,
?. and the Pacific Islands, and operations by special means of assault,
) such as amphibious and airborne. The project to create such
;; specialized divisions led to u.S. experimentation with “"light
. divisions”, which had the structure of the standard trianqular
i infantry divisions, except with reduced troop strengths.17

2: In Brief, these experiments attempted to convert the standard
k infantry division 1nto seven specialized units: junqle., amountain,
¥ LY
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desert, airborne, amphibious, pack (alpine), and light truck

divisions, The ¢first three divisions -- jungle. mountain, angd desert
divisions were organi:zed to meet s3p2cific climatic and tarrain
gansiderations, ARirborne and amghibious divisions wer2 tasked <9
puploit certain operational situations with speed and surarise. Pack
talpine) and light truck divisions were designed ta aperate in cleose,

difficult, and untrafficable terrain,

One important reason why the early light divisions never
really caught on can be attributed to the desires of tne variQus
theater cammanders. It was a failure to meet the specific
requirements of field commanders that sopelled the eventual dcom for the
all-purpose light infantry divison.!8 In a classified radio message to
the War Departaent, General Dwight Eisenhawer thought the 1light
division aight have lisited usefulness in rugged mountainous terrain
like that of Tunisia.l? Colonel Frank Merrill, representing General
Joseph Stilwell's China-Burma-Inuia theater, thought the light
divisions to be valuable in jungles and aountains in underdeveloped
countries such as China.20 General Douglas MacArthur argued against
the proposed light divisions, claiming that the divisions were
deficient in logistics and +firepower far amployment i1n the Pacific
[slands., The practice in the Southwest Pacific Area Cammand,
according to field commanders, was to insert a standard infantry
division and use it to the paint of exhaustion.2! Each theater
coamander, with his own set of wunique theater requirements, was

looking for a specialized theater division, not an all-purpose light

47




\: infantry division, They wanted these specialized light infantry
divisions in addition to their " allocated infantry and armored
divisions. They did not not want to convert or lose any of their

standard divisions.22

-~
-
-

)
;5 Subsequently, by the beginning of 1945, except for the
5

; airborne and pack (alpine) divisions, all the experiamental and
g

specialized divisions of 1942 had either disappeared or to a large

it

-~
-

extent lost their unique features. The air3arne gQivisions cama t3

approximate standard infantry divisions, except in the means 0y whicn
thay reached the scene of combat. Airbaorne divisians Degan lika the

light divisions as smaller parallels of standard divisions, But as

Gt IINEN P L DT

(ot

understrength farmations they had trouble sustaining comdbat and

-

consequently, developed in a direction opposite to that favored by

General Leslie McNair. Likewise, the pack (alpine) division remained

=

a.

) 4 specialized division, but with its strength increased to resemble
that of a standard division, Since 1943, the tendency was to have
;‘ only two wholly distinct types of divisions «- infantrv and armored,
;f With increasing demands for organic tanks in infantry divisians, and

for wmore infantry troops in armored divisions, even the distinction

£9
between these two types became less pronounced.

‘

;’

. After World War I[I, the U.S. Aramy underwent many ¢force
N structure changes in order to match prevailing strateqic policies,
I

E priorities, threat assessments, and operational doctrine, Some of the
% arganizatianal gesigns gither implemented Qr tested include:
i
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"Pentomic" division, Reorganization Objectives Aray Division (ROAD)
division, Triple Capability (TRICAP) division, air assault division,
Division Restructuring Study (DRS), and the High Technology Light
Division (subsequently changed to High Technology Motori:zed Division),
Several excellent texts have been written on the evolution of these

organizational designs.2S

From 1946 to 1960, the policy of massive retaliation dampened
tne davelooasnt of canventional forces. In particular lignt fcrces
suffered, even though the U.S. Army saw the need to buila ug 1ts
conventianal forces. The closest the U.S. came %o having light
infantry forces were its two airborne divisions. With nuclear parity
in the 1960s, aeassive retaliation was no longer a viable U.S. option
or threat to the Soviet Union, so long as direct confrontation over
vital U.S., interests could be avoided. To respond to Soviet-backed
“liberation wars", insurgency, terroriss through surrogate forces or
proxies, the U.S, - adopted a limited +flexible response strategy. This
gave rise to a rapid build-up of "unconventional® forces within the
Aray, with simultanecus retention of heavy force crientation towards

Europe. 24

After the Vietnan debacle in the wid-1970s, U.S. Aray
Training and Doctrine Command (TRADQC) began working on the "Aray 8&°
divisioans, While the Aray acknowledged that U.S. divisions amight be
deployed all around the globe in a variety of cambat, climate, and

terrain conditions, force developers insisted that the detense of
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Europe was the Army's aost difficult and primary task., All divisions
aust be structured with the reinforcement of NATO in aind.25 This
focus on the naxt European war has tended to create a force structure
without appropriate strategic mobility ¢to intervene in Third World
contingencies. To resolve this dileama af simultaneous responsibility
for deterring and fighting small wars in remote areas of the world,
while also participating ‘in the deterrence and perhaps actual waging
of larga-scale war in NATC-Eurgpa, Pro2cident Jimay Cartar creoatad ths
Rapid Deplayment Joint Task Farce (RDJTF) 1n 1780. Feor tne Aray,
thase wunits designated for the RDJTF came +from tne 8IZnd Airdorne
Division, the 10lst Airborne Division (Air Assault), the 24tn Infantry
Division (Mechanized), the &th Air Coabat Cavalry Brigade, and
assorted Ranger, Special Forces, and headquarters units, In an

excellent account, History of the United States Army, Russell F,

Weigley provides some of the reasons wny the RDIFT was a failure from
the start,. 26 Froa trial-and-error experimentation with rapid
deployable force, Armay leaders, in particular General Edward C,
Meyer, then Army Chief of Staff (CSA), recognized the need far lighter
and more deployable divisions, somewhere Dbetween the heavy divisions
and the airborne and air assault divisions, which could respond to
global cantingencies and reinfaorce NATO. Meyer felt that the salution
to developing this fighting force and implementing the new AirLand
Battle doctrine could be found through the use of technology. In
attempting to meet the CSA's design quidelines, TRADOC developed

several divisiomal designs, including a 12,000-man division, but did
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not succeed in gaining approval.27 During this period, the 9th

Infantry Division, one of the four infantry divisions in the active

Aray, was given a mission to develop a High Technology Light Division :{
;

(HTLD). The purpose of the test bed was ta find and evaluats botn {E
current technology and innovative concepts in an attempt to design a -

divisian that could meet the CSA’'s guidelines. But given the state of f{

current technology and the clearly dual missions desired of Infantry g_

Division 85 and HTLD, TRADAC found it almast impassible %o desian such v;

a light deployable divisien. ;

:

In sumaary, U.S. experience in designing light infantry o

division type forces prior to Army of Excellence (AQE), except for the :%

airborne and air assault divisions, remains somewhat limited. f

Adaittedly, although the need for a light infantry division may have é?

been recognized, it did not received any resource priority. Although %

tactical doctrines and technology changed divisional designs several '§

times, the Aray’'s basic force structure philosophy hardly changed. In R

the executive summary of Classic Light I[nfantry and New Technoloay, gt

Steven L. Canby sums up the characteristics of U.S., light i1nfantry: 2 S:

g

a. An  all-purpaose infantry deemed suitable for world-wide "

generalized deployaent; f}

2

b. Regular infantry made light, by simply reducing the _

vehicular scales and lighter artillery for greater strateqic mobility; iﬁ

3

c. Organized, and equipped for positional set-piece combat, 53
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though requiring augmentation for sustained coambat.

Moreover, the U.S. force structure since World War II, has
always inclined toward the NATQO battlefield, resulting 1n evolved
divisional designs and force structure clearly wunsuitable for rapid
deployment to other parts of the world. The recent shift in U.S.
econoaic interests, its global comaitments, the ¢threat ang its
cantinual use of oproxies in the Third World have substantially

acceleratad the n2ed ta restructure the U.S. armazd forzes.

FOREIGN ARMIES' EXPERIENCES WITH LIGHT [NFANTRY

Major Richard R. Babbitt, in his M.M.A.S. Thesis, “The Lignt

Infantry Division -- How Many Are Needed?" provides several reasons
why foreign araies’ experiences with light infantry farces far exceed

the U.S. experience. The reasons listed by Sabbitt include:29?
a. Resource constraints;
b. Lack of overseas or extra-continental commitments;
¢. Defensible borders comprised of compartaentalized terrain;
d. Organization and equipment;
e, Tactics; and
f. Training.

By using the distinction between “classic light nfantry” and

S2

A A P R S R PG Ve T o0 T e T R R SN LOTRICTEORER



PR

- -

‘wa
MOCHIN SN,

“light infantry American-style”, Canby explains why most foreign light
infantry division type ¢forces are brigade equivalent in size, highly
elite, context-specific, and unburdened by any overseas constraint.
By situating his scenario in the lagros Mountains against Soviet
forces, Canby argues that classic light infantry, where the tactics
are infiltration in the attack, and ambush and counterattack in the
defense, are oore suitable than light infantry U.S.-style. In this
regjard, his argument far a context-specific infantry forza 13 1n
disagreement with Edward N. Luttwak's racommendation f3r a cantaut-

adaptable farce, 3V

In the absence of any coherent overview, two 1aportant
references which described the employment of light infantry forces oy

foreign armies are: Edward N. Luttwak, An Historical Analysis and

Projection for Aray 2000, and John English, On Infantry. While the

scope and purpose of these works differ consideradly, each provides an
excellent historical assesssent and convinging argument for the
continued need for and utility of light infantry by faoreign powers and

the United States.

Luttwak in An Historical Analyvysis and Prajection ¢far Aray

2000 provides a series of eighteen separate research papgers on
historical and contemporary “dissimilar" forces: expeditionary,
airdorne, light infantry, mountain, special-purpose divisions and
lesser foramations, Using these papers as a starting point, Luttwak

derives a series of general conclusions for universal dgplication to
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all forces. Although the conclusions are not new, they reaffirm the
scenarios in which light forces or heavy forces are best utilized,
While recaogniting that there are situations in which both farces could
be utilized, Luttwak emphasizes on the the two extremes which call for
one or the other, but not bath types aof forces. After establishing
the wutility of 1light infantry, Luttwak then describes the need for
U.S. Llight infantry by projecting his infantry utility arguments into

areas of U.S. intarest and cancarn. Tha canclusiens felicwi-}

a. Although the heavy diviston will cantinye %0 23minata the
high-intensity Dbattlefield on the European continent, ther2 15
significant scope for complementary light infantry forces 1f they are

praperly trained and employed. Their tactical missions would incluge:

(1) Defend higher-density, higher-profile and "harder”

urbanized terrain/dense forest against enemy forces;

(2) Attack enemy heavy farces in Hhigher-density,
higher-profile or “harder” ur: 12ed localities/dense forest areas by

infiltration; andg

(3) Conduct “crass-frontal" corridor (farmed by
contiguous farests/woads and urbanized areas) offensive and defensive

aperations,

b. The heavy division is wunsuitable for long-range raoid

depioyment By air, warfare 1n extremes of untrafficability, warftare 1n




extreaes of terrain coapartmentalization, and low-intensity warfare in

all circumstances.

& C. Heavy division suitability decreases as trafficability and
143 force density decrease and/or as compartaentalization or theater

spatial extent increase.

d. Heavy division could be outperfaormed bv light i1nfantry
t ) forces in urban warfare, warfare in “medium" mountains and heavily

#00ded areas, and in 2:peditionary warfare in larg2 th22%2rs witn /2~y

rj low force densitires, '

4

f From this list of tactical/operational raies for wnich tne
E heavy farces iare either totally wunsuitable or very definitely
A sub-optimal, Luttwak extracts those which require fully~-dedicated
; light forces. Based on foreign araies’ experiences with light forces,
g Luttwak concludes on the type of light infantry the U.S, Arav needs,
g,. how it shauld be employed at the tactical through the strategic level,
b and finally how it should be recruited and trained, Luttwak's
’ recommendations are sumearised below:s?

!

" 4. Ta dbe strategically versatile, the light infantry snould
.3 be cantext-adaptadle as opposed to context-specific. This lack of
" terrain specialization andg/gr theater-strateqic speciralizatiaon can be
- caompensated Dby careful opersonnel selection and prolonged 1ni1tial
ﬁ' training. Although the 1light infantry does not require elite-type
j% soldiers, it may De necessary to train and regard them as quasi-elite
y SS
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saldiers to achieve the goal of contcxt-adaptability.33

b. A light infantry branch should be formed. It would
include what are commonly referred to as special operations, light
infantry, airborne forces, and air assault forces. The opresent
sechanjzed infantry should be absorbed into the armor or heavy force

structure.

Although Luttwak did not analyze the recently c¢reated Franch
“Farca g Actian Rapide" \FAR), Calanel Jann A, Earry cravidza an
excellent introduction in his Report No. 0!-84 French Li3ht 7Torzes ta
TRADGC.S% [n this report, he exglains the differanc2s 12 $f3rz2 3esi13n
between FAR and the U.S. Army Light Forces 1n terms of i1ntenged
eaployaent and resource levels. Even then, thera are many
similarities in the mitlitary reaquirements and common proplenms. In
creating this rapidly deployable force, the French built the FAR upon
experiences acquired over many years, Onumerous overseas operations,
close familiarity with the European and African terrains, and repeated
tradeocffs due to resource constraints. The FAR consi3ts of five
different divisions: airborne, marine, alpine, light aragr, and
airmobile. As a strategic asset, the esployment of FAR pravides the
French national command autharity with a responsive ailitary gotian,
well below the nuclear threshold. In addition, it provides tne needed
tine for France's wmain battle forces to be deploved to their
gperational areas. Although FAR was created oprimarily to execute

France's foreign palicy goals in Africa and Middle East, tne li3nt
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armor and airmobile divisions will increase France's deployment
flexibility, even in Central Europe. An important aspect of FAR,
dccording to Berry is that the FAR is not designed “to win' in all its
engagements because FAR's main mission is to deter a potential enemy
and should deterrence fails, the FAR is to delay the enemy and provide
time for both sides to reflect on the crucial decision of escalating
the conflict. This amay be the main reason why the arganizational
concepts, employment plans and missions assigned to FAR are different

ifonn that of tha U,S, A(:ﬂ\/ Inr‘antry vaisxan (nght).

In another significant contribution, On Infantrv, Lioutanan:
Colonel (then Major) Jonn English, draws his conclusions ¢fram tne
developaent of the infantry combat arm from 1846 to the present. He
discusses in some depth the infantry tactical revolution during World
War [ and the role played by the infantry &rm in German bljit:zkrieg
operations, other facets of World War [I, Karea, and the Arab-Israel:
wars, Even though he does nat differentiate between mechanized,
motarized, specialiced, or light infantry, he concludes that:
(Clonventional infantry has played a more significant rala
in the twentieth century warfare than has hitherto generally
been realized and that foot soldiers will likely__continue to
occupy an iapartant place in any fyture conflict.>
Regardless of terrain, threat, or technological advances, the
military planner should assign amissions to infantry that zaoitalize an
“the twin pillars of i1nfantry strength* -~ the infantryman's tecnnical

capability and tactical prouoss.35 One historical example English uses

to elaborate his canclusion is the Russo-Finnish War of 1939-1940,
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Althaough the Finns were

finally

budgeoned 1nto submission 1n February
1940, sainly by mass and the use of modern equipment, Finnish light
infantry praoved that when properly employed in close, difficult, and
inhospirtadla ta2rrain, the light infantry does have utili%ty 1n an
economy of force capactity and can fight heavier forces %3 a standstill
for an extended perioa of time with minimal sustainment andsor .

reinforcament, 3’

Aczarding ta Sa3la

Ne th2 heayy ralianceg on t2Innzl2g/ 8., tha
Westarn opowers since Warld War Il may have resultes 1n 3 3r333
ungarestimation of the 1nfantryman’'s role on  the nogern datoiacials,
He believes that “"the traditicnal infantry fighting swxills apoliedq
with cunning and flexibility will sti]l]l be applicable 1n the neuxt
(canflict]."38 [n this regard, his conclusions ar2 ver, similar ta

Samuel L. A, Marshall’'s views 1n Men Against Fire: The Problem of

Battle Command 1n Future War":

War 1is always an eaquatiaon of men and machines. Efficiency
comes of a proper balancing of the equation ... there are
limits ¢to the wuses of the amachine 1n war and that 1ts
effrciency as a saver of human lives 18 according ta the
efficiency, i1ntelligence, and courage of the relativelv raw
men who must take the final risks of uattle.‘?

Another distinguished writer, Kenneth C, Leuer, 1in 'The KirLana
Battle: 1984 to 2001 and Beyond,” shares the same view that, “...,the
infantryman will remain the keystone to a successful effgret -- far
battles are ultimately decided close-1n, where man struggles against
nan. 40 [n explicit terms, all these writers Dbelieve that a 2araperly

trained 1nfantryman 13, after all, the “best weapon" i1n the next
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conflict.

In sumeary, during the recent past, foreign armies’
experiences with light infantry forces are greater and more diverse
than the U.S. experience. Light forces have always existed in
countries that can 1i1ll-afford heavy forces or have little need for
heavy forces because of compartmentalization and terrain difficulties
in their areas of operation. Britain and France, two countries with
sinilar oproblems as U.S. -- a dominating NATO forz2 oriantation, 2
reluctance to maintain a large standing aramy, and aany stratajic
overseas interests, continue td maintain light expeditionarvy fgrces
for extra-continental missiaons. The Soviet Union, which also has
extensive global interests and commitoents, has partially resolved 1ts
strategically deployable force praoblem by using 1i1ts elite airbarne
troops and surrogate farces, Other countries, for example [srael and
West Germany, have increased their light infantry forces +for wuse in
special operations and as economy of force in conjunction with tneir

predominantly heavy forces,

THE ARMY OF EXCELLENCE INFANTRY DIVISION (LIGHT)

We have, in our review 0of the future strategic and tactical
environments, became aware that the threats to U.5, strateqic
interests are oplacing gqgreater strains on its limited resources and
that many of these ¢threats to U.S. interests lie not in NATQ-Europe
but in the Third World. Yet, much of the Army is trained and equipped

to fight & war against the Warsaw Pact and remains unsuitable for
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rapid deployaent to Third World contingencies. During the August 1983
R Aray Comamanders’ Conference, the Aray Chief of Staff (CSA), realizing
! that the Army must reorient its force structure to meet the challenges

of the changing environment, tasked TRADOC with a mission to 1mprave

iy the Army force structure. The resulting study, known as “The Arav of
{j Excellence” (AQE), outlined several ways to accomplish the CSA's
X

e guidelines, Since the description of the various AQOE 1nitiatives are

&) zovered extensively in apen literature, this auther wi:ll nat rasess

) thea hera.41 Instead we will focus our attention on the uztlity 9f the

i_ Intantry Division (Light), one of AQE’'s division-siz2 +force aqotiaizec

:. for rapid deployment for contingency missions,

!

' Until recently, many skeptics in the Army have resisted the
creation of light forces to respand to the challenges of low-intensaty

% conflict., Why the renewed emphasis on light forces? This author

3 believes that there are two factors which contributed to the increased
attention and development of the such light forces. s

3 The first factor is the need for a more creciblie conventignal

3 deterrent force for worldwide deployment. Lieutenant General William

f. R. Richardson, in a symposium on “The Employaent of Non-mechanised

:' Infantry” in Hamburg on 28 April 1980, expresses the genuine concern

:

i of the U.S. Aray for the capability to deploy 1ts reaction farces

$ worldwide.%3 General John A. Wickham, Jr., Chief of Armv Staf+,

W

? clearly has deterrence on his amind when he states in the White Paper

K 1994 that:

4 40
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Their (Light Divisionl rapid deployability will enable
thea to arrive in a crisis area Dbefore a conflict begins, By
demonstrating U.S. resolve and capability, they aay well
prevent the outbreak of war. This is particularly so where
low= to naid-intensity conflict threatens, then their presence
could decisively affect the autcone. And because of their
strategic mobility, these light infantry divisions will help
reassure our friends, and allies .- and deter our
adversaries.*4

Beyond deterrence, a second factor is the recognized need for
light forces to perforam tactical and operatianal econgmy of force
missians, Wickham baliaves that light infantry divisions can play 3n
tndirectly decisive ralea as economy af farce units at the tasiical and
operational level by freeing selected armorad or mechanized units for
decisive roles at tactical, operational, or even strategic leveis,*S
In supporting the CSA's view on the eamployment of light 1nfantry
forces in a mid- to high-intensity battlefield, Rodert B. Killebrew
in “NATQ, Oeterrence and Light Divisions”, reaffirms that the "key to
employment of light forces is the selection of appropriate terrain, 4
In an earlier article -- David H. Petrasus, “Light [Infantry 1n
Europe: Strategic Flexibility and COnvoniional Deterrence,"” arjues
for a Dbalance between heavy and light farces in Eurcoe.?7 In mis
assessaent of the wurban sprawl, terrain coapartmentali:zation, rear
battle, and weather within the Central Eurocpean theater, Petraeus
concludes that the light infantry division, coupled with their higher
state of training, could provide operational commanders greater
tactical flexibility in conducting MOUT and air assault operations as

compared against the mechanized infantry division. However, Petraeus

does not commit himself to determining whether light infantry
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divisions should be permanently stationed in Europe and thus be
context-specific. As with Killebrew, Petraeus states that 1light
infantry divisions have utility in Europe and other high-intensity
areas and should arrive in the pre-hostilities phase so as to allow
operaticnal commanders greater tactical flexibility and ecaoncamy of

faorce options.,

While 1in agreement with the perceived utility of light wunits
in Central Europ2, ULieut2nant Ge2neral! John R, Galvin rarsas tns i1ssusz
of the optimum si12e of such light units. 9 The difference betwszen tne
geal of the Whita Paper and the planned emplovment 2¢ (130t infantry
units by USAREUR commanders is aone of organizatiaon. During his talk
at the Infantry Commanders’ Conference at Fort Benning in March 1984,
Galvin begins his tactical discussions with the assumption that the
corps commander will have the authority to break a light infantry
division into sub-divisional units when it is deploved to Euroge. Tha
issue raised here is not whether the Aray needs light infantry, but on
how the 1light infantry wunits should be organiced for combat -- in
division or drigade. In an article on force structure design, James
M. Dubik and James J. Montano opropose that the brigade should
replace the division as the basic interchangeable part of the Aray
force structure. The authors argue that by forming a variety aof
separate brigades the Army could better tailor 1i1ts divisigons to

specific aissions and terrain, Clayton R. Newell, supports the wuse

of brigades and smaller units to augment heavy forces stationed 1in




Europe instead of committing light infantry divisions as integral

units, but cautions that, "it will destroy the unit's cohesiveness, " 49

As a follow-up to his previous study, An Historical Analysis

and Projection for Arav 2000, Edward N. Luttwak, besides explaining

how the light infantry division could enhance the National Command
Autharcity (NCA)'s strateqic deployaent gptions, incaorparates all the

above roles into the Strategic Utility of U.S. Light Divisions, A

Systematic Evaluation, a TRADOC-sponsored study. In this study,

Luttwak develoss four possible scenarios that could utiiizez lignt

infantry divisions., These missions incluge:s?

a. Defending in a mature theater, for example NATO, as either

a faorward-deployed or reinforcing division;

b. Fighting in desert or arid acuntainaous terrain such as

those found in Southwest Asia;

€. Executing peacetime contingencies such as intervention

(coup de aain), tnternational rescue, peacekeeping, anti-terrorisam; and

d. Canducting counterinsurgency operations, military
assistance, or advisory roles in low-intensity conflict ¢theaters such

as Central America.

Although many writers expressed reservations on the concept
and utility of light infantry divisions, this author chooses to list

anly their eain argunents below:S!
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4. The strategic versatility of the Infantry Division (Light)
a3y negate its operational capability. Simply stated, the problea
with the Infantry Division (Light) is that it may be both a specialty
farce inappropriate ta all but a narraw range of scenarios and an

all-purpose force that cannot respond to specific crises.

b. The Infantry Division (Light) is optimallvy designed for
aoperations at the lower end of the conflict spectrum, but there is ng
reison to assum2 that its us2 will or can be limited €3 cznfranting
lightly armed oapoonents, There are numerous si1tuations in #nizn this
may not be the case. The aprosing faorzss may well 122 neasily aramesd
with sophisticated weapans. The Infantry Division (Light), armed with
light infantry weapons, antitank weapaons, mortars, 10Smm light gquns,
liaited 155am M198 howitzers, 20ma PIVADS and STINGER antiaircratét
missiles, may not be able hold off the eneay, protect 1ts lodgement

area, or its resupply points,

c. Rapid intervention forces such as the Infantry Division
(Light) must be designed to operate in varied combat sttuations.
Besides firepower, the +force must have sufficrent tactical modility,
sustainahiiity and survivability. The Infantry Division (Light) 13

found lacking in all these aspects.
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SUMMARY

A recapitulation of the wmajor findings from the literature

survey in this chapter follows:

2., Strateqic and tactical environaents. General conclusians
fraa earlier research intc the nature of future conflicts 1ndicate

that:

(1) Tha2 nuclaar and conventignal! balanc2 1n Surcoe 13
ralatively stable, 1inplying that a general war 1n NATO-Euraps 13
highly 1mprobable and that the opropbability of dir2zt U.3,-US3K

canfrontatian elsewhere 13 low.,

(2) In the Third World, by contrast, the orobability
of conflict is high, although such conflict would be mid- or low-

intensity in character,

(3) So far the U.S. has a poor understanding of and

is otherwise ill-prepared to deal with low-intensity conflict.

(4) Hence, the U.S. needs to develop a military
strateqy that could, besides deterring the Warsaw Pact in NATO-Euraope,
neutralize low-intensity conflict or at least ameliorate its agverse

effect.

b. U.S., aexperience with light infantry. Historically the
U.S. Aray has somewhat limited experience in designing and employing

light infantrv division-type forces, The earlier lignt ainfantry
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forces have the following characteristics:

{1) An all-purpose infantry deemed suitable for world-

wide generalized deployment;

{2) Reqular infantry made light, by siaply regucing
vehicular assets and equipping it with lighter artillery for grester

strategic mobility; and

ut
[11]
')

]
(s ]
o
[11)
"
2]

(3) drganizag, and equioced faor cgasiticnal

coabat, though regutiring augmentation for systained camca:.

c. Foreign armies’ experiences with light infantrv, Fareign
armies’ experiences 1n the designing and employment of lignt infantry
forces far exceed that of the United States. Most foreign lignt
forces are wusually of brigade size, highly elite, context-specific,
and unburdened by overseas constraint, Besides its primarv role as an
interventionary ferce, light infantry 1s used 1in special ogerations
and as an economy of force in conjunction with heavier forces, The
infantryaan, in manv writers' view, is still the "best weapan' i1n the

next conflict.

d. The Army of Excellence Infantry Division Lignt), The
Infantry Divisian (Light) has wutility within the U.S. Arav  farce
structure. It was designed primarily as a conventional ageterrent
force, capabdle of waorldwide deployment, Although there 1s no argument

as to 1ts ability to perform tactical and operational ecanomv of force

b6
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aissions, there is disagreement as to its optimum size -- in
brigade-equivalent or division-size. In general, some of the missiaons

for the light forces include:

{{) Defending in a mature theater as either a forward-

deployed or reinforcing division;

(2) Fighting in close and compartmentalized terrain ar

low force density areas of aperation;

t3) Executing peacetime contingancies such as i1ntar-

vention (coup de main), international rescue, peacavesping., 4anti-

terrorisa; andg

(4) Conducting counterinsurgency operations, ailitary

assistance, or advisory roles in low-intensity theaters.

In conclusion, then, the main arguaents against the Infantry Division
(Light) center around its strategic versatility, 1its “lightn2ss" 1in
weaponry, the lack of tactical mability, sustainability, ang survivaoi-

lity.
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lL1eutenant General Fred K. Mahaffey, "Detarring Tnreats:
Landpower 1s Decisive Comdat Element,” Army, Decemger [984: 62.
When maaking this statement 1n the 1984 AUSA Annual Meeting, General
Mahaffey, then Deputy Chief of Staff ¢for Operations and Plans
(DCSQPS), believes that the 1lignt infantry divisions will have
strategic utility in today's world and would represent the princioal
response ta an increased U.S5. force balance and deployment flex101l1ty.

2in a series of seminars co-sponsored by the Assistant
Secretary af Defense for [nternatianal Security Affairs and the
National Defense University, a distinguished group of panelists laak
at the future of conflict, to the end af the century, ana expolore the
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10The Global 2000 Report to the President (Washington, DC:
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experimental “light divisions® is in Kent R, Greenfield, Robert R,
Palmer, and Bell [. Wiley, United States Army 1n World War II: The
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The Evolution of U.S. Army Tactical Doctrine, 1946-19746. It presents
the relationship between strategic policy and organizational design
without getting too involved with design details. In another
excellent work, Evolution of the U.S. Army Division: 1939-1968,
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27john L. Romjue, A Histary of Army 864, Volume [I: The
Development of the Light Division, The Corps, and Echelons Above Corps
(November 1979 to December 1980) (Fort Monroe, VA: Historical Office,
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S1The conclusions summarized here are found in Edward N.
Luttwak, An Historical Analysis and Projection for Army 2000, Part II:

20-22,

32;;;4,,: 33, 80. In recommending the formation of a light
infantry branch, Luttwak has restated a +force orientatian and force
gtructure which are not very different from other armies, for example
the British Army.

33This issue ot context-adaptability versus context-
specialization has been debated in the past by many distinguished
writers. William W, Kaufmann, FPlanning Conventional Forces,

1950-1980 (Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution, [982), William
W. Kaufmann presents the two sides of the issue very well. The
problem with the Infantry Division (Light), according to Olson, 1is
that it may be both a specialty force inappropriate to all but a
narrow range of scenarios and an all-purpose force that cannot respond

to specific situations. Olson, loc. cit.,: 6.

S4Colonel John A. Berry, TRADOC Report No. 01-84 French Light
Forces (Paris: TRADOC Liaison Office to French War College, 15 February
1984),

33)ohn A. English, On Infantry (New York, Praeger, 1981): 217,

361bid.,: 217.

38Lieutenant Colonel John A, English, “Thinking about
Infantry," Infantry 74 (November-December 1984): 23. English
summarizes his thoughts on the importance of 1nfantrymen with a
quotation by Shelford Bidwell: "The more complex the weapon systenm
the greater the mathematical probability, therefore, of wrecking it,
not by using a super counter-weapon, but by reverting to the use of a
few skilled raiders armed with nothing but rifle, grenade, and
explosive charge.’
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The Army of Excellence (Fart Leavenworth, KS: FDD, CACDA, | September
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" Division (Fort Leavenworth, KS: FDD, CACDA, | October 1984).
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427hese two factors have been the focal discussion points in all
the current documents and articles emanating from the Department of
Rrmy and open literature. However, in "Heavy-Light Forces: Assessing
the Challenge," Infantry <(January-February 1(985): 13-14, James B.
Motley presents four factors which account to the increased attention
on the lighkt forces: (1) One 1is the steady proliferation of U.S.
commitments throughout the Third World, which requires forces with
greater strategic and tactical utilitv; (2) A principal conclusion of
Robert H. Kupperman and William J. Taylor, Jr., (eds.) Strategic
Requirements for the Army for the Year 2000, that low-intensity

conflict -- psychological warfare, high technology terrorisam,
Soviet-supported revolutions, wurban guerrilla warfare, and more
conventional proxy wars -- will constitute the greatest challenge tao

the Army during the 1990s; (3) The success of the light forces in the
U.S. quasicommando actions in Grenada; (4) SECDEF’'s statement in his
FY 1985 Annual Report to the Congress that "the high priority we have
assigned to Special fQperations Forces revitalization reflects our
recognition that low-level conflict...will pose the threat we are most
likely to courter throughout the end of this century."

43Lieutenant General Wiiliam R. Richardson, “Light Infantry,"”
in the report on "The Employment of Non-mechanised Infantry," RUSI
{December 1980): 64-47.

44General John A, Wickham, Jr., White Paper 1984: Light
Infantry Divisions: 1. The White Paper is the official document

endorsing the ADE Infantry Division (Light) concept.
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46_jeutenant Colonel Robert B. Killebrew, "NATO, Deterrence and
Light Divisions," Military Review (May 1985): 10, To elaborate on
his statement, Killebrew quotes +from Lieutenant General Jahn R,
Galvin, "Heavy-Light Forces and the NATO Mission," [Infantry
(July-August 1984) and Robert Komer, "Is Conventional Defense of
Europe Feasible?” Naval War College Review (September-October 1982),
stating that the urban and forested areas (over 40%Z) in Germany are
ideal terrains for ‘straight leg’ infantry units.

47Captain David H. Petraeus, “Light Infantry in Europe:
Strategic Flexibility and Conventional Deterrence," Military Review
64 (December 1984): 35~385.

49Major James M., Dubik and Major James dJ. Montano, “"FM 100-5:
Conceptual Models and Force Design," Military Review (July 1984):
16-26, Lieutenant C(Colonel Clayton R. Newell, "Heavy-Light Forces:
Divisions or Brigades?" Infantry (January-February 1985): 12-13.

50Edward N. Luttwak, Strategic Utility of the U.S5. Light
Divisions, A Systematic Evaluation (TRADOC Contract Ne. DABT 60-84-C-
0099, { August 198%).

lThere are many articles which question the concept and utility
of the Infantry Division (Light). Wwilliam J. O0Olson, "Light Forces
Initiative," Military Review (June 19835), which this author refers to
extensively is an excellent article. See also Michael R. Gordon,
“The Charge of the Light Infantry =-- Army Plans Forces for Thirg World
Conflicts,” National Journal (19 May 1984); Edwin W. Besch, "Are Qur
Light Divisions Too Light?" Army (February 1985); Tony Velocci, "The
New Light Division: Will It Work?" National Defense (November 1984).
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE THREAT

To expect the Soviet leaders to restrain
themselves from exploiting circumstances they
canceive to be favorable is to misread histary.

Henry A. Kissinger
INTRODUCTION

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in December 1979, following
closely on the Soviet-Cuban intervention in Angola and Ethiopia,
coupled with the vast improvements in Soviet force oprojection
capabilities, wunderline the importance af resolving Third World
conginqencies for U.S. national npolicy and defense planning, Such
planning requires an understanding of Saviet opolicy and practice

toward Third World conflicts.

In an attempt to assess the threat to U.S. interests in the
1990s, this chapter will examine briefly the outcomes of past Soviet
involvement in Third World conflicts, extrapolate the trends to

include future Soviet behavior, illuminate the political-military
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conditions that encourage Soviet intervention, and explore some
possible means of force projection, namely, wusing its improved airlift

ﬁ; capability to transport the airborne forces and proxies,.

OUTCOME OF SOVIET INVOLVEMENT IN THIRD WORLD CONFLICTS

39

E‘ In the postwar era, U.S. foreign policy has often been
i, criticized for typecasting all Third World conflicts as directly
~ related to the central East-West ideological struggle. u.Ss.
€ policymakers are often not acquainted with the local causes, nuances,
K and dynamics of the specific conflicts, In contrast, the Soviet
tg leadership might well be accused of the first shortcoming, but never
i: of the second. One clear indication of the care taken by the Saviet
;; leadersh1p to understand the issues and the local balance of forces
P involved in each conflict was the fact that USSR did not back a losing
:'l side 1n most cases. Except for the catastrophic defeat of the Arabs
:? in June 1967,'the USSR has rarely baen caught supporting a client who
2 has been defeated. [t is difficult to suppose that this record of
% military success by Soviet-backed clients came about solely because of
- the USSR's mifitary power or the genius of its leadership. It would
& appear that the USSR has chosen the conflicts to becaome invalved in
f; with considerable care, deliberately avoiding defeat which would in
i- turn diminished Soviet prestige and influence -~- was probable. This
o would  suggest that USSR has devoted considerable research and
" intelligence-gathering resources to studying and comprehending the
ET dynamics of specific disputes.z
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B On the tactical level, the Soviet Union’'s successes in {ocal
3 conflicts must be attributed largely to its capacity to deliver arms
Ei rapidly and in the quantities necessary to fulfill the battlefield
i& requirements of its clients., Adroit use of air transport to transfer
z arms to clients who needed them quickly has also been a particularly
%r noteworthy aspect of Soviet aperatiaons. The role of Soviet advisers in

servicing and training was undoubtedly also a critical factar in the
canflicts. Another important contribution was the use of Cuban troops,
as shown in 1its victory over the MPLA in Angala and that of the

Ethiopia-Samalia War.3

On the strategic level, Soviet successes in the 19705 -~-

i & 5 G e »
£5% © FARFEN

) Angola, Ethiopia, Cambodia, and Afghanistan provided the USSR with
g
gpportunities for constructing military facilities 1in strategic

locations and opportunities far exerting political 1nfluence on

YV

neighboring countries. Regardless of what gains or setbacks the USSR
has experienced in other countries and regions, the simple fact of its

involvement in the Third World has contributed to a weakening of U.S.

a8 2 A M

g‘ influence there. Another strategic aspect of Saviet military
20 involvement in Third World conflicts concerns the 1implications of
§£ Soviet activities on the evolution of the postwar international order.
T? In the last forty years, the Soviet Union, with increasing capability

- and confidence, assumed the role of a challenging power within that
3 order. The USSR sought to erocde the preeminence of the U.S. within the

global system of nation states, persistently pursuing the goal of
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transforming the structure of international relations in its own
favor. The Third World has proved to be a promising venue for the
pursuit of this aim, and consequently many of the periodic crises that
troubled the U.S5.-USSR relationship following World War 1] were
centered in Asia, Africa, Middle East, or Central America. The USSR's
military activities in those regions, particularly its involvement in
local conflicts, constituted one of the more crucial aspects of its

overall challenge to the u.s.4

Bruce Porter, by studying closely the USSR's policy and
behavior in five conflicts -- Yemeni Civil War, Nigerian Civil War,
Yom Kippur War, Angolan Civil War, and the Ogaden War, concludes that
the general trend has been one of increasing flexibility of policy
combined with increasing magnitude of scale and latitude of military
aid rendered. Insofar as the internatienal order 1is defined by an
unwritten "set of rules" -- thresholds, precedents, spheres of
influence, lines demarcating acceptable and wunacceptable behavior,
trip-wires and the like -- the USSR’'s military activities in the fhird
World have been a series of incremental encroachments on those rules.
He further adds that a precedent, once set, has tended to become the
norm in future conflicts, Table 4-1 is used to illustrate this trend.
By advancing its interests incrementally and by carefully choasing the
places and times of its involvement in Third World conflicts, the
Soviet Union has substantially increased its latitude of action on the

world stage. What the USSR achieved in the Third World between 1973
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and 1980 would have been totally unacceptable to the U.S5. only a few

years earlier; two decades earlier it might have led to general war.o

In brief, the Soviet leadership has not only been ascending up
on an experience curve but also ascending up a zzniidance curve.

While retaining 1ts gquantitative superiority in manpower anz? ma<grial,

»

+

{ tne Soviet armad forces closed the ‘“gualitative” gap by making

! substantial improvements in its weaponry ana eaguipment, The .
combination of growing experience, increased confidence, and
capabilities has been the key to Soviet successes in most Third World

4 conflicts.,

1]

- FUTURE SOVIET INVOLVEMENT IN THE THIRD WORLD r

-l

Y, Having reviewed the outcomes of past Soviet 1involvement 1in

= Third World conflicts, we shall now proceed to extrapolate future h

3 Soviet involvement and begin by reviewing some of the trends that may

)

X account for increased activism and influence in the Third World. It

. is also important for wus not to exaggerate the Soviet Union’'s global

; ambitions nor view them with unwarranted alarm. After all, as much as

’

: the Soviet leaders may veil their actions behind an ideological cloak

A of legitimacy, potential constraints on greater Soviet activism do

‘ exist and are real.® In Saviet Policy and Practice toward Third World

N

J Conflicts, RAND researchers Stephen Hosmer and Thomas Wolfe outline

J the following trends which suggest increased Soviet involvement 1in the

. ;

) Third World:

E)
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a. Increased force projection capabilities. It is not
possible for a country ta conduct global diplomacy without the
ailitary capabilities necessary to project its power for considerable
5 distances beyond 1its borders. Although the Soviet Union had the
| largest standing army in Europe after World War II, its armed forces
2 though formidable, did not possess sufficient power projection

capability to allow the USSR to influence political and military

events in countries that were not contiquous or near 1its borders.
f Possession of nuclear weapons made the USSR a superpower, but 1ts
E limited power projection capability meant that, wunlike the U.S., it
{ was not a global power, Until the late 1960s and early 1970s, the
’i USSR was lacking in those forces suitable for versatile and rapid
g projection of power abroad. By the 1970s, however, nearly two decades
of massive investment in ‘“rapid deployable forces" began to yield
: results, It enabled the Soviet Union to begin acting as a truly
3? global power on the world stage. The USSR's growing power oprojection
g capability made it feasible to undertake massive involvements in the
L. Yom Kippur War, the Angolan Civil War, the 0Ogaden War, and its
)
?; invasiaon af Afghanistan. The Soviet achievement should not be
N underestimated, for the national resources necessary to maintain such
: 4 power projection capability are iamense. It requires larje stocks
: of surplus weapons for client states, a versatile out-of-area

blue-water navy that can function effectively in distant oceans,

‘w |

substantial sealift and airlift capability, foreign-based logistics

-

and support facilities from which to stage its operations, and

i
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thousands of well-trained troops and technical advisers who can be
sent abroad on short notice, if necessary. In this chapter we will
; however restrict our discussion of Soviet force projection

capabilities to its use of airborne troops and oproxies in local

conflicts, which this author believes would have a direct impact on
L) the wmission accomplishment of the Infantry Division (Light). The

£ discussion of Soviet blue-water navy can be found in many excellent

literatures.®

;? b. Changes in the correlation of forces. Significant
; improvements in Soviet force projection capabilities, together with
; changes in the strategic and theater wmilitary balances and the other
4 factars affecting the worldwide correlation of forces, represent
] trends that may alter Soviet risk perceptions and lead to more
0 assertive behavior in the Third World. The USSR believes that the
i overall correlation of forces is changing in its favor, and a major
: imponderable is whether the USSR will continue to believe and, more
e important, increasingly act on this assumption. The USSR’'s behaviour
% in certain past crises has been constrained by its perceptions of the
)]

4

prevailing U.S5.-USSR military balance and by the <concern that more

aggressive actions on the USSR's part might lead to an unwanted

>

confrontation with the U.S. However, one cannot be certain that

= Sl N

Soviet restraint and caution will prevail in the future, particularly

if the Soviets were to believe that changes in the strategic and

-

theater military balances to their advantage would serve to canstrain

¢

U.S. response options and provide ¢the Soviets an umbrella for more
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assertive actions in the Third World.?

c. Rising radicalism and persistent Third World
instabilities, The rising radicalism evident in various Third World

countries, althaough not necessarily created by the Soviets,

j constitutes a political trend the USSR can exploit to the U.S.
]
]
e disadvantage. The persistence of endemic political instabilities,
' ethnic and social conflicts, and grievous economic and population
", pressures in Third World countries, which we discussed in Chapter 3,
I
' alse serve to breed continued opportunities for Saoviet exploitation
¥
. and expansion,!?
o
E- Possible Patterns of Future Soviet Behavior
»
l'.,
’ Any discussion of future Soviet behavior is, 1in many aspects,
:‘ 2 speculative one. This 1is because the USSR's actions will be
¢ dependent upaon its calculations of the passible benefits and risks of
'l
* differing situations and by the nature of the opportunities it will
: confront. Following his analysis of the Ogaden War, Porter believes
<
that despite the risks involved, Soviet leaders would not "pass up in
the name of prudence" the opportunity presented by any conflict,!!
>, This may not be altogether true in all cases when we take into
X .
3 consideration Soviet determination to avoid any direct confrontation
with the U.S5, beyond the Soviet sphere of influence, One possibility
w which we are likely to assume is that the basic behavior patterns of

" the Saviet in the past will continue, much along well-established
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lines. In any future event, Soviet behavior may be expected to
exhibit the same elements of assertive opportunism combined with
# caution as before and to remain low profile, where possiblie. By
assuming that these past patterns would continue in the future, Hosmer
and Wolfe suggest the following circumstances in which the USSR would

¥ intervene:12

a. In response to a request from a local government or some

arguably legitimate (in Third World eyes) political entity;

£

f b. Perceptians that the risks of direct confrontation with
N the U.S. would be low because aof a lack of vital U.S. interests or
Q commitments, existing political constraints, or an absence of viable
:

N U.S. response options;

- c. Calculations that the USSR can hedge or tailor 1ts
} commitment and involvement so as to keep the initial risks low and
vﬂ controllable in situations where U.S. interests are engaged and the
J U.S. response is uncertain;

) d. The Soviets have had the . opportunity to conduct
. on-the-spot assessments of the local balance of ¢forces and prevailing
: battlefield situation and has determined that outside intervention has
: a good prospect of achieving immediate military objectives;

_‘0

%, e, The Soviets can keep its own direct combat role limited or
¥

: circumspect, in so doing reduce the risks of adverse reactions from
. Western and Third World countries and avoid creating a justification
5 84
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for possible counteraction by the U.S.; and

M f. The USSR has access to the necessary base and transit

h infrastructure to support its intervention logistically.

FORCE PROJECTION MEANS

;ﬂ In the past, the Soviet Union has been extremely cautious

B ' about employing its armed forces oqutside its own barders, or since

;, World War Il, outside the perimeter of Warsaw Pact countries, The 1
-E invasion of Afghanistan in 1979, marked the first time reqular Saviet

:? tactical formations were deployed and committed to combat outside a

b bloc country not assigned to their sphere of influence by the Yalta

i; and Potsdam agreements. In so doing, the Soviets have "unshackled the

b

restraint” and revealed a new capability to deploy large forces across
vast distances and within time spans previously thought

unattainable.!3 Drew mMiddleton, the military correspandent of The New

SAASAAAS

York Times, put the point succinctly:

The primary lesson for the United States and its
allies in the Soviet Union‘'s swift airborne movement into
Afghanistan is that the Russians have the ability to nmove
significant numbers of troops in a relatively short time into
situations they consider critical to their palicies.14

e A A A

: As with most Soviet postwar military developments, the truth
‘2 is that there has been no sudden expansion of Soviet airlift
K n,

: capabilities., Rather, progress in this area has been incremental,
i sustained, and largely unaccompanied by the usual attention which the
E Western media devote to Soviet military hardwares. Kenneth Allard
;) 85
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observes that, "most students of Soviet military affairs have

concentrated their attention in other areas when considering the
projection of power" rather than the developments of Soviet airlift
and airborne capabilities. The expansion of Soviet naval capabilities
under Admiral Sergei Gorshkov has monopalized most of this attention.
Airlift and airborne capabilities have gererally been treated as an

afterthought and are considered under "other interventionary forces,"13

Since 1979, these "other interventionary forces" have received
more attention from tnose strategic planners who have, in the past,
associated Soviet airbarne forces with conventional ground operations
and failed to comprehend its strategic-operational capability.
Despite the risks associated with such aperacions on the modern
battlefield, Soviet tactics continue ta emphasize the use of airborne
assaults, or desants, against both tactical and strategic objectives
in coordination with blitzkrieg attacks by large formations of regular
ground forces,. The division of Soviet airborne forces into airborne
and air assault wunits 1in 1974 reflects the primacy of these
conventional missions; however, the Soviets have also prepared the
airborne‘troaps to perform as an intervention force at a considerable
distance from USSR or Warsaw Pact territory. It 1s this capability of

the airborne troops -- the Vozdushno-Desantnyye Voyska aor YDV -- which

cause many Western analysts to revise their concepts of the nature,
quality, and extent of Soviet strategic-ocerational reach 17 the

1990s, 16

8é

LTSI S W T I MR AT AT AR LT ST AR DS
U D AR e Lot Ta Lo T, 125 ¥

[
‘ﬁ.




AD-R172 186 EOUIPP!NI THE INFANTRY DIVISION (LIGHT) IN THE 19905 272
) ARMY COMMAND AND GENERAL STAFF COLL FORT
LEﬁVENIIORTH KS S P GHEE @9 MAY 86

UNCLASSIFIED F/G 15/3

B -

m




AR S

Pedniy i
t
’
r

o

| fl. e R
. = & ki m“ |
: l = v ;
it g LR
g “g____'—" TR \
' | I25 .4 W16

e = s e e A

L\ )
R R R

R R S e ‘*;“‘
f
tnw ;nu‘n uli o T UL, .'l.(“ Tt s M\}&S‘\' 4"




In the following section we will briefly review the historical
development of Soviet airborne forces, how they are wused in
conjunction with the air transport capabilities for power projection,

and their weapons and equipment,

Py

Soviet Airborne Faorces

d
D
A<
) After World War 11, the Soviet Union maintained as many as ten
* airborne divisions as an adjunct to its increasingly mechanized arav.
f In The Soviet Airborne Experience, Lieutenant Colonel Davio M. Glant:
&
f attributes this auxiliary role to Stalin's skepticism of airborne
i
: operations.17 These airborne divisions cantinued to be limited 1in
‘ﬂ. . . . . .
") effectiveness by inadequate air transport capabxlitxes.19 According to
. P. Pavlenko:
Y (Airborne forces would bel landing 1in limited regions,
securing and holding objectives wuntil the arrival of main
: front force. Missions were thus passive. The depth of
W landings did not exceed 20 to 100 kilometers, and the length
. of independent combat action was camparatively short. Air
byt transport of that time, the IL-12 and IL-14 aircraft were able
to land only personnel with light weapons, including 82-am

» mortars.
g Consequently, the airborne units were capable of mounting only

battalion-sized tactical desants, called for by Soviet doctrine,
25 principally to achieve surprise and shock effect in attacks against
: engmy rear-area targets, but they were definitely 1ncapable of
L]

executing a major power projectian missian. Even at the tactical
. level, the 1likelihood +¢or these airborne units being used 1n actual
R
ﬁ airborne warfare would remain remote wuntil Stalin’'s doubts as to their
:
N effectiveness had faded and airborne forces had an efticient airbarne
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transport to the battlefield and had equipment to ensure survival in
battle. Saophisticated theory, elaboration of missions, and
organizational adjustments would develop in tandem with technological
changes -- changes that would soon occur and that would result 1n a

rejuvenation of airborne warfare theory and practice.zo

Several important factors merged in the mid-1950s to produce
this rejuvenation, Stalin s death 1n 1953 removed a major obstacle in
the path ta reform the airborne organtzatign, Anather tactor was ths
"recognition of nuclear weapons and the possibility of surprise
engendered by tniti1al wartime use of those weapons triggered by this
basic revision of military theory and reorqganization."Zl In this
context, airborne forces were, in V. Margelov's words, "...considered
a combat means able to exploit effectively and quickly the results ot
nuclear strikes and campletely destroy the enemy. Moreover, airbarne
torces could undertake new missions, such as destroying enemy nuclear

delivery means, bases, and warehguses for weapons,..."32

The year 1956 was marked by the introduction ot a new
transport aircraft, the Antonov-8 and the maiden +light of the
Antanov-12 CUB transport plane, similar to the U.S, C-130 HERCULES;
the AN-{2 CUB entered service three vyears later. [ts payload of 2v
tons and 1ts range of 1,400 kilometers gave the Soviet transport air
force for the first time a3 mid-range cargo aircraft, one which Qquickly
became the machine for transporting paratroops. fhe Saviets made

significant improvements 1n equipment development during the [7evs.
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The Soviets provided the airborne troops with more automatic weapons,
tactical transport vehicles, light armored vehicles (PT-76), 120mm
mortars and 122mm (M-30) howitzers to supplement the 82mm mortars,
self-propelled antitank gquns such as the ASU-57 and later the SU-85
(1962). Although the airborne units had improved firepower, their

mobility was limited in that opersonnel still advanced teo combat on

Nevertheless, thase new capabilities were clearly evident when
Saviet airborne forces spearheaded the invasion of Czechoslovakia 1in
1968, Although their landings were wunopposed, the airbarne forces
were credited with a well-executed operation, For Western wmilitary
analysts, the invasion of Czechoslovakia demonstrated ¢the USSR's
willingness to wuse its «civilian air transports for faorce prajection
purposes. In this instance, two Soviet divisions were ferried by

Aeraflot aircrafts to a single airfield in less than 18 hours,<4

By the early 19708, Soviet airborne forces had given a new
credibility to the previously nascent ability of the USSR to project

power. The transport air force, the Voyenno-Transportnaya Aviatsiva

or VTA, had increased its inventory of AN-12 CUB transports and was
beginning to acquire the latest in the Antaonov transport series, the
AN-22 COCK. A huge turbo-prop aircraft, the AN-22 COCK 1s a strateqic
transport with a payload of 80 tons and an unrefuelled range of more
than 4,200 «kilometers. This new Soviet airlift capability was

critical in assisting the rapid resupply of both Egvpt and Svria
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during the Yom Kippur War in Qctober 1973.

As a result of military policy changes in the early 1970s, the
airborne units received heavier weapons and increased manpower. In
qualitative terms, the combat capability was improved with the

introduction of the Boevaia Mashina Desantnaya or BMD, an amphibious

light tank specifically designed for the airborne mission.29 The BMD
resclves two nmajor problems of airborne employment: the limited
mobility of the airborne i1nfantry, once landed, and the vulnerability
of such troops ta larger, better-armed reaction force, Althaugh
armored vehicles such as the ASU-S7 had long been a part of the
airborne inventory, the BMD substantially increased the tactical
firepower and mobility of the Soviet airborne divisiaon. [t 1is
equipped with the SAGGER antitank missile launcher and a 73-am main
gun, and thus can engage armored targets at ranges of up to 3000
neters, The BMD also mounts two machine guns and can carry, in
addition to its five-man crew, up to six paratroopers, who are able to
engage targets through firing ports while the vehicle is an the move.
The BMD has a speed of at least 40 mph overland and & mph 1n water,
[ts effectiveness is not just a function of its speed and armament,
With a weight of just under nine tons combat-loaded, it can easilv be
airlifted in significant quantities by both medium and strategic air
transports. Other equipment improvements include the 140-mm multiple
rocket launcher, the BRDM reconnaissance vehicle, the ASU-83 assault

gun, new ATGMs, and new antiaircraft guns and missiles,<®
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MHeanwhile,

modernizatian program with the

transport aircratt.

with a payload of 49 tons, provided the Soviet

airlift capability.

the

The IL-76

continued
development

CANDID,

pace

[lyushin-76

with

four-engine et transpart

with a strategic

In 1979, the USSR undertook the development

another new transport plane,

the U.S. C-5SA GALAXY,

approximately 123 tans and a range of 3,400 kilometers.

to making possible rapid,

estimated

large-scale

capacity

shipments

the CONDOR, with a capacity comparable to

will

addition

distant

regions of the globe, the Soviet air transport force gives the USSR

credible instrument

fleet of roughly 250 IL-76 CANDID medium transport planes (excluding

the other 250 AN-12 CUBs)

with full combat

kilometers. The AN-22
ferry paratroops, and to even
from this VTA modernization
capability that can

missions.2’ A summary of VTA's airlift capabilities 1s shown below:

for

equipment
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airlift one airrborne division
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Aircraft CONDOR AN-22 IL-74 AN-12

Estinated Quantity 2 83 50 20
Max Payload ) 125 o s 20
Traop Capacity s s e o
Paratroop Capacity 270 175 125 o0
Range (kM) 3,400 4,200 4,600 1,200

Since 1976, the -emphasis on aircraft-delivered airborne
operations at the operational and tactical levels has diminished.
Glantz attributes this reductian in emphasis to "Soviet reluctance to
advertise such a clearly offensive weapon, (andl also to a growing
Soviet interest in helicopter-landed forces in both the operational
and tactical context."2 As heliborne assault forces were expanded in
the 1970s, the <classic airborne division underwent some force
structure changes. While retaining its triangular configuration
(three regiments, each with three battalions), the airborne division's
size has been reduced slightly. From a 1978-strength af 7,673 men,
the division has diminished to a present strength of about 6,500 men,
Nonetheless, the modern airborne division and its derivative -- the
air assault brigades -- pose a significantly greater threat than the
older <classic parachute division.>9 A summary of the weapon/equipment

as used in the 1982 Soviet Airborne Division is tabulated below. As
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Tl

with all Soviet equipment development, very little infarmation 13

available on i1ts future weapon systems.31

- tm eh B e e e e B9 SE e a6 T e AR m AP W S ER WP NS S mp 4v R M W e e AP A PR S v A e AR D Wy WD €5 M R S e W W e g " W e S m e e o

- . - <4 . D S Y WD WS et T n s A R 4 = e D W = WP R B ew WP M W m D S D e AP D G M WS M M e 4 e S e e o de e nd e e .

I. [ndividual Weapon 5.45mm AK-74 and AKS-74 Aszault Rifle
30mm AK-74 Assault Rifle with Grenade
Launcher (?)

- . . P . R an e e T R Gn WP R = wm A A G T e G G R G W R D WP e N WD N S S m P R m e e A e e . e e e WS e e

2. Infantry Support Weapon

a. Light Machine Gun S.45mm RPK-74 Light Hachine Gun
b. Grenade Launcher 30mm AGS-17 Auto Grenade Launcher
c. Mortar 82mm Automatic Mortar AM Vasilek

mounted in BMD(™
120mm M1943 Mortar

d. Antitank Weapon RPG-16 Light Antitank Weapan
RPG-16 Portable Rocket Launcher
AT-3/SAGGER Antitank Guided Missile
AT-5/SPANDREL Antitank Guided Missile

- . = n - D 4n = = R = AP A S S e A A S D W D R R TP W D b R R TS e e Ay e A S tm S P W e W e e fm we WA 4P W - as

a. Artillery 122am D-30 Howitzer
b. Multiple Rocket 122mm M19795 Rocket Launcher
Launcher

c. tocating Radar ARSOM-2P SMALL YAWN Countermortar

Radar
3, Air Defense SA-7/GRAIL Surface-to-Air Missile

SA-14/GRIPSTOCK Surfacz-to-mir
Missile

23mm IU-23 Antiaircraft Gun

. o v Y e D b S e R S D D e N D S TS e e WD T e D ey e e D G P D W MR R R M e G TR SO L M et m Y m  as am e M m e e = o ee e

S. Armored Personnel Carrier BMD Airborne Combat Vehicle
6. Tank Destroyer 85me ASU-85 Self-Propellied Antitank
Gun
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As mentioned previously, the development o+ the ©Soviet
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airborne forces as a strategic force has been an incremental process

since 1956, The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in [December 1979, :
spearheaded by the Soviet 105th Airborne Guards DRivision, was a "

by
fitting culmination to a decade of force modernization. When placed N

on alert during the Yom Kippur War, these airborne divisions rendered "

credible Brezhnev's implied threat to intervene wunilaterally in the

conflict; the event first illustrated the potential of these airborne
divisions for intervention in Third World conflicts.32 The invasion of
Afghanistan dramatically demonstrated their actual capability. I+
this trend persists, it can be extrapolated that airborne forces are g
likely to be a key component of any direct intervention by the Soviet ‘

Union in the future. 1In this light, the development of any required

L e Ry

operational «capability (ROC) far Infantry Division (Light) weapon

system should take into consideration the performance and limitations

AL A8

of Soviet airborne forces’' weapons.

ISR A

In this section, we have reviewed the development of the

Soviet airborne forces and their airlift oprojection capabilities.

e g

These airborne forces can perform a wide spectrum of tactical,

operational, and strategic missions in both nuclear and conventional
environments, Although the newly created air assault brigades have
undertaken its tactical missions, the airborne forces will continue to 4
perform operational missions in support of a theater offensive or
perform & variety of independent strateqic missions. [n addition, the

strategic airborne forces can be used as a political tool to “show the
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flag", demonstrate support for a government, or exhibit presence in a

reg1on.33 I established patterns persist, we can expect the Soviet

strategic airborne forces to be involved in the follaowing scenarios:<4

a. Actions to forestall the reorientation of regimes closely
associated with USSR, The Soviets appear anxious to hold on to the
gains they have so far secured in the Third World and to grevent
setbacks such as those 1n Somalia and Egypt. The invasion of
Afghanistan 1is an example of this scenario, in which the "Brezhnev
Doctrine" was invoked., Thus, in countries where external communist
forces are already present, the airborne forces may be employed in
order either to protect a favored government from being overthrown by
internal rivals or to assist in deposing a regime attempting to move

out of the Soviet orbit.

b. Protection of client states threatened with catastrophic
defeat. The Soviet leaders will be most inclined to threaten or to
render direct combat assistance to important Third World clients in
conflict situations of dire necessity -- namely when the client faces

destruction of its military forces.

In the conclusion of the "Soviet Airborne Experience", Glant:
predicted in 1984 that "[the] seventies and eighties have seen Soviet
airborne forces mature into what the visionaries of the 1930s
anticipated they could become, namely, a +tull-fledged vertical
dimension of deep battle".33 However, the 1990s wi1ll see the final

metamorphosis of the Soviet airborne forces into a more farmidable
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instrument of Soviet foreign policy. They are already a credible,

diverse, and survivable force whose capabilities add yet another facet
to the Soviet force projection <capability, so necessary in the future
strategic environment. Evolving technology and continued
experitmentation with the airborne organizational structure have
enabled Soviet military theorists and practitioners to realize the
strategic-operational potentials of airborne forces and to overcome

problems that plagued ather airborne forces.d6
U.S. Response to Soviet Airborne Farces

In attempting to preclude a potential U,5.-USSR direct
confrontation which could lead to a nuclear exchange or general war,
Allard advocates the adoption of a strategy af greemptive power
projection, a strategy reminiscent of Nathan Bedford Farrest’'s axiom
about "getting there firstest with the mostest.” This author agrees
with Allard’'s view that arriving at the disputed area "first" is the
more important half of the axiom, since the objective 1s tp force the
other power either to retreat entirely or to choose a face-to-face
tactical engagement that carries a risk of escalation. The kev

requirement 1n such a strategy is to project a gredible combat force

into a disputed area with sufficient speed and surprise to present the
Soviets with a fait accompli. The strategic aims of this form of
power oprojection are not limited to military seizure of a key city or
geagraphic feature. A swiftly executed preemptive deployment would

have a "paralytic effect" on the Soviet decisionmaking apparatus. In
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supporting this "speed-of-insertion" strategy, Peter Bovlan added that
“the credibility of the force must be closely tied to the adversary s
perception of political will and not necessarily to a mere military
capability." Admittedly, it is possible that the deployed force would
be militarily defeated, but the risk of escalating the conflict would

be high.37
Proxy Warfare

In the next two decades, it is highly unlikely that the u.S$.
and the USSR will be involved in a general war or nuclear exchange.
Nevertheless, the two superpowers will continue to contest for
supremacy 1n the international arena, It is predicted, as 1n Chapter
3, that the most violent confrontation between the U.S5. and USSR could
take place in the less developed countries of Central America, Middle
East, Asia, and Africa, The likelihood of limited war 1n these areas
1s much greater than in Central Europe, and the challenges to U.S.
security interests will be far less clear-cut than a direct Soviet

attack on NATO,38

The late 1970s witnessed a watershed in Soviet foreign policy.
Under the wumbrella of the strategic nuclear parity, and embaidened by
"the paralysis of imperial will" in post-Vietnam War U.5., the USSK
accelerated the projection of military forces beyond its traditional
sphere of influence 1in Eastern Europe. William E. Griffith, in his

oresentation at the U.S. Army War College on 19 QOctober (978,
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cautioned that “this lack of response [(by the United Statesl ...

inevitably leads the Soviet leadership to feel that they can run

I3

; somewhat more risks elsewhere."3Y This was evident in Angola in 1975,
s

: Ethiopia in 1977, and culminated in the 1979 invasion and occupation
R

o of Afghanistan., To intervene in Central America, the Middle East,
; Asia and Africa, the Soviet Union has come to rely heavily on the use
el

A gl

W of proxies, Coupled with its increased military capabilities, the use
g of proxies by the Saviet Unian makes it even more threatening to the
3 U.S. and other free world nations. The wuse of oproxies alliows the
f: USSR to make incremental gains 1in Third World countries while
\.
;' maintaining detente with Western Europe. [t also lessens the risks to
f the Soviet Union of a concerted Western respaonse 1n non-NATO areas.
~

j Walter Lagueur considers this use of proxies as "the most i1nteresting,

' innovative, and on the whole, the most effective technique" the
N Soviets have employed i1n the Third World.%?

W
N
William Tavior and James Townsend in “Soviet Proxy Warfare,”

ol
F) summarize some of the ways in which proxies serve Saoviet interests: 4!

“

N

. a. Proxy military forces;

<

) b, Countries from which Soviet will wuse to oproject 1ts
"

P military paower;

»
N

¢

€. Satellite intelligence services operating in both developed

d

' and less developed countries;
f d. Conduits for covert military assistance: and

“ 98

N

-

-

43
%

""-',:'.'l;";{\."-;r‘-,\'.‘fﬁ. n’ﬁ'l‘;.' "ot P -,-‘;(" .n-:,~‘l‘\',$”~'.' e -.;)‘:'.":-‘;_-\-'. - -:f\-i' -'..'_‘:‘.\.'_.:‘.: .\- “-_ .“' .'.‘.‘.'- A SO S




e. Training grounds for terrorism,

Besides advancing Soviet interests at less cost and risk as
compared to any direct Soviet armed intervention, the use of proxies
allows the Soviet Union to project its power without risking the
defeat of Soviet military forces. In economic and political ternms,
the use of proxy forces is relatively inexpensive., Proxies located at
great distances from their patron can operate more efficiently than
Soviet forces, which would have to maintain a logistical link with the
Soviet Union, At the same time, the use of proxies allows for a
face-saving retreat should circumstances arouse a forceful U.S.

response or direct caonfrontation.
U.S5. Response to a Soviet-backed Proxy Intervention

Although the threat of Sgviet-backed praoxy intervention to
u.S. vital and important interests 1is clear, ther2 1s no facile
formula for a U.S., response. Each case should be handled on its own
merits and within its regional context. General Fred K. Mahaffey 1s
correct in saying that "much of (U.S.] current conventiaonal infantry
forces is ill-suited” and poorly equipped to deal with low-level
security threats in peripheral areas.42 Since the 1970s, U.S.
military forces have been gtructured, armed and trained for a war af
attrition on the central European plains, not for unconventional wars
in jungles of Central America or deserts in the Middle East, Emerging

technologies are not applied ¢for wuse in the development of weapon
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systems for low intensity conflicts, [t is thus difficult for the
U.S. to cope with a Soviet global strateqy that uses proxies as a
f means of tactical maneuver. The creation of the light infantry forces

is only one small step in addressing the problenm.

k One important lessaon of the Vietnam War is that the American
public is wunwilling to intervene in another Third World conflict in
pursuit of goals that are either unclear or not widely accepted. The
i U.S. mentality tends to regard war and peace as a stark dichotomy ang

) tends to think of war in total, all-or-nothing ternms. I+ the Soviet

N proxy threat does not pose a clear, direct aanger to the U.S.
j homeland or to close allies, it does not evoke a strong response fraonm
[
S the U.S. public opinion.
. In brief, Taylor and Townsend identify accurate political
% intelligence and forecast as the oprerequisite for any effective
:
%!
: response to proxy intervention. They further divide possible U.S.
Z, responses into three categories: deterrence, preemption., and
Q
L reaction. %3
i
Y
)
a. Deterrence. By making clear its commitment to retaliate
: it USSR directs or permits proxy intervention, the U.S. can change
« Y
L]
" Soviet risk perception and decrease the likelihood of a proxy
conflict, These assurances, however, cannot be idle threats; the U.S.
»
§ must back up its military commitments with the requisite capabilities.
The "Carter Doctrine" to defend the Persian Gulf from any Soviet
W
o
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incursion, even if it meant sending U.S. forces to the region, was

weakened because the hastily-formed RDJTF lacked the capabilities to
carry out the threat of caonventional force retaliation i1n an area so

far from home and so near the Soviet Union.

b. Preemption, When given sufficient warning time, the U.S.
has a number of ways to preempt an imminent proxy operation.
Preemption may be conducted in the state where U.S. interests are
threatened or in the proxy state itself or 1in the geographic space
between the twa, The U.S. can conduct a variety of actions shart of
committing military forces, such as the provision of weapons,
traintng, advisers, financial assistance, and aid 11n psychological
operations, Successful preemption reguires forces quite different
from the heavy U.S. Army wunits designed far attrition warfare in
Central Europe. Exact force requirements are dependent on the theater
of operations, The U.5. should maintain light, guick response task
forces for all types of terrain and climate that could be assembled

and deployed on short notice,

¢, Reaction. If all other measures fail or a proxy attack
occurs without warning, the U.S. still has a military reaction optiaon.
Proxy conflicts can take place far from CONUS. Therefore, greater
strategic airlift capability is needed in order to bring the reaction
forces where they are needed rapidly. In order to deal effectively
with the low-intensity conflicts that will characterize Soviet proxy

aperations, the U.S5. must increase the proportion of 1ts armed forces
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available for low intensity conflict. In this context, the primary
U.S. force suited to respond to proxy intervention is the newly created

light infantry division.

SUMMARY

Forecasting patterns of Soviet political and military behavior
is a difficult but necessary task for meaningful defense planning, and
it is important that the Army leadership reflects on how the potential
threat s weapon and military capabilities will affect the suzcessful
accomplishment of missions, With this in mind, on2 gurocse of this
literature review 1% poth to Bring 11ntg focus %ne ¢nrzat T2 C.:.
interests in tne [990s, and to uncerscor2 ths  ThnrEitos tllitss
rzlevant %2 the U.I., Arsv Isfanery Jivisioo

' -
c Sii1ti2s that

m
o
us
@
"

c

13ht!. A sumrary of the major f1ndinds 1s listed pelaow:

-8

a. Qutcome ot Soviet 1involvement 1n Third Worla conflicts.
The Soviet Union s milatarv activities in the Third World have been a
series af incremental encroachments on the international order in its
favor. By choosing the places and times of its invalvement, the
Soviet Union has substantially increased its geostrategic gains and

latitude of actions an the world stage.

b. Future Saviet involvement in the Third World. The Thira
World will continue to be affected by Soviet attempts to impraove their
global status and challenge the preeminence of U.S. The trends which

clearly indicate Soviet activism and influence in the Third World alseo
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provide the possible circumstances in which USSR would intervene:

(1) When the USSR receives a request from a local

(N
government or some arguably legitimate political entity; :&
e
(2) When the USSR operceives a low risk of direct Q;
confrontation with the U.S5, or an absence of viable U.S. response ’§$
. .
options; Sy
ol
{3) When the Soviet Union has the apportunitv to -
"~
conduct on-the-spot assessments of the local balance of forces and S&
determines that 1its intervention has a good prospect of achieving :f
immediate military success; and y
ot 4
i
tb
(4) When the USSR has access to the necessary base and @f
L. %
N
transit infrastructure to support its intervention logistically. 24
o
c. Force projection means. The Soviet airborne forces will &f
"f‘i?“
continue to be a key component of any direct intervention by the b
Soviet Union, especially in areas of vital USSR interests. The %
\]
Soviets will conduct proxy operations in areas which are traditionally '%ﬁ
W
beyond their sphere of influence. I
AT
(1) Soviet airborne forces. Besides their enmployment : 5
o
LFy
on the tactical-operational level, Soviet airborne forces will be ﬁb
o
employed to forestall the reorientation of regimes closely associated b
with the USSR and in the protection of their client states franm ;35
i
3
catastrophic defeats., The U.S. can counter Soviet airborne forces by qz:
L
-
AN
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a preeaptive deployment of its light infantry forces 1n the contested

o e

area of operation.

{2) Proxy warfare. The Soviet Union will continue to

rely on low-risk proxies operations and military assistance to aid

B liberation movements in Central America, Africa, the Middle East, and
.
‘] Rsia. The Soviet arms transfer to the Third World countries,

especially in those countries the Infantry Division (Light) might be -
employed, represents a positive threat to possible U.S. responses

against Soviet-backed operations.
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e ENDNOTES

lgven though we will only discuss the U.S. militarvy responses
to the growing Soviet threat in this chapter, there are other ways
which the U.5. can wuse to limit the extent of Soviet militarv

]

Y adventurisma in the Third Warld: diplomatic, economic, and political
;g power. Henry Kissinger further added that, "(tol forclose Saviet
bV opportunities is thus the essence of the West's responsibility. It 1s
ks up to us to define the limits of Soviet aims." Henry A. Kissinger,
' White House Years (Bostan: Little, Brown and Co., 1979): 119,

i

%{ 2Bruce D. Forter, The USSR in Third World Conflicts: Soviet
2 Arms and Diplomacy in Local Wars 1945-1980 (New York: Cambridge

University Press, 1984): 216-218.

“ 3Ibid.,: 236-238.
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6Stephen T. Hosmer and Thomas W. Wolfe, Soviet Policy and
Practice toward Third World Conflicts (Lexington, MA: Lexington
Books, 1983): 165-167. Some of the constraints on greater Soviet
activise include -- U.S, policies and actions, domestic instability
and capriciousness of Soviet clients, fundamental divergence of Third
world countries’ national interests from those of the USSR, economic
considerations, and constraints on the use af proxies.

R R

7Ibid.,= 163-165. 0Other trends not mentioned in the thesis
include accumulated Soviet experience and infrastructure gained fronm
: past involvements in Third World countries, and the successful

s
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BIbid.,: 163, See also Porter, loc. cit., : 40-46. For a
discussion of the Soviet naval capabilities, see for example, Rabert
Waring Herrick, Soviet Naval Strategy: Fifty Years of Theary and
Practice (Annapolis: US Naval Institute, 1948); Serge: Garshkov,
"Guarding the Conquests of the Great October Revolution," Morskoi
Sbornik (October 1947); Sergei Gorshkov, “"Navies as Peacetime
Instruments of the Aggressive Policy of Imperialists States,” Morskoi

Sbornik (December 1972); Michael McGwire et al.,(eds.) Soviet Naval

Policy: Objectives and Constraints (New York: Praeger, 1975},

91bid.,: 163.
101b1d.,: 164.

lporter, loc. cit.,: 184, Francis Fukuvama asserts that
two possible factors might encourage Soviet risk-taking propensities.
First, the new and younger Soviet leadership under Mikhail Gorbachev
may be more willing to take risks for diplomatic gains. This can be
accounted to their outlook toward conflict and its consequences have
not been shaped by the destruction and personnel losses suffered by
the Soviet Union during the Great Patriotic War. Second, the praspect
of the closing, by the late 1980s, of what some analysts now see as a
window of vulnerability in certain U.S5. strategic and conventional
force components may induce the Soviets to act more assertively while
they still possess a comparative military advantage. See Francis
Fukuyama, "A New Soviet Strategy,"” Commentary, (October 1979); Jerrv
F. Hough, Saviet Leadership in Transition (Washington: Brookings
Institution, 1980): $57-60, 160,

1Z4osmer and Wolfe, loc. cit.,: 168.

13Chiang Kai-Shek, Soviet Russia in China: A Summing-up at
Seventy (New York: Farrar, Strayss and Cadahy, 1957): 22, The
“restraint” mentioned here may have originated at least partly from
the Red Army’'s debacle on the Vistula in 1920 during 1ts revolutionary
campaign against Poland. On that occasion, Lenin is reported to have
declared that in the future the USSR shauld offer only indirect
support to revolutionary movements abroad and should never commit its
own troops in direct participatian, Whether or not his words were
reported accurately, that counsel does conform with subsequent Soviet
policy, at least until 1979. It was a policy that sharply limited
Soviet influence in local conflicts, Porter, loc. _ cit.,: 353. In A
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> History of the Soviet Union (London: Fontana Paperbacks., 1983): 43¢,
: Geoffrey Hosking indicates that the invasion of Afghanistan "provoked
& a wave of indignation and hostility both among the Western powers and

from the Islamic world."

v

14prew Middleton, “Soviet Display of Flexibility," The New vork
Times (28 December 1979): I,

f, 13kenneth Allard, "Soviet Airborne fForces and Freemptive Power

$ Projection”, Parameters (December 1980): 42.

l

* 1bgqgg,,: 42. In "Conclusions from the Experience of Airborne
Landings in World War II," trans. from Vovenno-lstoricneskiy lhurnal,

) {(July 1981): &7-74, Col. Gen, D. Sukhorukov relates the German

N operational-strategic airborne successes 1n Naorway (1%40) and Crete
0 (1941), This author adopts Sukhorukov's definition ot
} "operational-strategic” as used in the reference. See Selected
* Readings in Military Historys: Soviet Military History, volume [l: The
ﬂ Soviet Army since 1943 (Fort Leavenworth, KS: USACGSC, CSI RB 20-19,
. 1 January 1984): 119-128.

-
W

»

: 17Sukhorukov, Sovetskie vozdushno: 263. After World War II,
d the airborne forces were reoganized inta three corps (comprising
) 100,000 men) and placed in a separate directorate under the Ministry
L of Defense. The position of commander of airborne forces was
;: reestablished, and Col. Gen., V. V. Glagolev was appointea the
b first postwar commander (April 1946). Cited in Lieutenant Colonel
: David M. Glantz, The Soviet Airborne Experience, Coabat Studies
" Institute’'s Research Survey No. 4: 137,

ﬂ 18the official 50 Years of the Soviet Armed Forces confirmed
q that “...in the airborne forces there remained not a few of the
j absolete aircraft (IL-2) with low speed and cargo capacity.

Therefore, for towing gliders and transport of heavy equipment TU-2
. and TU-4 supplied by the air force were used." Cited 1n Glant:z, loc.

. cit., : 138-139,

3 190, Pavlenkao, "Razvitie taktiki vozdushno-desantnykh voisk v
' . poslevoennyt periad" [The development of airlanding force tactics 1in

. the postwar periodl, VIZh (January 1980): 27.

N
. 20G1antz, loc. cit.,: 136,

.
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211pid.,: 143.

22y, Margelov, “Razvitie teorii primeneniya vozdushna
desantnykh voisk v poslevoennyi period" [The development of the theory
of the use of airlanding forces in the postwar periodl], VIZh (January
1977): 38.

233, A. Tyushkevich et al., (eds.), Sovetskie vaoruzhennve
sily [(The Soviet Armed Forces] (Moskva: Voennoe Izdatel ‘stvo, 1978):
384-388; Pavienko, “Razvitie taktiki,”: 28; cited in Glantz, loc.
cit.,: 142,

24Robert P. Berman, Soviet Air Power in Transition (Washington,
DC: The Brookings Institution, 1978): 364 John M. Collins and
Anthony H, Cordesman, 1Imbalance of Poawer: Shifting U.S.-Soviet
Military Strengths (San Rafael: Presidio Fress, 1(978): 193-193;
Alfred L. Monks, "Rir Force," in David R. Jones, (ed.), Soviet Armed
Forces Review Annual 1977 (Gulf Breeze, FL: Academic International,
19771 353,

235ince the introduction of the BMD, the Soviets have made a
number of adjustments in the force structure of the airborne division
and in its combat support capabilities.

given in Peter Borgart, “The Soviet Transport Air Force,"
International Defense Review (June 1979): 948-9590. According to
Porter, the Soviet 105th Airborne Guards Division, as employed in the
invasion of Kabul, was airlifted by roughly 250 +flights of IL-76
CANDID. Porter, 1loc. €it.,: 36, In another saurce, Weapans and
Tactics of the Soviet Army (New VYork: Jane's Publishing Inc., 1981):
286, David C. [sby states that the Soviet Air Force can transport
only two divisions at once, even though there are eight airborne
divisions in the Soviet Union,

281nformation on the USSR military transport capabilities are
obtained ¢from Soviet Military Power 1985, Fourth Edition (Washington,
DC: US Government Printing Office, April 1985): 78-89.
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2951antz, loc. cit.,: 154.

3°Lg;g.,: 155. According to U.S. Army Combined Arms Combat
Development Activity, Concepts, Doctrine and Literature Directorate, ;
Threats Division, HB 550-2, Organization and Equipment of the Soviet
Army (Fort Leavenworth, KS, 31 July 1978): 2-12, 2-13 ang FM .
100-2-3: The Soviet Army -- Troops, Organization ana Equipment, (16
July 1984): 4-139 to 4-142, the Soviet Airborne Divisian TQOEs for
1978 and 1982 are as follows. ;

1978 Airbarne Division (7,673 men) .

3 airborne regiments
3 airborne battalions
{1 artillery regiment

1 howitzer battalion (18:2122-mm)

{ MRL battalion (18x140-am)

1 assault gun battalion (18xASU-8%5)
antiaircraft battalion (18x7U-22)
reconnailssance battalion
engineer battalion
signal battalion
transportation battalion
maintenance battalion ]
medical battalion 'd
chemical defense caompany R
parachute rigging campany

—y W e w e e~

- e e st e b bt s e

1982 Airborne Division (6,500 men)

3 airborne regiments
3 airborne battalions
1 artillery regiment
{ howit2er battalion {(18x122-mm)
| composite artillery battalion
(12x122-mm, 6x122-mm MRL)
assault gun battalion (31xASU-83)
antiaircraft battalion
reconnaissance battalion
engineer battalion N
signal battalion "
transport and maintenance battalion K
medical battalion
chemical defense company
parachute rigging, resupply company

> T,

P pm P P Pt Pt e Pt e
| T

- e Te |

3lThe Soviet Airborne Division TOE is available 1n FM
100-2-3: The Soviet Army, Troops, Qrganization and Equipment. Otner
references used include: lan V. Hogg, (ed.), Jane s Infantry Weapens
1985-1986, Eleventh Edition (New York: Jane's Publishing Inc., 1988):
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Christopher F. Foss, (ed.), Jane's Armour and Artillery 1985-1986,
Sixth Edition (New VYork: Jane's Publishing Inc.. 1985); David C.
Isby, loc. cit.,: 286-296.

321t s arguable exactly when the potential strategic-operational
missions of the Soviet airborne forces first received public attention,
Some Western analysts believe that this goes back to the 1956 Suez
Crisis, when in Khrushchev's words, "large numbers of Saviet airborne
valunteers" might have been deployed in the Middle East. However, the
VTA in 1956 was lacking in airlift capabilities.

34Hosmer and Wolfe, loc, cit.,: 169-173.

3SGlantz, loc, e1t., 157,

361bid.,: 157.

37Allard, loc. cit.,: 49, Peter J, Bovlan, "Power

Projection, Risk and the Light Force,"” Military Review (May 1982):
69. Thomas C. Schelling raised a similar point 1n describing as a
"preemptive maneuver' the 1938 landing of U.S. Marines in Lebanon as
a signal of the seriousness of American intentions: "It is harder tao

retreat than not to land in the first place; the landing helped put

the next step up to the Russians." Thomas C. Schelling, Arms and

Influence (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1977): 49. The autnor
1s uncertain as to how the Soviets might react toc a U.S. ailitarv
preemption, using the light infantry forces in a Third World conflict,
espectally in areas of strategic importance to the Soviet uUnion. fA
favorable assessment of the evolving balance of forces may lead
Kremlin to assert 1tself to deter or counter such U.S. “preemptive
maneuver" with its airborne forces. Iran is one such strategicaliy
sensitive areas, oparticularly because the 192! Soviet-Fersian Treaty
-- Article & gives the Soviet government "the right to send i1ts army
into Persia (Iranl] i1n order to take the necessary militarv steps 1n
1ts own defense" should "any third countries intend to pursue a policy
of transgression in Persian (lIranian] territory, or to make Fersian
{Iranianl] territary a base for military attacks against FRussia." GSee
Henrv S, Bradsher, Washington Star (21 November 1979): A2; Hosmer and
Wolfe, loc. cit.,: 173,
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Warfare,” in Robert H, Kupperman and William J. Taylor, Jr. (eds.!,
Strategic Requirements for the Army to the Year 2000 (Lexingtan, Ms:
Lexington Baoks, 1984): 209-226.

! 39illiam E. Griffith, "The USSR in Political Perspective,”
: Parameters (June 1979): 9,

40Walther Laqueur, Introduction, in Lagqueur, ted.), The Fattarn
of Soviet Conduct in the Third World (New York: Praeger, 1983): 11,
Much confusion has been raised over the definitions of prories,
surrogates, and satellites, Peter Yanneman and Martin James, 1n
"Soviet Thrust into the Horn of Africa,” Strategic Review, Spring
: t1978: 34, offer an excellent definition of proxy forces: [n a proxv
wiar the armed ftorces of cne nation serve the 1nters
natian ... [The principal pow2r 1s the sponsor 1n the
material support makes the venture poss:ble, and 1ts clesr

§ 3naftnar

mous

41Taylor and Townsend, loc. cit.,: 211,

X 4lFred k. Mahatfev, “Landpower 15 Decisive Combat Element,”
Army 34 (December (984i: 63,
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CHAPTER FIVE
MODERNIZING THE INFANTRY DIVISION (LIGHT)
J . .
j The light 1nfantry division will be equipped
Y for the mission, High technology will be used to
': enhance command and control, firepaower,
° navigation, night vision, air and ground mobility.
The concept of developing “lightness" 1n equipment
and combat resources wil] become an integral part
ot the Army’ s acquisition process. Equipment will
y be oriented toward reduced size and weight for
' reasons of both strategic and tactical mohility.!
John A. Wickham, Jr
o
"
4
« INTRODUCTION
!
4 How significant is the role of modern conventional weapons or
- advanced technolog:ies on the outcome of a conflict? Recent histories
) have shown that success :n modern conflict is not solelv dependent on
N the quality of equipment or sophistication of technology. Other
L)
X intangible factors such as leadership, morale, strategv, and national
) will are often determining factors in the course of a conflict, The
N Vietnam War 1s ane example that comes to mind. Despite the superior
3 tirepower and mobility, the U.S. was wunable to contain the Narth
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Vietnamese and Vietcong threat, which fought with vastly inferior
equipment, The Falklands War demonstrated the importance of
intangibles. Argentina enjoyed several military advantages, including
local numerical superiority in f{forces, well-entrenched defensive
positions, relatively short supply lines, and fairly sophisticated
equipment, But the British were able to snatch a quick victory
because of superior personnel, tactics, and strategy. What then 1is
the significance of advanced technology and equipment? According to
Rodney W. Jones and Steven A, Hildreth, conventional weaoons and
technolagy can alter the balance in a conflict or decide a military

outcome only when all other things between adversaries are equal.2

Advanced military technology is required not only to wage wars
but to deter various tvypes of conflict., While this statement in
itself appears self-evident, some »of its implicatiaons should be
considered most carefully. Deterrence requirements are dvnamic. Theyv
change not only because of political, military, and economic factors
but also because of the changing nature of technology itself. For the
last forty years, overwhelming U.S. strateqgic superiority assured an
adequate deterrent margin even though the U.S. has a somewhat reduced
conventianal capability. This aituation 13 now changlng. The
military technology gap between the U.S. and the GSoviet Unian has
narrowed markedly since the 1960s, due to a sustained and determined
effort by the Soviets, Because technology continues to be a major
U.S. strength relative to its opotential adversaries, 1t is natural

that we look to the advances in technology to resolve the problem of
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equipping the Infantry Division (Light) in the 1990s.3
~, PREDICTIVE FAILURES AND PROBLEMS IN MILITARY TECHNOLOQGY
té
'ﬁ‘ Before we begin our review of the technologies and weapon
: systems applicable to the Infantry Division (Light), it is necessary
a; to forewarn the reader of the pitfalls in projecting future military
§, technolagy and 1its possible implicatians, History has provided us
& with a long 1list of failures in predicting military technology. '
% Friedrich Engels, for example, wrote a century aga that:
' The Franco-Prussian War (1870-1871) marked a turning point
}’ which was of entirely new significance., In the first place
. the weapons used have reached such a stage of perfection that

further progress which would have any revalutionizing
» influence 18 no longer possible. Once armies have guns which
» can hit a battalion at any range at which it can be
g distinguished, and rifles which are equally effective for
o hitting individual men, while loading them takes less time
. than aiming, then all further improvements are more or less

unimportant for field warfare, The era of evolution is
W therefore, in essentials, closed in this direction.®

] Another example of these failures 1s the U.S. Congress National

» Resources Committee Report, 1937 on future technology and trends. The
; report failed to identify the development of et engines, radar,
i? inertial quidance, rocket-propelled migsiles, electronic
t data-processing computers, artificial satellites, and nuclear
weapons. All of these technologies were in use or under developmen.

3 within a few decades of the forecast. Now that the orocess of
. technological innovation has been institutionalized, accurate
; long-term appraisals aof future military technolagy might be even more
{ difficult than in 1878 or 1937 since technological opportunities
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created by unpredictable scientific developments will be rapidly

exploited, more often than nat.”

The second critical point relates to the inherent bureaucratic
inertia and general lack of interest by the "high technology” K & D
industries on infantry-related equipment.6 Bureaucratic inertia, while
serving a useful function of eliminating non-feasible propasals, can
also be counterpreoductive 1f the Soviets manage to follow throuagh the
prototyping with success. Infantry-related weapons are, tn general
not as profitable as mechanized warfare armament. Consequently, tne
detense i1ndustries opay little or no attention to the development of
infantry weapons. All these points -- the 1ntrinsic difficulty of
predicting future military technalogy accurately, bureaucratac
inertia, and the general lack of 1interest in infantryv weapon
development ~-- are used primarily to set the stage as we explore the
focal question below. We remind the reader that the central purpose
of this chapter 1s to provide a reviesm of the technologies and weapon

systems that are applicable to the Infantry Division (Light),
REVIEW OF EQUIPMENT REQUIREMENTS FOR THE INFANTRY DIVISION

Weapons and equipment designed for the light 1nfantry division
must meet its operational requirements, Unfortunately this 1s not
always recognized. Some writers believe that the roat of the problen
ltes in the "American style of war", in that 1t overemphasizes the

application of "elusive state-of-the-art advances"” without
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incorporating the proper tactical perspectives. Steven L, Canby in

' the discussion af the methodology underlining his study, Classic Light

Infantry and New Technology, identifies three different approaches to

direct U.,S. R % D effort in the equipping of the Infantry Divisian
(Light), According to Canby, the selection criterion of useful
technology lies in the identification of each equipment capability or
elimination of which deficiency most enhances the overall
effectiveness of the division., In this section, we will review the .

equipment requirements of the Infantry Division (Light) by adopting

)
g Canby s approaches:7
. A
' a., Method 1. Survey the -equipment 1n wuse bv some ¢toreign
: armies, and then project how the equipment and 1ts underlying
N
technology could assist in developing light infantry capabilities.
b. Method 2. Analyze the doctrinal and tactical repertoires
g
" required and expected of light 1infantry and then suggest the
a technalogy or equipment that could facilitate the execution of the
mission and component tasks.
2
pY t. Method 3. Survey R & D centers here and abroad and then
project how emerging technological possibilities could assist 1n
developing light infantry capabilities.
'
*
5 Hethod 1.
! 1 An excellent example of the first method 15 in Edward N,

Luttwak, An Historical Analysis and Projection for Army 2000, Part
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Two: Analysis ang Conclusions. By analyzing the past experiences and

equipment of some foreign armies, Luttwak recommends the following
equipment requirements at the various levels in the Infantry Division

(Light):8

a. Squad: 2 x squad assault weapons (SAW); 2 % automatic
rifles with built-in grenade launcher (AR/GL); 1 % sniper rifle (or
precision-modified AR)3 lightweight ARs; light antitank Wweapons

(LAW); and 1ndividual and weapon night-sights.

b. Platoon: The platoon will not hold organic weapons

heavier than those at the squad level.

c. Company: 3 x 69mm or “"commando” Bimm mortars: 3 x MILAN/
long-range DRAGON, or TOW launchers, and/or MAWs; 1-2 x .50 caliber
heavy machine gun {HMG) with tripeds, and STINGERs; mines,
self-powered tree cutting saws (for abbatis), and heavy-duty pneumatic

hammers (for urban terrain),

d. Battalion: 4 x 120mm mortars’ 1 2 x automatic grenade
launchers (AGLs); B8 x TOW/TOW-2 launchers and stocks of MAWs; & x .30
caliber HMGs with tripods and STINGERs; anti-personnel (AP) and
anti-tank (AT) mines, and other engineer supplies according to theater

and sector requirements,

e. Echelons above the ©battalion: helicopter transport

assets; fire support: and other combat service support elements.
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In addition, Luttwak advocates that the 1light infantry's
divisional-level echelon should reflect the fundamental character of

the light infantry with the following characteristics. ¢

a. Reduced material handling (espectrally ammunition)

requirenment.
b. Reduced land vehicle regquirement.

c. Reduced motor transport maintenance and repair

capabilities,

d. Limited nelicopter~li¢t requirement,
e. Reduced administrative and clerical requirements,
f. No reduction in the C-I capabilities.

Methed 2

Steven L. Canby, in Classic _ Light Intfantry and New
Technology, a study sponsored by Defense Advanced Research Project
Agency (DARPA), wuses the second method to narrow the equipment
requirements for a light division operating in the Zagros Mountains.
He arrays the operational requirements for the 1infantry division
against its tactical functional elements. By grouping the functional
elements into clusters ~-- light infantry, static defense, surveillance

ang firepower, Canby 1s able to 1dentify the distinct and different

technologies necessarv to meet the operational requirements af the
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li1ght infantry, A summary of Canby s qualitative material

requirements is given belows!!

a. Night blinding and night vision praotaction,
Non-fragmentation photo-flash bombs are required to stun and blind the
enemy temporarily. Saldiers will be provided with lenses for use 1n

night vision devices to prevent blinding by the phota-flash boabs,

b, Anti-helicopter defense. To meet the helicapter threat,
Canby proposes the development ot a specitalized anti-helicopter-anly
STINGER with a "fire-and-forget" capability, special anti-helicopter
ammunition for light machine gquns (7.62mm LMGs) and HMGs, a parapac
"aeri1al”™ mining system, a remote 8-cell missile firing system, an
anti-helicopter surveillance system for monitoring enemy helicopters,

and a long-loiter light fighter for attacking helicopters and troops.

€. Fieldcrafts and weight reduction. The main 3reas where
considerable weight reduction could be effected are weapons,
ammunition, and protective armor. Research and development far light
infantry squad weapons should +tocus on i1mproving their performance
within the framework of their tactical and functional requirements,
Advanced engineering and new materials -- alloys, plastics and
composites -- could reduce the weight of the infantryman s weapons,
particularly crew-served weapons, Kevlar can be 1incorporated 1nto the

combat vest to improve body protection,

d. Radio communications. The communications system developed
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for the light infantry brigade and below should be based on packet

technology and switching, Beside having a range of at least S

kilometers without relay, it should operate in the UHF range and §
employ optical spectrum techniques. é
"

e. Anti-vehicular destruction., The oprincipal requirements ;

for anti-vehicular weapons are portability, low signature, ang | i
L

multi-purpose, 1i.e. with ammunition specialized for target damage and v %

range. These reguirements can be met by the development of a 15-20mm -
single shot, clip-fed crew-served (two-man) weapon, weighing no more

than 25 kilograms.

f. Engineer off-sight demolitions and mining capabilites. In

the Infantry Division (Light), the most important engineer task 15 tao

W

disrupt, delay, and halt enemy vehicular movements. This can be
accomplished by using more powerful explosives or off-sight mines. h
¥
)
N
g. Fortifications., Light infantry forces would require power 5

3y

drilling equipment, and prefabricated Kevlar cacoon turrets with
appropriate modular frames for weapons in a static defense. :
i

’l

h. Ground surveillance, Remotely piloted vehicles (RPVs) anag )

remote video sensors are required in the conduct of raconnaissance 1in

the attack and surveillance 1n the defense. RPVs 1n this context do

A AT &

not require high agility, target designators, comolicated control,

anti-jam data links, or complex algarithas. By using remote video :
sensors in the +flanks, manning 1is not necessarv until substantial :'
L)
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v,

enemy activity 1s detected.

1. Mortar development. Canby believes that mortar
development 1is lagging in the U.S., especially 1n the areas of
increased range and accuracv, and weapon weight reduction btV new
designs, composite materials, and terrain adaptation. He recommends
the use of 40mm mortars at company level and below, 8imm mortars at
battalion level, 160-200mm mortars, !55mm howitzers (for “flatianads”
infantry) at the brigade level. Multiple rocket launchers are
required to supplement the volume fire of mortars 1f the mortars at

brigade level are smaller than 160mm. 12

). Improved conventional munitions, Examples of 1mproven
canventional munitiaons ci1ted by Canby 1i1nclude ~-- large mortars for
dispensing submunitions, smaller mortars with gquided unitary warheads,

and fuel air explosives.

k. Fire contral. Canby points out the twa different fire
support requirements for light 1nfantry forces: the fi1rst, volume
critical; the second, time critical. The volume-critical fire control
system wmust be able to direct the wuse of aerial delivered ares
munitions, with secondary capability to call 1n brigade support
weapons, This fire control system can be unsophisticated. gn the
other hand, time-critical fire control svstem must be responsive,
accurate, secure, and reliable. For these requirements, cCanby

considers suitable a hand-held calculator, developed for fire
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direction coamputations,
Method 3

In Chapter 3 we discussed briefly the High Technology Light
Division (HTLD) missions as tasked by General Edward C. Meyer, then
Army Chief of Staff. The 9th Infantry Division 1is wundertaking these
missions under the auspices of the Army Development and Employment
Agency (ADEA). ADEA, as an example of the third review method,
identified several priority programs by cambat tasks to mest the
thirteen operational/tactical missions established for HTLD. Some of
these combat tasks include: claose combat; fire support; air datense;

engineering; and combat services support.13

a. Ten systems are being examined within the <close c¢ombat
cateqgory, including the fast attack vehicle, itnfantry carrier weapons
system (ICWS), 1indirect sighting system (ISS), precision guided
antitank missile, mobile heavy mortar, smart munitions for heavy
mortars, individual utility light device (IULD), individual soldier
night vision device (ISNVD), remotely pi1loted vehicles (qround)

(RPV-G), and kinetic energy free flight rocket.

b. Fire support wauld come fronm a lightweight,
multiple-launcher rocket system and lightweight fi1eld artiilery

tactical data systenms,

c. The HTLD 1s focussing on four areas of air detense. The

systems are towed CHAPARRAL with FLIR, 1light air defense gun,
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‘ lightweight early warning radar, and AWACS interface.

d. Engineer requirements woulad include countermine,

survivability, obstacle reporting/reccrding svsten, and partaci:

’ mechanical gasoline-powerad earth breaater <zzl,
) 2 Five 3rs33  nave 28sn emghiias123d 10 IR ISADET SErSII
N+
f 5.72Z0% svstanm, namsi{yvi palletizsa lssd1n3 gvItem  Fuzo,  nooria
! *
v treatment facrirty MTFY,  tactical four wheel traiisr (TFWT:, hign
§ . -

MI21l1Ty material nhanslianz equioment  HMMHE), and nign  technologv

automated service supoort svstem (HTASY) .

g ® AN

5 P e R

CURRENT U.S. AND FOREIGN COUNTRIES" R & D EFFQORTS ON INFANTRY-RELATED

EQUIPMENT

Most of the technological requirements of the Infantry
. Division (Light) addressed as in the above review are presentiy listed
L in the Army’'s research and development program over the next decade. H
According to Eric C. Ludvigsen, the Associate Editor for Armv, sanme

of the light division equipment requirements so far identified involve

o LR T

future technologies that are either in the exploratory or advanced
$ stages, oparticularly in C3I, electronic warfare and missiles with
\ advanced guidance. The other requirements, Ludvigsen believes "...
could be met by lightweight versions of equipment recently developed
for mechanized forces, mounted on towed, wheeled carriages instead of

b tracks and lacking much, or all, armor protection."” The highast
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» 24
priority projects, in Ludvigsen's view, can be divided into eight }ﬂ$
¥ih
(%2}
areas of R & D emphasis, as order in no particular order: 14 -
<X
3. Improved anti-armor penetrators. g}
ey
wr
b. C1, with an emphasis on <comprehensive intergrated —
systems, {?.
b4 ;%
c. Fire control techmalogy, 1including greater speed and :i%
precision in acquiring and tracking targets, more advanced data e
processing, weapon stabilization and the development of svstems that 2;
S
permit multiple simultaneous engagements, as well as 1ndependent, F%
automatic guidance for a true "fire and forget" capability. -y
by
RN
d. New propellants and caseless ammunition for rifles. gﬁ;
L L
e. Major advances in microelectronic circuitry such as the ;9
1]
N~
VHSIC (very high speed integrated circuit) technology that could be Y
l‘ ;
applied to radar, guidance systems, electronic warfare, communications ;,;
i
and surveillance. .
vl
‘,,-.
f. Millimeter- and near millimeter-wave radar technologv for 5:'
e
target acquisition and guidance sensors at night, in battlefield smoke =
P\
and bad weather. rdas
R
")
9. Methods of using smoke and aerosols to cover friendly L
movements and inhibit enemy fire control. v;‘
erd
s
\ \
h. Greater resolution and discrimination 1n the target .z‘
QLA
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signatures displayed by night and bad weather sensors at different
wavelengths and the minimization of atmospheric effects on the

1magery.

To address all the infantry-related equipment for the Infantrv
Division (Light) would make tnis thesis a voluminous one.
Consequently, this author has chosen to limit the scope of the
equipment to those items which are crucial 1in providing light infantry
forces the ability to carry out the missions described :n Chagter 3.
Those 1tems can be categorized into four major headings: 1ndividual
and infantry support weapon, fire support, air gefense, and tactical
mobility. Admittedly, there are other areas of concern, for example
protective armor, i1ntelligence and EW, engineering eauipment, C3I, and
combat service support equipment, but space does nat permit the

coverage af all these equxpment.15

TABLE S-1: U.S, ARMY INFANTRY DIVISION (LIGHT)

et = e e P e R e SR e e - e e e R L P T R e S D D N MR AR AP MR = e B WS e e e T A = e e e = e = = =
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t. Individual and Infantry Support
Weapon

a. S.56mm M16A1 Rifle 5.56mm M16A2 Rifle

Advanced Combat Rifle
b. 40mm M203 Grenade Launcher Close-Assault Weapan System

c. 7.62mm M21 Sniper Rifle

d. S.56mm M249 Squad Automatic S.56mm XM-214 Mochine Gun
Weapon
e. 7.62mm M60 General-Purpose 7.462mm M&OES Lightweight
Machine Gun Machine Gun
125
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bomm MZ02A2 Multi-Shot
Portable Flame Weapon

60mm M224 Lightweight Mortar

S8imm M29 Mortar

bamm M72A3 Light Antitank
Weapan

DRAGON M47 Medium Antitank
Weapoan

TOW M220 Heavy Antitank Weapon

40mm MK19-3 Automatic
Grenade Launcher

140mm Rifleman's Assault
Weapon (RAW) HE Rocket

gimm M252 Improved Mortar
120mm Soltam Ké Heavy Martar

Advanced Man-Portable Weapon
System (The program 1nvolves
operational testing of AT-4
FFV Ordnance of Sweden,
M72E4, a praduct improved
version of M72A3, and
APILAS)

Advanced Antitank Weapon
System-Medium (One systenm
under consideration 1s the
MILAN 2 Antitank Weapon
System)

Product Improved (Pl) DRAGON
M47 Medium Antitank Weapon

TOW 2 Heavy Antitank Weapon
Fiber Optic-Guided Missile
(FOG-M)

Hypervelocity Missile System
(HVMS)

e G e D A L = e e > P = e e W e D Y M AR D e e M D e S R AL D S SR G L D AP TR L R S S T A e e n e e e e . e e

Support

10Smam M102 Light Howitzer

1595mm M198 Medium Towed
Howitzer

AN/TPQ@-36 FIREFINDER Locating
Radar

10Smm M119 Light Howit:zer
(British L118)
{20mm Soltam K& Heavy Mortar




I d. Lightweight MLRS

™ 127am Rapid Deplovment
o Integrated Rocket System
R} (RADIRS)

i e. Battery Computer System (BCS) Advanced Field Artillery
i Tactical Data System

{: (AFATDS)

f. AH-1S COBRA Attack Helicopter Light Helicopter,
AH-64A APACHE Attack Experimental (LHX)

/ Helicopter

¥

3. 3. Air Defense

A

;5 ) a. «350 caliber M2HB Heavy General-Furpose Heavv
Machine Gun Machine Gun (GFHMG)

o 30mm Hughes Autamatic Self-

K Powered Cannon

3 b. STINGER Portable Antiaircraft STINGER-PQST

& STINGER-RMP

] FOG-M for Air Defense
SABER Dual-Purpose Missile
Pedestal Mounted STINGER
) {One system under

B development 15 the SETTER
X Missile System)

"y c. 20mm M167 Product Improved 23mm GEMAG Air Defense

o VULCAN Defense System (PIVADS)  Systenm

’

3 d. Short-Range Air Defense

L Command and Control Svstem

(SHORAD C<)

'N 4, Tactical Mobility

)

v. a. HUMMER High Mobility, Multi-

: purpose Wheeled Vehicle

Az (HMMUV)
| b. UH-60A Black Hawk Transport Advanced Composite Airframe
f Helicopter Program (ACAP)

3 PIP Black Hawk Transport
- . Helicopter

N

h A summary of the R & D effort by some foreign countries 1§
[ )
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' tabulated below. As explained previously, this author has limited the
coverage of infantry-related R & D efforts to certain items and to
only MWestern countries, which are primarily arms exporting nations.

The items mentioned here will be available, hapefully in the 1990-2000

period.

:. TABLE S-2: EQGUIPMENT UNDERGOING EVALUATION IN SOME FOREIGN COUNTRIES

N 1. Individual and Infantry Support

N Weapon

_ a. Rifle GERMANY

1 4,7mm Gl Caseless Heckler

r and Koch Rifle

4

.‘ UNITED KINGDOM

by 5.56mm XL83E]l Enfield Weapon

i System

2 | b. Light Machine Gun UNITED KINGDOM

, S.56mm XLB6E! Enfield Weapon

ﬁ Systenm

h

‘} c. Grenade Launcher ITALY

‘ AP/AV 700 Multiple Grenade

v Launcher

N d. Mortar FRANCE

2 60mm Brandt Long-range
Mortar

P, GERMANY

k. 120mm Diehl BUSSARD

) Terminally-guided Mortar

Projectile
SPAIN

60mm Model MC-2 Gun-Mortar
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2. Fire Support

a. Rocket Launcher

3. Air Defense

a. Cannon
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SWEDEN

120mm FFV STRIX Guided
Mortar Projectile

UNITED KINGDOM

Bimm MERLIN Terminally-
guided mortar projectile

FRANCE

115mm AC 300 JUPITER Short-
range Antitank Weapon

120mm SEP DARD Close
Antitank Weapan

130mm SABRACAN Antitank
Weapon

152mm ACCP Short-range
Antitank Weapon

SERMANY
110mm PANZERFAUST 3
SWEDEN

84mm M3 CARL GUSTAF Recoil-
less Gun

1S50mm RBS 56 BILL Antitank
Missile

- - - - - e = e - -

SWITZERLAND

8imm SNORA Qerlikon Rocket
Weapon System (in-service)

FRANCE

25mm Model 811 Cannon




b. Surface-to-Air Missile UNITED KINGDOM

Marcaoni Close Air Defense
Weapon

SELECTION CRITERIA FOR FUTURE EQUIPMENT

In the following section we will use the linkage model
framework (see Figure 3-1) to outline the selection criteria for
future equipment 1in the Infantry Division (Light). A recurrent
problem with the U.S. Army acquisition program has been the tendency
to match technologies with threats in terms of equal modernity and
sophistication, which are deterrent measures, but not necessarily a
combat match. Another common tendency has been to look only at wnat a
new equipment “might" be able to do, without considering whether the
gain 1is marginal or negligible. Other impartant factars 1in
determining the wultimate choices of technologies or -equipment are
budgetary canstraints, and the economic interest 1in praomoting U,S.
arms export capability. A discussion of these factors 1s outside the
gscope of this thesis, Instead this author has sub-divided the
selection criteria on those technologies and equipment that could make
an "arder-of-magnitude" difference in the overall performance of the
Infantry Division (Light) into various factors. Admittedly. some of
these factors which we take into account do not fall into one specific
sub-heading: they may belong to other categories as well. The list

below is in no way complete.

a. Revised Missions.
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{1) What 1is the importance of the mission that the

equipment will help accomplish?

(2) How does the equipment affect the overall
effectiveness of the Infantry Division (Light)? How wide a range of
missions will the equipment have an impact on? Will it affect a
mission in one environment, or will it apply broadly across missions

and environments?

(3) Will 1t allow us to do something that was
impossible befaore the 1ntroduction of the equipment? Or does the
equipment merely provide an evolutionarv substitute to an existing

item?

b. Threat.

(1) Does the equipment exploit a peculiar weakness of
the Soviets, especially the Soviet airborne forces or any aother Saviet

proxies? (See Table 4-3).

(2) To what extent is the equipment exploiting the

U.S. qualitative superiority in technology?

(3) Will the i1ntroduction of the equipment change
significantly the existing U.S.-YSSR +force correlation 1n a Third

world environment?

(4) How soon will the equipment be countered by a
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Soviet response?

c. Equipment Operational Reguirements.

(1} How simple is the equipment to use in an

operational environment? Will it simplify the way we train the

soldiers? Will it have little or no effect on maintenance?

{2) Does the equipment affect an area where no
viable alternatives exist, or does it +find itself confronted with

several viable, if not cheaper alterpatives?

{3) How soon will the eguipment be replaced bv another
item which provides a probable long-term solution to the operational

requirement?

d. Fiscal and Manpower Constraints.

(1) Is the technology wuniquely military, or 1s it
capital-intensive, or does it require unique facilities? [f this 1s
so, can the R & D costs associated with the candidate equioment be

amortized over 1ts service life?

{2) Will the introduction of the equipment radically

reduce cost, or is it likely to raise costs in the long-term?

(3) Will there be any reduction in manpower?

Table 5-3 1lists some of the technologies and equipment that




could make an order-of-magnitude impact on light infantry capabilities
from the standpoint of either mission critically, performance, or
threat. Selection is based on the author's qualitative assessment of

the above selection criteria factors.

- " WP G R R P D s W M D S S I D D D dn AP P AR R A e G R D W W D ED e e M A ey

TABLE 5-3: TECHNOLOGIES AND EQUIPMENT THAT COULD MAKE
AN ORDER-OF-MAGNITUDE DIFFERENLCE TO THE LIGHT INFANTRY DIVISION

- - S P e B W AR T En S D P A YR WP D e S S S AR W R A SR N e Rk M S S D W TV S G e R W G W W S e e e e

l. Squad Level: 2 x lightweight squad assault weapons (S5AW); 2
automatic rifle with built-in grenade launchers (AR/GL):; 1 ¥
precision-modified semi-autamatic rifle (S-AR): lightweight S-ARs
{with a «collimator reflex sight and three-round burst capability);
light fire~and-disposable antitank weapans (LAWs); ang i1ndividual and
weapon night-sights. The close-assault weapon will replace 2 x S-ARs
when the squad 1is involved 1n MOUT or in close quarters gpatrol and
ambush operations. Where possible, the SAW, AR, and S-AR should have
certain parts commonality, Existing small arms ammunition faor the
SAW, AR, and S-AR should be replaced by caseless or combustible
cartridge ammunition. Ammunition for the close-assault weapon will
include: HE fragmentation round, dual-purpose (AP/AT) round, angd

flechette round.

2. Platoon Level: The platoon will not hold organic weapons heavier

than those at the squad level.

-

3. Company Level: 3 x 60mm long range gun-mortars; 3 x medium-range
antitank weapons (preferably a MAW which has FOG-M and top-armor

attack capability)s 3 x 30mm automatic self-powered cannons mounted an
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HMMWVs and STINGERs with POST or RMP, It has been clearly
demonstrated that the 30mm cannen or equivalent with an optical fire
contral, besides an anti-AFV capability, can be used against

low-flying aircrafts and helicopters.

4, Battalion Level: & x 120mm mortars; 3 x automatic grenade
launchers; & % hypervelocity externally mounted gquns or missile
launchers (HVMs) and sufficient stocks of MAWs with FOG-M capabilitv:
& x 30omm automatic self-powered cannons and STINGERs with FPOST or RiF.
All the battalion support weapons are either mounted an or towed bv
the HMMWVS, Besides a man-portable capability, the 20mm martar
should be able to fire terminally-guided dual-purpose conventional

munition,
9. Division Level.

a. Fire Support: 3 x battalions of 1le0mm mortars; 1! x
battery of improved 155mm towed howitzers with auxiliary gpropulsion
capability; 1 % battalion of attack helicopter (AH-1S CUBRA or AH-44A

APACHE) .

b, Air Defense: 1 x ADA battery each of pedestal mounted
STINGERs (PMS) and radar-controlled antiaircraft guns. The firing
teams are linked with forward area alerting radars (FAAR) to the a1r

battle management operations center (ABMDL) as part of SHORAD ce.

c, Tactical Mobility: Significant weight vreduction 1n the
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HMMWY and the UH-40A Black Hawk by using advanced lightweight
composite materials. The product improved Black Hawk will have better
reliability and survivability; longer range; and be fitted with
external stores support system (ESS5S) so as to carry out other support

tasks, e.g. aerial-mine dispensers and reconnaissance packages.1°

SUMMARY

In this chapter we have reviewed the technologies anag weapon
systems that are applicable to the Infantry Divisien (Light), A

summary of the major findings is given below.

a. Predictive failures and probleams in military tecnnolagv.
There is an 1intrinsic difficulty in predicting future military
technology accurately. But that should not deter us from deriving a
set of logical inferences and deductions from past experience and
informed insights, The second critical point relates to the inherent
bureaucratic inertia and the general lack of interest ot the "high
technaology" R & D industries in infantry-related equipment,
Bureaucratic inertia has a tendency to burden the innovative impulse
with cumbersome intellectual and palitical caoansiderations, The
defense industries’ R & D focus has been on the development of
mechanized warfare armaments. Tactical requirements of the light

infantry have received little or no attention.

b. Review of equipment reguirements far the Infantry Division
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i. tLight), Three approaches are used to review the equipment

requirements, namely: "bottom-up" approach of near across-the-board
. increases 1n equipment performance parameters; cross-cutting and
a fitting-1n approach of state-of-the-art advances; and “"top-down"
, approach of early 1dentification of new technology with tactical
ﬁ} potentials and the subsequent developments of such tactics for 1ts
‘7
"
Ay employment.

€. CQurrent U.S. and foreign countries’ R & D efforts on

4
: infantry-related equioment. Most of the technological requirements of

the Infantry Division (Light) have been addressed by the wray s A & [
)
i program. Summaries of U.S. and foreign countries F % D eftforts on
' selected equipment 3re tabulated in Tables S-1 and 5-2 respectively.
¥y

d. Selection criteria for future equipament, By using the

'
> linkage model framework as a starting point, this author provides a
v
y .
4 list of selection criteria factors for future equipment., Table 5-3 1s
. a summary of the technologies and equipment that <could make an
;; order-aof-magnitude difference 1n the pertormance of the light 1nfantry.
¥
i.
.
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¢ Tcanby, Ibid.,: 47-32. 1In this chapter, Canby discusses on
54 the three approaches: “bottom-up" approach of near across-the-board
; increases in equipment performance parameters; cross-cutting and
. fitting-in approach of state-of-the-art advances; ano “top-down"
b' approach af early identification of new technology with tactical
potentials and the subsequent developments of such tactics far 1ts
employment. This author ignores the fourth method advocated by Canby
1? -- the iterative process of operational testing to test and confirm
hypotheses and to generate additional ideas -- because of the lack of

h¢ unclassified source materials such as DT/0T reports,

8Edward N. Luttwak, An Historical Analysis and Projection far
Army 2000, Part Il: Analysis and Conclusions: 355-71. Colonel Norman
" L. Dodd, “Infantry Tactics and Weapons in the British Armv." Asian
Defence Journal (September 1984): 98-109, orovides a useful overview.
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o

. 9In the U.S. Army there 1s a renaissance 1in mortars, Captain

" Arthur A, Durante, "A Heavy Mortar for a Light Division," Infantry

*# (January-February 1984): 11-12, supports Luttwak's recommendation to -

substitute 120mm mortars for the 107mm nmortars 1n the heavy mortar
platoon in the battalion., He also argues for a similar replacement of
the light division's 105mm howitzers by the 120mm mortars., Canby,
while agreeing on the need to replace the 105mm howitzers, concludes
\ that the mortar should be between 160-200mm. The advantages of the
) 120mm mortar over the 105mm howitzer are given 1in Durante s article,
Y The Canadian Army has recently fielded a number of Hotchkiss-Brandt

-

2 o




L A A

iy

-J_A.’J

« ¥

120am rifled mortars in their heavy mortar platoon within the infantry
battalion. This radical change in thinking may be attributed to the
increased possibility of 'smart’ 120mm bombs for the attack of armor.
An historical example which supports the substitution of field
artillery by mortars is the Japanese Malayan Campaign during World War
II. At the start of the campaign, the Japanese field artillery
consisted of 75mm gquns and 103mm howitzers but ended with a
prepaonderance of wmortars. See Stanley L. Falk, Seventy Days to

Singapaore (New York: G.P. Putnam’'s Sons, 1973): 29, and Paul W.
Thompson, Harold Doud, and John Schofield, “The Jap Army," I[nfantry
Journal (New York: H. Wolff, 1942): 116,

10Luttwak, loc. cit.,: 73-77.

Hganby, loc,  cit..: 53-108. The  functional  =2lements
considered in the study 1include: attack; covering force: tlank
security; main defense block; open flanks and lines-of-communication
protection; fire support; and long-range volume fire, Altnough tne
equipment requirements developed by Canbv are primarily far mountain
infantry operating in the 1Zagros Maountains., the requiraments are
ideally suited for the tactics of adjunct light infantry., This author
decides against the inclusion ot Canby's Qualitative Material
Requirement XII: Volume-critical Fire Suppaort because the recommended
glide bomb i1s reallyvy outside the purview of the Army. One additional
requirement Canby develops far the adjunct 11nfantrv 1s that of a
self-contained terminally guided system (SCTGS). A discussion of the
pros and cons of arraying requirements in this manner 1s given @n g.
54,

12gee Endnote 9.

13Harry V. Martin provides an excellent update on the HTLD in
"AirLand Battle Tactics Demand High-Tech Equipment," Defense Systems

Review (October 1983): 13-20, The thirteen operational/tactical
requirements for the HTLD are (1) fight deep within the areas of
influence, (2) orient on the enemy -- not terrain, (3) contain enemy
strength, (4) by-pass enemy strength, (3) attack high value targets
from flank/rear/air, (6) deceive the enemy to gain surprise, (7)
attack critical/vulnerable subsystems, (8) be prepared to fight 1n own
rear area, (9) synchronize the AirLand Battle, (10) organize
responsive support elements, {11) exploit superior distributive
command, control, communications, and intelligence, (12) complement
heavy forces, (13) sustain the force., The other priority programs not
mentioned include: aviationy NBC; deceptions; and commandg, control
and communications,
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equipment for the light infantry forces.

151b1d., 317-498. See lan V. Hogg, (ed.), Jane s Infantry

Weapons 1983-86, Eleventh Edition (New York: Jane's Publishing Inc.,
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CHAPTER SIX

CONCLUSION
The real object of having an Aray 15 to
provide far war.!l

Elihu Root

PURPOSE

The purpose of this thesis is threefold: (1) to identify the
threat and dangers likely to have an impact on the mission
accomplishment aof the Infantry Division (Light) 1in the 1990s; (2) to
ascertain the revised missions of light infantry forces: and (3) tao
suggest some of the emerqging technologies and weapon svstems that
could make an order-ocf-magnitude difference to the Infantrv Division

(Light) capability.

The thesis is written with the following assumptions:

a. General war or nuclear exchange between U.S. and USSR 1s

highly unlikely in the next two decades;

b. The U.S. has a general interest in the stabilitv ang
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development of the Third World, an arena where the U.S. and USSR

continue to compete for preeminence in the global order;

€. The Infantry Division (Light) will be emploved acrass tne

conflict spectrum, especially in low-intensity conflict: and

d. The U.S.

will continue to maintain a decided advantage 1n

high technology, an area which will contribute significantiv to

ingreased combat effectiveness.

THE STRATEGIC AND TACTICAL ENVIRONMENTS IN THE 1990s

Research on the strategic and tactical environments in the

1990s indicated that:<

a, The nuclear and conventional balance 1n Europe 13

relatively stable, 1mplying that a general war in NATO-Europe is highly

improbable and that the probability of direct U.S.-USSR confrontation

elsewhere 1s low.

b. Future conflicts are more likely to take place in Third

World countries which have political, social, or economic problems,

Such conflicts, although mid- to low-intensity in nature, will

threaten U.S. economic interests,> Most low-intensity conflict will

not be strategically decisive, but 1n those cases that could be so

because of esca.ation potential, U.S. deterrent and rapid-response

capabilities wi1ll be required,.
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t. The U.S. is ill-prepared to cope with low-intensity

conflict because:

(1) Much of the U.S. Army is trained and equipped to
fight an attrition war against the Warsaw Pact and remains unsuitable

for rapid deployment to Third World contingencies.

(2) U.S. policymakers are often not acquainteg with
the local causes, nuances, balance aof forces, and dvnamics of the

caoanflict,

(3) Most low-intensity threats are not amendable to
military solutions but require the integrated application of a variety

of tools and approaches.

d. Third Warld conflicts and 1instabilities will oplace
increasing strains on the limited U.S. resources. Therefore, the U.S.
needs to develop a strateqgy that could, besides deterring the Warsaw
Pact in NATO-Europe, neutralize low-intensity conflict or at jeast
ameliorate 1ts adverse effect, In developing this strategy. the U.S.
needs: (1) to be selective in 1ts involvement, which will require
multilateral cooperation; (2) a better understanding of the problems in
the conflict, including the ramifications of xenaphob:ia, ana
differences in pain thresholds of belligerents; and (3) highlv trained.

rapidly deployable light forces.

e. On the tactical level, the nature of the <future

battlefield will retain many of the characteristics that have been
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evolving since World War 1II. Most of the weapons such as tanks,

e A

artillery, and infantry weapons will be improved, but they will not be

fundamentally different, except to the extent that they are

R

:: increasingly automated. Even then, no single weapon system 1is
%, expected to dominate the battlefield,
K<

d

! THE THREAT

'J

Forecasting patterns of Soviet political and militarv bshavior

; 15 a difficult but necessary task for meaningful defense planning; and
:: 1t 1s i1mportant for us to realize how the potential threat s weapon
) ]

]

: and military capabilities will affect successful m1ssio0n
% accomplishment., To this end, one assumptiaon which we are inclined to
3 adhere to 15 that the basic behavior patterns of the Soviets 1in the
. past will continue, much along established lines. Some possible
J patterns of future Soviet political and military behavior include:

-~

¥

a. Soviet behavior may be expected to exhibit the same

N elements of assertive opportunism combined with caution as before ang
)

‘i to remain in a low profile, where possible:
A

N b. The Soviet Union will seek to improve its global status by
~

) eroding the U.S. preeminence in the Third World:

R

- ¢. The Soviet airborne forces will be a key component of any
'’ direct intervention by the Soviet Union, especially 1n areas o+ vital
3' USSR i1nterests:
W

¢
[}
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d. The Soviet Union will rely on low-risk proxy operations

and military assistance to aid liberation movements in Third World; and

e. The Soviet arms transfer to the Third World countries,

especially in those countries the Infantry Division (Light) might be

emplovyed,

will represent a positive threat to possible U.S. responses

against Soviet-backed operations.

As with most Soviet military developments, little or no

information 1s avallable on future weapon systems, in particular thase

earmarked for Saviet airborne troops. Nevertheless, we can assume

that, all things being equal, the Soviet Union will increase their R &

D eféorts so as to surpass U.S. military technoloqical capabilities

and to restore some measure of flexibility to their foreign policv. A

second assumption is that the Soviet Union will continue to field

evolutionary substitutes of their conventional armaments.

THE LESSONS OF HISTORY

Historically, the U.S Army has somewhat limited experience 1n
designing and emoloying light infantry division-type farces. Earlier

light infantrv forces have had the following characteristics:*?

a. An all-purpose infantry deemed suitable for worldwide

qeneralized deployment:

b. Reqular infantry made Jlight, bv simply reducing 1ts

vehicular scales and lignhter artillery tor greater strateglc mobijitty:
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c. Organized, and equipped for positional set-piece combat,

though requiring augmentation for sustained combat,.

In contrast, foreign armies’' experiences with lignt infantrv
far exceed that of the U.S. However, most foreign light forces are
usually of brigade size, highly elite, context-specific and unburdened
by any overseas constraint. In addition to a primarv rale as an
interventionarv farce, that is, if tne countrv has strategic overseas
interests, the light i1ntantry is used in special gperations and econonmy

of force missions.

FUTURE MISSIONS FOR LIGHT INFANTRY FORCES

General conclusions drawn fram earlier research an the utility
of Infantry Division (Light) 1n Chapter 3 indicated that it has a
place within the U.S. Army force structure. Although 1t was designed
primarily as a conventional deterrent faorce for low-intensity
conflict, it can perform tactical and operational -ecanomv of farce
missions in a mid- to high-intensity environment. For such economv of
force missions, light 1nfantry forces should be organized to take
advantage of the terrain, that is, in brigade-size instead of the
present divisional structure, Some of the missions which can e

assiagned to light 1nfantry forces are:

a. Demonstrate U.S. national resolve with a Ccredible

conventional deterrent force.
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b. Conduct opreemptive maneuvers to foi1l Soviet hegemanic o
¢
intrusions into Third World countries of vital interests to the U.S. -
g
)
e
c. Respond to Soviet-backed proxy intervention in areas of '\
1
(R4
important i1nterests to U.S. N
>
d. Fight in close and compartmentalized terrain or a low ;&
)8
%
force density areas of operatian, :
“'
e. Defend in a mature theater as either a forwarda-deploveg or t
reinfaorcing faormations, o
Y
5
f. Conduct counterinsurgency operations. military assistance
or advisory programs at the request of a legitimate government i1n laow- f;
“.
ne
intensity conflict theaters. &
X
g. Execute peacetime contingencies such as coup de main ‘§
o ¢
§
operations, peacekeeping missions, countering terrorism, protection or *;
O
evacuation of U.S., nationals from areas of conflict, A¢

e

Vieiio

h. Act as a strateqic reserve which 1s c&apanls 550 r~szocs
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deplovment at short notice.
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Infantry Division (Light) are summarized below.3

vty a. The strategic versatility of the Infantry Division (Light)
&
¥ may negate its operational <capability. The division mav become both

a specialty force inappropriate to all but a narrow range of scenarios

E and an all-purpose force that cannot respond to specific crises.

iQ

N

W b, Even though the Infantry Division (Light) 1s optimally -

designed for operations at the lower end of the conflict spectrunm,

2: there is no reason to assume that its use will or <can be Ilimited to
iﬁ confronting lightly-armed opponents. Given the massive Soviet arams
:* transfer to the variogus Third World countries, especially 1n those
é; regions the Infantry Division (Light) might be emploved, opposing
%; forces may well be heavily armed with sophisticated weapons.
i% c. Rapid intervention forces such as the Infantry Division
iz (Light) must be able to survive once deployed, For strategic mobility
’ reasons, the division is found lacking 1in firepaower, sufficient
i; tactical mobility, sustainability, and survivabilitv.
'
;f It is important for us not to exaggerate the oproblems of the
o Infantry Division (Light) and thus either preclude 1its future
:: employment or be forced to accept without guestion its reduced
¥

capability. Admittedlv, the Infantry DOivision (Light: will not have

the firepower, mobi1lity, sustainability, and survivability of heavier

ot 3

mechanized forces, but ¢the superiority of light infantry forces

resides in their versatility -- they possess stabilitv in defense, a
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certain flexibility in attack and can act through the "law of
destruction by fire."® Recent histories have shown that success in
modern conflict is not solely dependent on the quality of equipment or
sophistication of technology. Nevertheless, conventional weapons and
technology can still alter the balance 1n a confliict or decide a
military outcome when all other considerations between adversaries are
equal. Because technology continues to be a major U.S., strength
relative to 1its potential adversaries, this author looks to the
various emerging technologies to help resclve the problems in

equipping the Infantry Division (Light).
FUTURE EQUIPMENT FOR THE INFANTRY DIVISION (LIGHT)

\
Weapons and equipment designed for light infantry farces must
meet their aqperational requirements. Unfortunately, this 1s not
always the case. Some of the recurrent tendencies with the U.S5. Aray

acquisition program are:

a. To ignore the planned synergism between tactics and
technology and not to incorporate the proper tactical perspectives 1nto

equipment requirements,

b. To match technologies with threats 1in terms of equal
modernity and sophistication, which are 1in themselves deterrent

measures, but not necessarily a combat match,

c. To look only at what the new equioment "might" be able to
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do without considering whether the gain is marginal or negligible.

d. To overemphasize the "elusive state-of-art advances” which

in turn affect the overall readiness of U.S5. forces.’

In an attempt to avoid these pitfalls, this author adopts the

three approaches outlined in Steven L. Canby's Classic Light Infantry

and New Technology to review the -equipment requirements for the

Infantry Division (Light). The three methods used are: 8

a. Survey the equipment in wuse by some foreign armies and
then project how the equipment and its underlying technology could

assist in developing light i1nfantry capabilities.

b. Analyze the doctrine and tactical repertoires required anag
expected of light infantry and then suggest the technaologvy or
equipment that could facilitate the execution of the mission and

component tasks.

c. Survey R & D centers in U.S. and abroad and then project
how circulating technological possibilities could assist in developing

light infantry capabilities.,

Summaries of the equipment requirements, using these aporoaches, are

presented in Chapter 3,

The linkage model framework (see Figure 3-1) is used, in turn,
to outline the selection criteria for those technologies and equioment

that could make an order-of-magnitude difference to light infantry
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capabilities., A qualitative assessment of those emerging technologies

and equipment provides the following list,

a. Squad Level.

2 x lightweight squad assault weapons

2 x automatic rifles with built-in grenade
launchers

I % precision-modified semi-automatic rifle

3 x lightweight semi-autamatic rifles (2 x clase-
assault weapon systems will replace the 2
S-ARs when the squad is involved 1n MOUT or 1in
tlose guarters patrol and ambush operations)

Sufficient light antitank weapons

b. Platoon Level, The platoon will not hold any aoarganic

weapons heavier than those at the squad.

c. Company Level.

3 % 60mm long range gun-mortars
3 x medium range antitank weapons with FOG-M and
top-armor attack capability
3 x 30mm automatic self-powered cannons mounted an
. HMMWVS

STINGERs with POST and RMP

{5t




>

>

d.

Battalion Level,

6 % 120mm heavy mortars (able to fire terminally-
guided dual-purpose conventional munition)

3 x automatic grenade launchers

& % hypervelocity external guns or missile
launchers

& x 30mm automatic self-powered cannons

STINGERs with POST and RMP

Sufficient stocks of MAWs with FOG-M capability

Division Level.

(1)

(2)

Fire Support.

3 x battalions of 140mm verv heavy mortars

1 x battery of improved 155mm towed haowitzers with
auxiliary propulsion capability

1 x battalion of attack helicopters (AH 1-5 COBRA

or AH-64A)

Air Defense,

1 x ADA battery of pedestal mounted STINGERS
1 x ADA battery of radar-controlled antiaircraft

guns
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(3) Tactical Mability.

Significant weight reduction in HMMWV
Improved Black Hawk with a longer range, externail

stares support capability

o T
s o

CONCLUSION
}
o

To conclude on a cautionary note, the U,S, Army 1s in the

B
R' midst of a period of revolutionary change in military technology -- a
;{ period of vital importance ¢for light infantry forces. GQOver the next
Wy
¢ decade or two, light i1nfantry forces will be transformed radicalily in
.‘4‘.
'~ their doctrine, modes of operation, and capabilities. If the U.S.
N Army controls the process of change appropriately, the Infantry

Division (Light) is likely to become, in General John A. Wickhan,
o Jr.’s words, “the world's finest light infantry."? If the U.S. Army
%w fails to face the full implications and challenges of these changes,
<
. the Infantry Division (Light) will not be effective enough ta fight in
4
»
L}
’ new ways or large enough to fight in old ways. By providing the light
G4 infantry forces with the equipment listed above, the U.S. Army will
¥
- insure that light infantry forces can be deployed rapidly and be able
5
& . to survive once deployed. Other oprescriptive reguirements for the
i
3 future include:
X .
S a. Establish a separate infantry branch headgquarters to
,‘!
1M formulate and coordinate all matters pertaining to light 1nfantry
Sy
Ny
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forces;

b. Develop

doctrine(s) tp capitalize

technical capability and tactics. skills; and

i.e.

c. Train light infantry troops 1n other

airborne

and air

assault

operational flexibility.
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6This is how Clausewitz judged the role of infantry., Cited 1in
Brigadier General Ernst Klaffus, "The Infantry -- Thoughts on Weapons
and Protection,” NATO's Sixteen Nationg (December 1983-January 1984):

when assigning

capability ang
Yark: Praeger,

a similar vein, John English urges the military planner,
missions to the infantry, to capitalize on "the twin
infantry strength” -- the infantryman's technical
tactical prowess. John A, English, On Infantry (New
1981): 217.

7The U.S. Army can no longer depend upon the stimulus of a
provide 1t with the means to wage that war. The lead time of
most equipment -- the time required to develop a new weapon system
trom concept to its fielding in an aperational force -- 1s sometimes

comparatively

long. As a conseguence of long lead times, tn2

equipment designed and provided to forces 1n peacetime will be that .n
use during the next conflict and will largely determine the outcaore.
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