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Introduction

The Army of the 1980s

Emerging from the Vietnam War with its manpower and materiel base
sorely in need of revitalization and with the psychological scars of an
unpopular war still fresh, the Army of the mid-1970s was hard pressed to
carry out its strategic missions. Most of the Army’s strategic reserve was
depleted during operations in Southeast Asia and had to be reconstituted.
Frontline units in Korea and Europe had suffered a decade of neglect
because they also had been used as a reservoir of combat leaders, special-
ists, and equipment for operations in Vietnam. In addition to its ravaged
force structure, the Army had deferred modernization of weapons and
equipment to help defray the costs of the extended conflict in Vietnam.
The austere military budgets of the post-Vietnam period exacerbated these
conditions and compelled the Army to reduce its strength and curtail train-
ing. The turbulence engendered by declining manpower requirements and
adjustments in force structure, combined with what many in the Army per-
ceived as a crisis in professionalism and morale, contributed to the loss of
many seasoned noncommissioned officers (NCOs) and officers. The ser-
vice’s concomitant transition to an all-volunteer force heightened the con-
cern of the Army leadership regarding the quality of the force. Nearly one
of every two volunteers who joined the All-Volunteer Army was either a
high school dropout or scored in the lowest acceptable category of the
Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT). Laboring under the unflattering
sobriquet of a “hollow Army,” Army leaders set their sights on rebuilding
the Army during the 1980s.

That decade witnessed the revitalization of nearly every aspect of the
Army. Beginning in the late 1970s the Army entered a period of ferment
in the evolution of doctrine, highlighted by its espousal of AirLand Battle
doctrine. It was a period in which the Army adopted the “Army of
Excellence” force design, with its mix of heavy and light divisions and
special operations forces. Spurred by the growth of Soviet land forces and
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advances in arms technology, the Army began ambitious weapons and
equipment modernization programs as funds for research and develop-
ment and procurement were increased during the Reagan administration.
The fruits of these efforts became apparent by the late 1980s as several
major items of equipment—the M1 Abrams main battle tank, the Bradley
infantry fighting vehicle, new attack and utility helicopters and rocket
launching systems, and improved air defense and antitank weaponry—
entered the force.

At the same time, the Army began reconstituting badly depleted war
reserve stocks. It enlarged and improved training sites and programs and
established combat training centers where maneuver units could engage
in realistic force-on-force training. Significant strides were made in
applying new technologies related to computer simulation and lasers to
support training and enhance information management, communication,
and command and control functions. As Army leaders stressed leadership
and professionalism, and as an Army career became more attractive, the
caliber of manpower improved. This change was reflected in the sharp
decrease in the percentage of recruits that comprised the lowest accept-
able category of enlistees, from 57 percent in 1980 to 6 percent in 1988,
and a rise in the percentage of high school graduates among volunteers,
from 54 to 93 percent. Throughout the decade, Army leaders also dis-
played a greater interest in the quality of life for service members and
their families and for retirees.

The qualitative improvements of the 1980s, however, were achieved at
the expense of gains in the strength of the active component. While its
strength increased during the late 1970s, it declined from 781,000 in 1980
to 772,000 at the start of FY 1989. The Army sought to preserve the
strength of forward-deployed combat forces and combat-ready forces in
the United States. As the Army forces designated first to fight, they were
also the first to modernize. At the same time, the service restructured its
heavy divisions to reduce their size, but not their lethality. The Army also
enhanced its capacity for rapid deployment of striking forces by organiz-
ing several light divisions and enlarging its special operations forces.

Commensurate with changes in the size and structure of the active
component, a significant transformation occurred in the roles and strength
of the Army’s reserve components, the U.S. Army Reserve (USAR) and
the Army National Guard (ARNG). Their strengths increased; the USAR
grew from 225,000 to 321,000, and the Guard from 389,000 to 457,000.
Under the Army’s Total Force Concept many combat support and combat
service support missions that could not be fulfilled by active forces
because of strength limitations were shifted to the reserves. The reserve
components assumed an even more meaningful place in the Army’s readi-
ness and mobilization posture as certain reserve combat units were select-
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ed to “round out” active divisions with brigades or battalions. A variety of
programs that affiliated reserve units with the active component gave tan-
gible meaning to the idea of a Total Force.

Congressionally imposed strength ceilings on active forces, a leveling
off and then decline in defense spending in the mid- and late 1980s, and
the tempering of modernization programs for economic reasons prevent-
ed the Army from realizing its manpower and modernization goals.
Nevertheless, on the eve of FY 1989 the Army was a profoundly different
institution from what it had been a decade earlier. Judged by the quality of
its enlistees, its favorable recruiting and retention rates, and vast improve-
ments in training, the Army was a well-trained, ready, and motivated force.
Its combat potential, compared with Soviet ground forces by the Force
Evaluation (FORCE) Study, 1988/1989 (formerly MICAF, Measuring
Improved Capability of Army Forces), also had experienced substantial
gains during the 1980s.

The great complexity of such comparisons required consideration of
readiness, mobilization capacity, training, command and control, cohe-
sion, and other factors. The FORCE study suggested that between 1985
and 1988 the combat potential of the active component (18 divisions
including roundout units, 5 separate brigades, and 3 armored cavalry reg-
iments) improved 37 percent. The combat potential of the reserve com-
ponents (10 divisions, 16 separate brigades, and 4 armored cavalry regi-
ments) rose 45 percent. For the Total Army the increase was 39 percent.
The increases were attributed to modernization of weapons and equip-
ment with items such as the M1A1 tank, the 155-mm. self-propelled
howitzer, the Multiple Launch Rocket System, the M2/3 Bradley infantry
fighting vehicle, the AH~64 Apache attack helicopter, new dry cargo and
tanker trucks, and a variety of improved combat support (CS) and com-
bat service support (CSS) equipment. Other comparisons suggested that
American forces, at best, were staying even with the previously stronger
Soviet forces.

The changes that occurred in the Army in the 1980s also had trouble-
some aspects. Rapidly changing doctrine and operational concepts raised
several issues: How well prepared was the Army for low-intensity con-
flict? What was the future of light infantry forces and the motorized divi-
sion? Could heavy and light forces operate in tandem, and how should
they be organized for combined arms operations? Other concerns centered
on such perennial issues as the readiness of the reserve components and
the adequacy of close air support.

The quickened pace of modernization and the introduction of techno-
logically sophisticated and complex weapons prompted questions about
the average soldier’s ability to operate and maintain such weapons effec-
tively, thus frustrating advances in doctrine and tactics. These advanced
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weapons, in the view of some, dramatically increased operating, mainte-
nance, and training costs and siphoned off resources from other areas.
Equipping battalions with the Bradley infantry fighting vehicle, according
to one study, increased operating and support costs 45 percent, and those
costs for battalions armed with the M1 tank rose 69 percent. The cost per
flying hour for the Apache helicopter was twice that of the older Cobra,
while that of the Black Hawk was four times the Hueys. Operation and
maintenance funds, moreover, had not kept pace with the rate of inflation
since 1985 and were reduced by 5 percent in FY 1988.

While the Army succeeded in modernizing its force structure, it began
to feel the pinch of more austere defense budgets in FY 1989. Despite
recent reforms in the development and acquisition processes, moderniza-
tion was still costly and occasionally faltered. Once promising weapons
systems such as the Aquila remotely piloted vehicle (RPV), the Roland air
defense system, and the York divisional air defense gun (DIVAD) were
programs gone sour. As the Army’s developmental programs came under
increasing scrutiny by officials of the Department of Defense (DOD) and
Congress, questions of cost and priorities assumed a new urgency. Had the
Army, some analysts asked, committed itself to excessive high-cost pro-
grams that it could not afford? For many developmental projects in FY
1989, the Army faced a choice of scaling down programs, settling for
fewer enhancements, acquiring fewer items, or stretching out the develop-
mental process. All of those courses had implications for doctrine, force
structure, and readiness. Underlying those options, however, was a ques-
tion of yet greater import: the priority that the Army should accord to
modernization in relation to preserving its force structure.

In FY 1989 the Army faced a predicament common to armed forces
in peacetime—a widening gulf between strategic commitments and
resources. The Army’s strategic missions, which derived from Title 10 U.S.
Code, Section 3062, were undiminished in FY 1989. Statutory provisions
stipulated that the Army “be organized, trained, and equipped primarily
for prompt and sustained land combat operations” and was “responsible
for the preparation of land forces necessary for the effective prosecution
of war” Specific strategic missions support American national interests
and national security policy and strategy. As the Army entered FY 1989 its
missions were to deter and, if necessary, defeat a Warsaw Pact attack on
the nations of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and other-
wise maintain NATO’s territorial integrity and security; to deny Soviet or
hostile control of the Persian Gulf and associated oil resources; to defend
vital U.S. interests in the Pacific; to support allies in Asia, Latin America,
and Africa; to maintain a strategic reserve capable of countering threats in
the Western Hemisphere; and to respond to other thrcats to American
interests anywhere in the world.



INTRODUCTION: THE ARMY OF THE 1980s 7

Surveying the Army’s role on the eve of FY 1989, General Carl E.
Vuono, the Army Chief of Staff, took satisfaction that in the past year the
Army had demonstrated clearly its unique strategic role in national secu-
rity. The readiness and capabilities of conventional and nonstrategic
nuclear Army forces committed to NATO’s forward defense, he noted, had
contributed significantly to achieving nuclear strategic force reductions
with the Soviet Union. The participation of Army aviation and air defense
elements in operations in the Persian Gulf to protect allied shipping and
also the emergency deployment of troops to Honduras at the latter gov-
ernment’s request, General Vuono observed, confirmed the Army’s readi-
ness to support regional contingency operations and its capacity to engage
in low-intensity conflict.

The Army leadership, in General Vuono’s view, faced several major
challenges in FY 1989. It was imperative to maintain a focus on the
Army’s warfighting capabilities, to include its strategic reserve forces.
The Army, he stressed, must show that it was ready to execute national
strategy at a reasonable level of risk and convincingly justify its require-
ments. The Army of FY 1989 was a dynamic force trained and ready to
fight and win anywhere in the world while adapting, as a strategic force,
for the next century.

In no small part this effort entailed promoting a fully accurate image
of the Army’s current trained and ready status and its confidence in its
future. To promote a favorable image of itself, the Army resorted to sev-
eral forums. The U.S. Army War College (USAWC) Current Affairs
Panel consisted of a team of USAWC students who visited thirty to thir-
ty-five academic institutions annually. Notable among publications
intended to improve the Army’s profile was Army Focus, a semiannual
publication inaugurated in FY 1989 at General Vuono’s direction. The
Chief of Staff envisioned Army Focus as a forum to air key issues that
faced the Army and as a means of keeping Army leaders abreast of those
issues to help them tell the Army’s story and safeguard its position as a
vital strategic force.

General Vuono set the Army’s agenda for FY 1989 in a widely dis-
tributed paper, “A Strategic Force for the 1990s and Beyond.” The Army,
he contended, had unique and irreplaceable roles in national strategy and
constituted the “cornerstone of our national military strategy.” General
Vuono noted that all of the nation’s potential adversaries had large armies
that could dominate terrain and assets vital to the United States. The
Army’s strategic mandate, the Chief of Staff stated, stemmed from an
appreciation of this threat and from the assumption that the requirement
to meet the land force threat could be met only by the United States Army.
From this strategic verity, General Vuono called for an Army, regardless of
its size, that was versatile, deployable, and lethal. That Army must be pre-
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pared to fight and win in any theater and across the entire spectrum of
conflict if deterrence failed. This concept, General Vuono observed, lay at
the very heart of our national survival.

The realization of this mandate, General Vuono believed, was fraught
with uncertainties. The Army’s most substantial recent accomplishment
had been improving the quality of the force, an achievement that required
continued support. Likewise, the Army’s force structure was “perilously
small” relative to the Army’s commitments. Entering the fifth straight year
of budgetary decline, the prospect of an even smaller Army, compounded
by a diminishing reservoir of potential recruits, posed a formidable chal-
lenge to Army leaders. They sought to maintain the quality and versatility
of the Army’s personnel, sustain the forward momentum of moderniza-
tion, and avert the diminution of future combat capabilities by short-sight-
ed economies. The Army’s ability to fulfill its strategic mandate was com-
plicated by the rapidity with which the strategic balance was changing
through arms control and arms reduction measures. Army leaders whole-
heartedly supported these measures in FY 1989, but they cautioned that
such measures should be part of an integrated national security strategy
that did not inadvertently reduce the Army’s ability to carry out its strate-
gic missions.

To guide the Army through FY 1989 and into the next decade, General
Vuono enunciated “six imperatives” that Secretary of the Army Michael P.
W. Stone previously had outlined. The imperatives reflected a corporate
vision of the Army by its senior military and civilian leaders. First in
importance was the imperative to maintain a high-quality force by recruit-
ing and retaining educated, highly motivated, and ambitious men and
women who possessed leadership potential. This required not only tangi-
ble incentives to attract and retain the best people but a professional envi-
ronment that induced a desire to serve in the Army. To maintain dynamic,
realistic doctrine, the second imperative was to ensure that doctrine, while
appropriate for contemporary warfighting requirements, was reformulat-
ed for the battlefield of the future. General Vuono’s third imperative, to
maintain a force mix in the Army compatible with requirements of nation-
al security, was closely related to the evolution of doctrine. An Army of
heavy, light, and special operations forces had to be configured into com-
bat packages appropriate to the threats that the nation faced. Adjusting
structure, design, and mix, the Chief of Staff added, must always be based
on the demands of national security, not on domestic budget pressures.

The conduct of tough, realistic, mission-oriented training was the
fourth imperative. General Vuono deemed it the cornerstone of readiness
and the basis for perpetuating the Army as a credible strategic force.
Likewise the continued modernization of the Army, the fifth imperative,
was to be carried out to improve our warfighting capability in response to
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the modernization of potential adversaries. Although highly susceptible to
fiscal constraints, modernization was all-embracing and pertained to
acquisition of major systems and the entire range of personnel, organiza-
tional, training, and doctrinal requirements needed to create an effective
fighting force. While modernization plans would require adjustment in the
future to get the most warfighting value for each dollar invested, General
Vuono believed that these plans were a comprehensive road map to har-
ness technology as a significant force multiplier. The development of
competent and confident leaders throughout the Army, the sixth and final
imperative, closed the loop with the first of General Vuono’s tenets. Such
leaders were critical for the Army of FY 1989 and would become our lega-
cy to the next generation.

The Chief of Staff’s vision of the Army and his six imperatives under-
lie a large portion of this historical summary. Much of its substance is
clustered in chapters that detail the issues involved in General Vuono’s six
imperatives. Doctrine, force structure, modernization, manpower, train-
ing, and quality of life issues are accorded extensive coverage. Other
chapters deal with related subjects. In large measure, but not exclusively,
the vantage point of this historical summary is Headquarters, Department
of the Army (HQDA). Policies, decisions, and actions that derive from
HQDA or that emanate from elsewhere but, of necessity, must be
addressed by the Army leadership are major topics of discussion. This
summary seeks to convey in a broad canvas the condition of the Army in
FY 1989, but it also views some subjects from the perspective of the field.

What is presented is largely a historical portrait. History, however, is
process and change. The Army is a dynamic institution, and this summa-
ry seeks to convey the processes of change as they pertain to the Army.
The summary touches on the origins and impetus for change, both inter-
nal and external to the Army, and places the service in the context of an
uncertain and changing security environment, rapid technological
advances, and changes in the larger society in which it served.



2
The Army and National Security Strategy

Introduction

The national security strategy of the United States is global in dimen-
sion but regional in its priorities. It harnesses all elements of national
power-—economic, military, and diplomatic—to protect and advance
enduring national interests. These interests are the survival of the United
States as a free and independent nation with its fundamental values and
institutions intact; the existence of a healthy and growing U.S. economy
maintained and strengthened by a robust industrial, agricultural, and tech-
nological base and by access to foreign markets and resources; the preser-
vation of a stable and secure world free of major threats to U.S. interests
and allies; the growth of human freedom, democratic institutions, and free
market economies throughout the world linked by a fair and open inter-
national trading system; and the development and sustenance of healthy
and vigorous alliances.

The fundamental elements of the United States’ national military
strategy, which define national security objectives and give direction to
American defense policies, are derived from these broad objectives. The
strategic concepts of deterrence and containment are the key elements of
American national military strategy. This strategy entails the protection of
our national security distant from North America by using forward-
deployed U.S. forces. The principal tenets of U.S. military strategy in FY
1989 were: (1) to safeguard the United States and its armed forces, allies,
and interests by deterring aggression and coercion and, should deterrence
fail, to defeat armed aggression and terminate conflicts at the lowest pos-
sible level of hostilities on terms favorable to the United States and its
allies; (2) to encourage and assist allies and friends, through collective
defense arrangements, to defend themselves against aggression, coercion,
subversion, insurgencies, and terrorism and to expand deterrence of
aggression by the extension of American military power; (3) to reduce the
Soviet presence throughout the world where possible by increasing the
costs of Soviet use of subversive forces and to foster changes in the Soviet
Bloc that will lead to a more peaceful world order; (4) to prevent the trans-
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fer of militarily critical technology to the Soviet Bloc; and (5) to pursue
equitable and verifiable arms reduction agreements.

Since the late 1940s, the goals and key principles of national security
and military strategy, based on containment and deterrence, have been
constant. They apply to conventional and nuclear threats to American
security and interests. Deterrence, whether it addresses a nuclear or con-
ventional threat, rests on the ability of the United States to make clear that
it possesses both the ability and the will to respond effectively to any mil-
itary aggression. Forward-deployed Army forces in critical areas such as
Europe and South Korea are manifest evidence of American military
resolve to deter aggression.

The Army has contended that conventional military power, and land
combat power in particular, is an indispensable component of national
military strategy. While vital in long-standing forward-deployed defensive
positions in Germany and South Korea, conventional land forces also have
provided American leaders the flexibility to meet diverse threats and
aggression. Conventional and special operations forces offer national
decision makers options for military responses that facilitate conflict man-
agement and the conduct of foreign policy. The measured use of land
combat forces could help circumscribe the scope and intensity of war by
confining it to a conventional mode, thus minimizing the risk of nuclear
warfare. While the other U.S. armed services can deny and destroy mili-
tary objectives, ground forces alone can secure and control them, and thus
render a unique strategic function with regard to conflict termination and
the attainment of postwar political objectives. During FY 1989 the Army’s
mission continued to be organizing, training, and equipping forces pre-
pared to conduct prompt and sustained land combat operations by avail-
ing such forces to the commanders in chief (CINCs) of the unified and
specified commands (the warfighting CINCs) as called for in existing
operations plans or as directed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS).

While deterrence during the past several decades was closely associ-
ated with continental defense against the threat of nuclear attack by inter-
continental missiles and the preservation of the status quo in Europe and
the Korean peninsula, U.S. national security has been historically linked to
hemispheric security. Sensitive to foreign encroachments, American lead-
ers have long sought to deter or cope with hemispheric threats both uni-
laterally and through collective security arrangements with Latin
American nations. In the recent past, threats to hemispheric security have
been more subtle than a potential enemy’s nuclear prowess or massed
ground forces. Political and military subversion, terrorism, insurgency,
and illicit drug activities and narcoterrorism have been the concerns of
American leaders. Using various forms of civil and military assistance as
well as conventional military power, the United States has sought to pro-
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mote political stability, to nurture democratic institutions, to foster eco-
nomic and social betterment, and to help indigenous military forces to
cope with destabilizing internal subversive and terrorist elements. The
Army has participated in this strategy of nation building through security
assistance programs and other low-intensity operations. Instead of heavy
combat divisions and massed firepower, the Army has most often been
represented by advisers, mobile training teams, civic action and civil
affairs elements, and other light and special operations assets.

The Army as a Strategic Force in NATO

The perception of Soviet threats against Western Europe and North
America led to establishment of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO), the rearmament of former foes and allies in Europe, and the sus-
tained commitment of American combat forces to Europe both to contain
and to defend Western Europe against Soviet aggression. The overriding
concern for the security of Western Europe molded the Army’s strategy
and doctrine, operational concepts and tactics, force structure and design,
and equipment and weaponry—in fact, nearly every facet of the service.
This concern has given impetus to the Army’s definition and vision of
itself as a strategic force. As a founder and member of the North Atlantic
Alliance and NATO, the United States has been committed to the forward
defense of Western Europe for the past forty years. The Army has shared
this commitment.

Since the founding of NATO the U.S. Army and allied ground forces
have faced the numerically superior conventional ground forces of the
opposing Soviet and East European armies, who formed their own
alliance, the Warsaw Pact, in 1955. During NATO’s formative years, when
the United States enjoyed nuclear superiority, NATO’s military strategy
centered on the threat of massive nuclear retaliation against aggression by
the Soviet Union. The numerically inferior allied ground forces were rel-
egated to a delaying force or a trip wire that would quickly summon mas-
sive nuclear retaliation. Once the two superpowers achieved nuclear pari-
ty, massive retaliation became a problematic strategy. In the late 1950s
NATO introduced theater or tactical nuclear weapons as the U.S. Army’s
first generation of atomic artillery, and tactical missiles were designed to
compensate for shortcomings in conventional ground strength. These
weapons also provided new military options short of the strategic nuclear
threshold. The flexible response that they furnished was amplified by
advances in air mobility and communications, which gave Army ground
forces greater facility to contain or delay any trespass by Warsaw Pact
forces. The ensuing buildup of American short- and intermediate-range
nuclear missiles and artillery was eventually matched, and in some cate-
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gories exceeded, by Warsaw Pact forces. Their use, some strategists con-
tended, would lead inexorably to employment of strategic nuclear
weapons, while others held that tactical nuclear parity created effective
mutual deterrence.

After the end of the Vietnam War, the Army strengthened its forces in
Europe. It modified its tactical doctrine, capitalized on technological
advances to modernize its forces, and proceeded with force structure
changes best suited to defeat quickly an initial ground attack in NATO’s
Central Front. The Army’s adoption of AirLand Battle doctring, its restruc-
turing of forces under the Army of Excellence concept, and its studied
modernization of major weapons are significant facets of this ongoing
effort. At the start of FY 1989, 4.5 Army divisions were stationed in West
Germany. Since FY 1983, however, American military forces in Europe
have operated under a congressionally mandated strength ceiling of
326,400. The JCS approved the Army’s share of this ceiling in FY 1989 at
216,779. Army plans envisioned the early reinforcement of NATO by as
many as ten stateside divisions in as many days.

Appearing before Congress in February 1989, General John R.
Galvin, the Commander in Chief of the European Command (CINCEUR),
suggested how, within the context of AirL.and Battle doctrine, the tradi-
tional strategies of forward defense and flexible response that applied to
American ground forces in Europe might be accommodated to the
prospects of declining U.S. Army force levels. He envisioned a strategy
that traded space for time by allowing assaulting encmy forces to attack
deep and reveal their objectives. Highly mobile American forces would
concentrate to contain the invading forces and frustrate thc enemy’s strat-
egy. With the enemy’s penetration forestalled, allied forces would mount
counteroffensive operations that included opcrations in the enemy’s rear,
or the deep battle. Deep operations would seek to prevent the enemy from
reinforcing his initial assault forces and to disrupt his command and con-
trol and logistical operations, thercby isolating the invasion forces and
facilitating their destruction in the close battle. Success in the initial
defense and counterattack, or the first battle, according to Galvin, was
critical since Army forces depended on organic and theater sustainment
during those initial engagements until reinforcements arrived.

Admiral William J. Crowe, Jr., Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
in April 1989 questioned NATO’s ability to mount and sustain an effective
conventional defense against a determined Warsaw Pact campaign.
NATO’s Central Region, Admiral Crowe observed, lacked the number of
troops and weapons and inventories of preferred and common munitions
needed to prevail in a high-intensity conflict of several months or more
with the Warsaw Pact. The most glaring weakness in our global posture,
Crowe observed, was NATO’s inadequate conventional defense of Western



THE ARMY AND NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY 15

Europe, particularly the military risks on NATO’s Central Front, which
were higher than the Joint Chiefs would prefer.

Other factors also impinged on American military strategy in NATO
in FY 1989 and on the Army’s strategic role in that theater. The most far-
reaching factors were the two superpowers’ conventional arms control and
arms reduction initiatives. In response to Mikhail Gorbachev’s announce-
ment on 7 December 1988 that he planned to reduce Soviet forces in
Eastern Europe by 500,000, the North Atlantic Council (NAC), NATO’s
political arm in the North Atlantic Alliance, on the following day called
for force reductions that would eliminate asymmetries in tanks, field
artillery, and armored troop carriers. The NAC also proposed the start of
Conventional Stability Talks (CST) in early 1989.

The military implications of the Soviet Union’s unilateral force reduc-
tions were ambiguous, and verification was a vexing issue. The United
States hoped to clarify Soviet intentions at the Conventional Forces in
Europe (CFE) talks, which opened in Vienna in March 1989. The CFE
talks succeeded the inconclusive Mutual and Balanced Force Reduction
(MBFR) negotiations that had lingered inconclusively for sixteen years
and formally ended on 2 February 1989. Near the end of May 1989,
President George Bush and NATO allies proposed that NATO and the
Warsaw Pact cooperate to achieve parity in conventional forces. NATO
proposed reductions in armored forces that limited each side to 20,000
tanks. To achieve this goal, the Warsaw Pact would eliminate 5,000 more
tanks than proposed by Gorbachev, while NATO would reduce its tank
inventory by about 2,200. President Bush proposed a withdrawal from
Central Europe of 30,000 American military personnel, nearly 26,000 of
whom would be Army troops. Chief of Staff Vuono noted that the Army
participated fully in developing the American initiative. What made the
President’s counterproposal possible, General Vuono suggested, was the
Army’s high state of readiness in Europe.

The proposals, however, introduced new factors for the Army’s con-
sideration regarding its strategic role in Europe. General Vuono advocat-
ed that the military objective of the CFE negotiations should be “parity of
capabilities” rather than merely reduction of the number of tanks, artillery,
and infantry fighting vehicles. Cuts in specific weapon systems, he felt,
should go hand-in-hand with reducing manpower but should also allow for
the modernization of remaining weapons, prenotification of major force
adjustments, and verification. Underlying the notion of “parity of capa-
bilities” was the assumption that reducing the numbers of weapons alone
was not as significant for achievement of a balance of power as consider-
ation for the placement and configuration of weapon systems.

The prospective talks and various proposals also raised a host of ques-
tions during FY 1989. The two sides, for instance, differed with regard to
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the number of men and weapons in each other’s armed forces. Differences
also existed regarding the interpretation of the weapons to be included in
each category. The Soviet Union, unlike NATO, considered mortars and
antitank guns as artillery. Another problematic arca was the status of
reserve stocks. The Russians sought to include stored equipment in the
overall totals, which would limit NATO’s capacity for rapid reinforcement.

Reducing the American military contingent in Europe by 30,000, as
the President proposed, raised the prospect of saving about $2.1 billion in
annual costs, according to the Congressional Budget Office. The amount
saved, however, could not be determined prior to decisions about the
process of force reduction. The Army considered various options during
FY 1989: Would entire units be withdrawn or personnel reduced by a spe-
cific total number? Would the reductions concentrate on combat power or
support capacity? Would units withdrawn from Europe remain in the
active component or be transferred to the reserves? What priority should
be given to withdrawing the forward-deployed brigades of the two conti-
nental United States (CONUS) divisions, the 2d Armored Division and the
1st Infantry Division?

The elimination of intermediate-range ballistic missiles, such as the
Army’s Pershing missiles, agreed upon by the United States and the Soviet
Union in FY 1987, was well under way by FY 1989. The elimination of
an entire class of weapons affected Army doctrine and force structure and
raised questions regarding the Army’s strategic role in Europe, especially
the deep battle. The elimination of Pershing missiles spurred efforts by the
Army to extend the ranges of short-range missiles and artillery. It also
stimulated pressures to reduce other categories of missiles and raised
anew the role of tactical nuclear weapons. President Bush indicated that
he would not enter arms control negotiations on theater nuclear weapons
unless reductions were tied to conventional arms reductions.

Although they were apprehensive that parity between opposing conven-
tional forces and the elimination of intermediate-range missiles might
engender pressures to eliminate short-range tactical nuclear weapons, Army
leaders staunchly defended the role of tactical nuclear weapons in NATO’s
politico-military strategy. The Army subscribed to NATO’ Comprehensive
Concept of Arms Control and Disarmament, adopted in May 1989, which
stressed that the fundamental purpose of nuclear weapons in the alliance
was political. Conventional and nuclear forces, according to NATO’s policy,
performed different but complementary and necessary roles. Tactical
nuclear forces had an essential political role as a deterrent, and they also fur-
nished the link between conventional and strategic forces.

Another complication in the Army’s strategic role in the defense of
Europe was the politically charged issue of burden sharing. The question
of the European allies’ sharing a larger burden of the cost of maintaining
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U.S. forces in NATO threatened to become a political flashpoint. Members
of the Defense Burdensharing Panel of the House Armed Services
Committee believed that the United States paid a disproportionate share
of the cost to defend Western Europe. While burden sharing went to the
heart of coalition warfare and collective defense as elements of American
defense policy, it also generated congressional sentiment for some reduc-
tion of American forces in Europe. Burden sharing was especially impor-
tant for the Army, which depended on the services and infrastructure pro-
vided by European allies for the reception and movement of reinforcing
forces and for other types of host-nation support in peace and war.
Growing frustration in Congress over burden sharing raised the possibili-
ty of further withdrawals of Army forces to reduce costs, a measure that
could lessen NATO’s military capacity, compromise the credibility of
deterrence, and weaken the West’s bargaining position in conventional
force negotiations.

A long-standing shortage of American strategic airlift and sealift was
yet another impingement on the Army’s ability to execute its strategic role
in NATO. The disparity between existing lift capacity and projected
requirements influenced the total strategic mobility system, a triad com-
posed of airlift, sealift, and pre-positioned supplies and equipment. The
mobility deficit affected both the Army’s plans for a conventional defense
of NATO and the service’s ability to project credible military ground com-
bat power into other regions. Admiral Crowe advised Congress in April
1989 that, in contrast with the advantages of distance and rail and road
nets enjoyed by Soviet forces in Eastern Europe, the United States would
have difficulty mustering the ships it needed to reinforce Western Europe.
Maj. Gen. John R. Piatak, Director of Plans and Resources of the U.S.
Transportation Command (TRANSCOM), echoed Crowe’s views in testi-
mony before Congress on 2 March 1989. TRANSCOM? activation in
1987, and its mandate to coordinate military air, land, and sea transport
and especially to forge a satisfactory national sealift capability for a war
in Europe, reflected this weakness. General Piatak was more optimistic
about overcoming shortfalls in air than sealift. DOD planned to acquire
ten new container ships for Army sealift, but the Army differed with the
Navy as to the priority of fast sealift development. In FY 1989 Congress
directed the Navy to proceed with research and development of fast sealift
and authorized $5 million. Navy officials, contending that existing con-
ventional thirty-knot monohull vessels were best for sealift, recommend-
ed sharp reductions in funds for fast sealift research and more money for
other Navy programs. The Army, early in FY 1989, appealed to the Office
of the Secretary of Defense to reconsider the Navy’s proposal.

The Air Force was slated to receive its first C—17 airlift transports,
which were specifically designed to carry Army personnel and weapons,
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in 1991. Able to airdrop as many as 102 paratroopers or to carry 60,000
pounds of cargo, the C—17 was also designed to haul oversized equipment.
Besides possessing an intercontinental range equal to that of the Air Force
C-5A transport, the C—17 also had the capability to use small, unim-
proved airfields usually restricted to the C-130 tactical air transport. Even
though the probability of war in Europe was decreasing, the C—17 was
needed, in the Army’s view, to carry out the Army’s global strategic mis-
sion. Concerned that DOD had only somewhat more than 20 percent of
the total planned airlift and sealift requirements, Army leaders gave their
highest priority to keeping DOD and Congress apprised of this discrepan-
cy. The Army also supported proposals to modify the Civil Reserve Air
Fleet (CRAF) program and to expand ready reserve lift forces. By the end
of FY 1989, however, prospects for early acquisition of the C—17 dimmed.
Spiraling procurement costs required either reducing the number of air-
craft that the Air Force would purchase or trimming the C—17’s operational
capabilities in order to reduce unit costs.

Lessened tensions between Eastern and Western Europe along with
economic pressures and other factors in FY 1989 induced discussions
concerning a possible restructuring of NATO and a consequent change in
American military strategy. A reduced American military presence in
Europe implied greater reliance on reinforcing and strategic lift capabili-
ties in order for the United States to meet its NATO obligations. The
imbalances between strategy and resources entailed higher levels of risk
to national security and changes in strategic priorities.

As FY 1989 drew to a close, Army leaders were well aware of the
prospects for change in NATO. General Vuono viewed the task facing the
Army leadership as one of anticipating changes, rather than merely react-
ing to them. The Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) was reeval-
uating the Army’s role in NATO’s defense, and General John M. Foss,
TRADOC Commander, foresaw the Army’s adhering to its traditional
strategic roles. As the centerpiece of NATO’s conventional defense, it
would continue to serve the American strategies of flexible response, for-
ward defense, and coalition warfare. General Foss envisioned an expan-
sion of the Army’s role in addressing regional aggression outside NATO.
He maintained that the Army’s credibility as a strategic force required that
it avoid reducing its force structure to a few large organizations but instead
create more, smaller units that possessed inherently greater flexibility.

The Strategic Environment and the Soviet Threat

Army planners in FY 1989 highlighted several discernible long-term
trends likely to influence the security environment in which the Army
would operate in the future. Cautious about the seemingly favorable trends
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in Soviet defense policy, Army planners believed that Soviet strategic
forces would continue to constitute a serious strategic military threat to
American security despite nuclear parity. Also, the Soviet Union was like-
ly to expand its capabilities to project its military power and influence.
The most volatile military problems, the Army Staff predicted, would
occur in the Third World. Such conflicts had the potential of involving the
United States directly in order to preserve regional stability, honor treaty
obligations, or protect vital national interests. The diffusion of advanced
and highly destructive weapons throughout the Third World suggested that
even regional and local conflicts were likely to be highly lethal, while the
use of American military resources to combat terrorism and illicit drug
trafficking would likely increase.

Assessing the import of General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev’s
reforms on Soviet military policy and the capabilities of Soviet forces pre-
sented a problem to the strategic equation in FY 1989. Gorbachev seemed
committed to rejuvenating and restructuring the Soviet economy. His
eagerness to eliminate or reduce certain nuclear and conventional arms,
his unilateral proposals to reduce Soviet conventional forces, and his
encouragement of new thinking in military doctrine, strategy, and foreign
affairs appeared to buttress his long-term social and economic reforms.
On the other hand, while promising large increases in the production of
civilian goods by 1995, Gorbachev continued to countenance large expen-
ditures for defense and its modernization. Soviet conventional forces,
which consisted of 200 active ground force divisions with 1.9 million sol-
diers, more than 53,000 tanks, an estimated 60,000 armored personnel
carriers and infantry fighting vehicles, and 1,600 surface-to-air missiles,
consumed the lion’s share of Moscow’s defense budget.

Throughout the post—-World War II period, the concept of the offen-
sive, which required attaining superiority through the massing of military
forces, dominated Soviet military doctrine. In the view of American ana-
lysts, recent improvements in Soviet armored and artillery forces were
intended to further Soviet capability to conduct fast-paced, large-scale
conventional offensive operations. However, recent statements by
Gorbachev and Soviet military leaders suggested that Soviet doctrine and
strategy might be in a state of flux. Gorbachev’s renunciation of the first
use of nuclear weapons seemed to acknowledge openly that a condition of
nuclear parity existed between the two superpowers and that neither could
win a nuclear war. In other statements by Soviet military officials, Soviet
doctrine appeared to be shifting to nonpreemptive strategies at all levels of
conflict. Soviet officials, in addition, began to expound a defensive mili-
tary doctrine based on the idea of nonprovocative defense and reasonable
sufficiency. Other Soviet writings on the nature of future war that reflect-
ed the modernization of conventional arms continued to suggest that
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Soviet doctrine and strategy were geared to fighting and winning a con-
ventional war in Europe.

As a tangible initiative indicating a new direction in Soviet military
policy, in a speech before the General Assembly of the United Nations on
7 December 1988, Gorbachev offered to reduce Soviet ground forces.
From Soviet forces opposite NATO, Gorbachev planned to disband six
tank divisions of 5,000 tanks and 50,000 men by 1991. The withdrawal
would be accompanied by a reorganization into a defensive posture of
Soviet divisions remaining in forward areas. Gorbachev planned addition-
al reductions for Soviet forces to eliminate 5,000 tanks, 8,500 artillery
pieces, an unspecified number of assault crossing units in forward areas,
800 combat aircraft, and about 450,000 troops. The force reduction would
total 500,000, or about 10 percent of the Soviet combined active and
reserve military strength of five million. The general secretary, however,
did not specify the types of tanks or artillery that would be withdrawn, nor
did he reveal their eventual disposition.

Gorbachev’s initiative was followed by similar announcements by the
other members of the Warsaw Pact, except Romania. Collectively, they
planned to eliminate 1,900 tanks and 130 aircraft and downgrade seven
divisions and numerous smaller units. The total Warsaw Pact decrease in
forces in Eastern Europe constituted reductions of 29 percent in tanks and
20 percent in active divisions. By the summer of 1989 the Soviet Union
began withdrawing some divisional forces from the Group of Soviet
Forces, Germany (GSFG). Near the end of FY 1989 Soviet officials
claimed that approximately 32,000 troops, 3,100 tanks, nearly 700 field
artillery pieces, and 120 aircraft had been withdrawn. Some of the equip-
ment was destined for destruction or placement in stockpiles. Forces
remaining in East Germany slated for restructuring and upgrading
received equipment left behind by the redeploying divisions and were also
augmented with additional antitank, air defense, engineer, and attack heli-
copter capabilities. Soviet military leaders, however, also indicated that
some of the Soviet divisions facing NATO would be reorganized to
enhance their versatility for combined arms operations for deep opera-
tions against NATO defenses. According to Army intelligence analysts,
the aim of Soviet force development and deployment was to enhance a
theater strategic operation, which in Central Europe called for continuous
offensive operations on several fronts to seize objectives up to 1,200 kilo-
meters in less than thirty days without resorting to nuclear weapons.

The capabilities of Soviet ground forces, underscored by their restruc-
turing and modernization, continued to pose a significant threat to NATO.
Despite a proposed reduction of 500,000 men, the Soviet Union would
still have 4.6 million men in its military forces and the world’s largest
inventory of military hardware. In Eastern Europe alone Soviet forces
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would number 2.15 million. As a gauge of the comparative capabilities of
Warsaw Pact and NATO forces, the JCS’ 1989 Joint Military Net
Assessment gave the former an advantage of 2.8:1 in tanks; 2.0:1 in
armored personnel carriers and infantry fighting vehicles; and 3.2:1 in
artillery. For Multiple Launch Rocket Systems, the Warsaw Pact had a
15:1 advantage. Moreover, technological advances in Soviet weaponry
steadily closed the gap that qualitatively superior Western weapons
enjoyed in compensating for the quantitative superiority of the Warsaw
Pact’s armaments. Americans considered the Soviet forces to be equal
qualitatively with those of the United States, particularly with respect to
surface-to-air missiles, antitank guided missiles, tactical ballistic missiles,
communications, and electronics countermeasures. In the areas of anti-
satellite systems, chemical weapons and mines, and artillery, the Soviets
were given the edge, with a major asymmetry favorable to them in exist-
ing short-range missiles in Europe.

Soviet modernization continued unabated in FY 1989 and improved
both strategic and conventional forces. As the Soviets withdrew from East
Germany in FY 1989, they kept obsolete armored and artillery weapons
and left newer tanks like the T-64B, T-72M, and T-80 and a recently
introduced self-propelled artillery system for the restructured Soviet divi-
sions, a contradiction of Gorbachev’s announced plans. Armor forces,
nevertheless, remained the centerpiece of Soviet ground forces. Western
analysts detected no decrease in tank production, and U.S. Army analysts
noted that the Soviet Union was modernizing its inventory of more than
50,000 tanks by upgrading and extending the useful life of the T-55 and
T-62 tanks. In addition, the Soviet Union was fielding variants of newer
tanks, the T-64, T-72, and T-80, equipped with more lethal guns, sophis-
ticated antiarmor systems, and improved electronic systems.

The huge disparity in opposing artillery reflected the high value
Soviet doctrine accorded this combat arm. Compared with nearly 13,700
artillery pieces in NATO, Warsaw Pact forces had 46,500, according to
one 1988 estimate. The Soviet Union fielded new fire support systems at
a rate five times that of the United States. Additionally, Soviet modern-
ization efforts extended to the introduction of high-explosive artillery
rounds, bomblets, and fuel-air munitions and more accurate guns. Soviet
artillery relied increasingly on self-propelled models in place of towed
guns, and they augmented conventional artillery with large- caliber multi-
ple-rocket launchers, principally the BM-27 220-mm. system. The deep
attack capabilities of Soviet forces facing NATO were also enhanced by
the fielding of highly accurate short-range ballistic missiles such as the
SS-21 with a range of about one hundred kilometers.

By the end of FY 1989 Gorbachev had charted a course that could
lead to major changes in the Soviet Union’s national security policy and
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security relationships with NATO and the United States. The hallmarks of
his new approach were greater emphasis on political solutions to conflicts,
a more forthcoming attitude toward arms control and reduction, and coop-
eration with the West in the exchange and verification of military data. At
best, however, the Secretary General’s military reforms were only a begin-
ning effort to alter Soviet military spending and to contribute to the
promised restructuring of the Soviet economy. If for some analysts
Gorbachev’s espousal of perestroika in the military context suggested
modernization rather than reform, the start of Moscow’s disengagement
from the insurgency in Afghanistan and its conciliatory stance toward the
Socialist Republic of Vietnam’s (SRV) withdrawal from Cambodia werc
regarded with some optimism. Nevertheless, the Soviet Union continued
to transfer arms to the Third World. Testifying before Congress in April
1989, Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney believed Gorbachev’s
promised reforms might yet lead to a less threatening Soviet Union, but he
was skeptical whether Gorbachev would succeed or whether his reforms
would outlast his tenure in office. The Soviet Union’s enormous nuclear
and conventional arsenals, Cheney noted, did not agree with the percep-
tion of a waning Soviet military threat.

Army Chief of Staff General Vuono shared this view when speaking
at the annual division and corps commanders’ conferences in early FY
1989. Noting that Gorbachev’s initiatives might eventually reduce the
threat, General Vuono stated his belief that the Soviet Union remained the
Army’s principal potential adversary. “We must deal,” he said, “with its
capabilities, not its rhetoric.” Keeping abreast of changes in Soviet mili-
tary policies and assessing their ramifications on the capabilitics of Soviet
ground forces had a high priority in the Army in FY 1989. Throughout FY
1989 Army leaders took a keen interest in devising ways to understand and
evaluate more quickly the metamorphosis of Soviet doctrine, strategy, and
capabilities under Gorbachev and its implications for the Army. While uti-
lizing Soviet analysts in government and private circles, the Army main-
tained its own aggressive intelligence efforts. A threc-man team dis-
patched to Afghanistan in January 1989 gleaned applicable lessons from
the Soviet experience in that region.

The ongoing Soviet Artillery Effects Project continued to assess the
offensive and defensive capabilities of Soviet artillery and its effectiveness
against U.S. Army personnel and equipment. Firing tests conducted dur-
ing the summer of 1989 at Fort Sill, Oklahoma, indicated that the lethali-
ty of modern Soviet armor against selected Army artillery pieces and vehi-
cles was higher than anticipated. The information gathered through these
and other assessments of changing Soviet doctrine and capabilities was
also assimilated into Army training programs and was reflected in the
operational concepts used by opposing forces at the Army’s national train-
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ing centers. It was also disseminated throughout the Army by the pamphlet
How They Fight, published quarterly by the U.S. Army Intelligence and
Threat Analysis Center.

Regional Threats

While regional conflicts outside of Europe did not involve direct con-
frontation between the two superpowers, the Army had to possess the
capability to respond to a broad range of regional and low-intensity con-
flicts. Such conflicts often involve surrogates closely associated with one
of the superpowers through security assistance programs or formal
alliances. The Soviet Union, for example, furnished military assistance,
technical advice, and in some cases direct operational support to forty-
two Third World countries. These efforts afforded the Soviet Union
access to military facilities in such countries as Cuba, Vietnam, and
Ethiopia, which increased its force projection capabilities and heightened
the possibility of direct confrontation between American and Soviet or
Soviet-sponsored forces.

The world map in FY 1989 was replete with hostilities and simmering
conflicts that illustrated the pervasive use of military force in the Third
World to achieve political, economic, and social change. Severe socio-
economic problems, political instability, radical secular and religious
movements, ethnic discontent, and a continuing buildup of arms sharp-
ened the possibility of threats to American interests and armed forces in
those areas. Many regional powers had amassed substantial stockpiles of
sophisticated arms that included chemical weapons, ballistic missiles, and
potent air defense systems in addition to large standing armies. While the
nature of the threat varied within and between regions—from terrorism,
subversion, and insurgency to mid-intensity combat—the threats over-
whelmingly involved land warfare. The acquisition by more than a dozen
developing nations of a thousand or more main battle tanks underscored
this prospect. American involvement and concern ranged from a long-
standing commitment to defend the Republic of Korea to sponsoring secu-
rity assistance to friendly Latin American nations besieged by destabiliz-
ing insurgency and subversion.

The presence of the Army’s 2d Infantry Division in forward defensive
positions in South Korea near the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) was tangi-
ble evidence of the potential involvement of American ground forces in
another regional conflict during FY 1989. Although a quiescent military
situation, occasionally punctuated by North Korean incursions into the
DMZ, prevailed between North and South Korea, North Korean ground
forces enjoyed a 3:2 numerical superiority over South Korean and
American ground forces. Opposing the North’s 930,000-man army were
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550,000 South Korean and 31,600 American ground troops. North Korea,
assisted by the Soviet Union and the People’s Republic of China, evinced
a steady improvement of its offensive capabilities. Although small in com-
parison to its commitment to NATO, the presence of American ground
forces in South Korea was a powerful deterrent to a renewal of hostilities
by Communist forces across the DMZ.

Elsewhere in Asia, the Soviet-supported Vietnamese regime, with the
third largest army in the world, posed a threat to Thailand, which had close
ties with the United States. The Soviet naval presence at Cam Ranh Bay,
formerly part of South Vietnam, enabled Moscow to project its military
strength into the South China Sea, the Indian Ocean, and the western
Pacific. The United States had major air and naval bases in the
Philippines, and a virulent Communist-inspired insurgency fomented
political instability and acts of terrorism against U.S. Army and other
American military personnel and facilities there.

The Persian Gulf and the Middle East were strategically important to
the industrialized nations of the West and to Japan because of their large
oil reserves. For the same reasons, but to a lesser extent, the Soviet Union
also was interested in the region. Geographical proximity, however, was
the basis for the Soviet strategic concern. Many nations of the Middle East
were susceptible to Moscow’s influence, reinforced by their extensive pur-
chase of Soviet arms. Conversely, the Soviet Union was wary of the influ-
ence of its Muslim neighbors because of the threat of latent nationalism
that existed in the Muslim-dominated Soviet states. Throughout the
region, revolutionary Islamic fundamentalism, ethnic discord, and
strained interstate relations, exemplified in FY 1989 by the Iran-Iraq con-
flict, had the potential to spark military confrontation. The protracted Iran-
Iraq war, although it ended in a cease-fire in FY 1989, reflected the ram-
pant proliferation of weapons in this volatile region. Each side resorted to
ballistic missiles and chemical warfare, and Iraq’s claim of victory was
tempered by its large loss of combatants and civilians. The war also
heightened American concern regarding access to Persian Gulf oil. This
concern prompted an American military presence both to protect interna-
tional shipping and to convey U.S. interest in containing the conflict. The
emergence of Iraq as the dominant power in the Persian Gulf, according
to Army analysts, raised the likelihood that it might become more
assertive toward smaller neighbors to its south.

Flashpoints with the potential of igniting into larger conflicts existed
throughout the Middle East and Persian Gulf, from Libya to Iran. The
endemic strained relations between Israel and its Arab neighbors,
internecine fighting in Lebanon, and tensions between Arab factions and
states had some potential of implicating the United States. Under the aus-
pices of the United Nations, U.S. Army forces served with a pcacekeeping
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force between Israel and Egypt in the Sinai Peninsula. Terrorist organiza-
tions in the Middle East periodically attacked American military person-
nel and civilians, which sometimes invited military retaliation. Regional
arms buildups, in the meantime, exacerbated the more fundamental caus-
es of instability and raised the military, economic, and political costs of
American deterrence.

In the Caribbean and Central and South America, the United States
faced a multitude of threats. These included destabilizing political dissi-
dence, Communist-supported insurgencies, terrorism, and illicit drug traf-
ficking. While none posed a direct military threat to the United States,
they impinged on the larger American objectives of fostering hemispher-
ic security, progressive democratic reforms, and social and economic
development in the entire region. Illicit drug trafficking was often inextri-
cably tied to subversive insurgency and terrorism, and ultimately had dele-
terious social and economic repercussions in American society. President
Manuel Noriega’s disregard for the democratic electoral process in
Panama emerged as a major threat to the political system in that country,
endangered the security of American personnel and installations, and
threatened to disrupt operations of the Panama Canal, a responsibility of
the U.S. Army.

Communist-inspired insurgent threats in Latin America could be
viewed as a Soviet effort to divert American attention to its southern flank,
which would give the Soviets an advantage in the confrontational areas of
Western Europe and the Middle and Far East. Through financial, materiel,
and moral support to its surrogates in Cuba and Nicaragua, Moscow abet-
ted insurgencies elsewhere in the region. Cuba furnished arms, technical
advisers, and trained guerrillas in the Americas and played a significant
ground and air role in Angola. With a population of only 3.54 million and
an active force of more than 80,000, Nicaragua’s army dwarfed those of
its neighbors. Hemispheric threats fell under the rubrics of low-intensity
and unconventional contingencies. The U.S. Army’s capacity to respond to
them included the rapid deployment of light conventional and special
operations forces and the commitment of advisers and specialized teams
to assist friendly armed forces.

International Terrorism and Espionage

International terrorism was a multifaceted threat during FY 1989.
Terrorists varied from those who confined their activities to a single coun-
try to those who operated internationally. Terrorist groups based in the
Middle East, for example, frequently operated throughout the world. Iran,
Libya, and North Korea had sponsored transnational terrorism. In other
areas, the Philippines and Central and South America, for example, insur-
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gents had employed terrorist tactics. In South Korea and other countries,
political factions had conducted terrorist actions against American sol-
diers and bases. Terrorist activity associated with narcotics trafficking—
narcoterrorism—was prevalent in several areas of Latin America and now
extended to the United States.

Although it did not seriously threaten the United States or American
military capabilities, terrorism was a significant national security issue.
Members of the Army and their dependents stationed abroad, because of
their high visibility and symbolic representation of American policy or
involvement in assisting local governments to combat terrorism, were
among the terrorists’ favored targets. Army personnel and installations in
the United States, moreover, were not immune to this threat. The Army,
during the decade preceding FY 1989, had improved its ability to combat
terrorism by enhancing its intelligence capabilities and by developing
resources to respond quickly and successfully to terrorist threats. By FY
1989 the full panoply of deterrent, protective, and active countermeasures
to cope with terrorism was being codified into a new Force Protection
Doctrine.

In contrast to successful acts of terrorism whose perpetrators thrived
in the publicity that resulted from their actions, espionage agents thrived
on anonymity and secrecy. Unlike terrorism, espionage directed against
the U.S. Army, if successful, could jeopardize national security and the
Army’s combat capabilities. Despite the atmosphere of detente between
the superpowers, the threat of espionage remained high. Under its
Subversion and Espionage Directed Against the U.S. Army (SAEDA) pro-
gram, the service received approximately four hundred reports annually,
of which about 10 percent had genuine espionage implications.

Conclusion

The most palpable and direct threat to American security interests in
FY 1989 continued to be the Soviet military forces. The most probable
threats that could result in the commitment of American military forces,
however, were regional and lower intensity conflicts. If carried out, the
force reductions and reorientation of Soviet forces that Gorbachev
announced had the potential of decreasing the Warsaw Pact’s ability to
mount an unreinforced, short-warning attack against NATO in the Central
Region. The regional threats for which the Army had to prepare were like-
ly to grow. The elimination and reduction of strategic weapons suggested
that the burden of deterrence would also shift from strategic to conven-
tional forces in general and to land forces in particular. As a strategic
force, the Army had to prepare to operate across the entire range of con-
flict in regions as diverse as the Arctic or the Sahara Desert and against
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potential adversaries that varied from the sophisticated ground forces of
the Soviet Union to the indigenous guerrillas of an impoverished under-
developed nation.



3

Organization and Budget

Headquarters, Department of the Army

Having been elected in November 1988 to succeed President Ronald
Reagan, President George Bush did not immediately select a new
Secretary of the Army. The incumbent, the Honorable John O. Marsh, Jr.,
remained in office until a successor was sworn in. Marsh’s tenure as
Secretary, having begun in January 1981, was longer than that of any pre-
ceding Secretary of the Army or Secretary of War.

In late April 1989 President Bush nominated Richard Lee Armitage,
then serving as the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International
Security Affairs, to replace Marsh. Citing personal reasons, Armitage with-
drew his name from consideration a month later. President Bush subse-
quently nominated Michael P. W. Stone to be Secretary of the Army. Stone
had served as Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial Management)
between May 1986 and May 1988, and as Under Secretary of the Army
from May 1988 to May 1989. As Under Secretary he was also the Army
Acquisition Executive. When nominated by Bush in July 1989, Stone was
Acting Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, having been selected
for that position by the new Secretary of Defense, Richard Cheney. Stone
was sworn in as Secretary of the Army on 14 August 1989. The Army had
been without an under secretary between May and September 1989, when
the vacancy created by Stone’s move to the Office of the Secretary of
Defense was filled by John Shannon, who had served as Assistant
Secretary of the Army for Installations and Logistics since 1984.

Stone served as Secretary of the Army for a little more than a month
before the end of FY 1989. The reforms in the Army’s acquisition process
that he had initiated as Under Secretary continued to unfold. Important
decisions regarding the formation of the military and civilian elements of
the Army Acquisition Corps began to come up for Stone’s review at the
end of FY 1989. During his confirmation hearings, Stone articulated his
vision of the Army. The service’s “pressing needs,” he told the Senate
Armed Services Committee, “are to have a force immediately ready for
war . . . with sufficient stores for a long fight.” He stressed the importance
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of proper modern equipment, adequate battlefield sustainment, continued
emphasis on recruiting high-quality soldiers, and rigorous, realistic train-
ing. With Congress, he shared concern about some readiness problems in
the reserve components and pledged to enhance Army special operations
forces. Stone also called for the continued modernization of heavy forces
because of the Soviet Union’s modernization of its armored forces and
emphasized the priorities needed for both ammunition procurement and
weapons systems. If budget reductions demanded retrenchment, Stone
indicated he would minimize the effect on force structure, continue to
modernize but at a reduced pace, and maintain both force readiness and
essential sustenance.

Stone’s views were similar to those espoused throughout FY 1989 by
the Army’s senior military leaders. During FY 1989 the service’s senior
military leadership was characterized by more continuity. Chief of Staff
General Vuono, who assumed that office on 23 June 1987, served as chief
throughout FY 1989. Foremost among the personnel changes in key Army
Staff positions during FY 1989 was the appointment of a new Vice Chief
of Staff. Effective 17 January 1989, Lt. Gen. Robert W. RisCassi, former-
ly Director of the Joint Staff, became Vice Chief of Staff, U.S. Army, suc-
ceeding General Arthur E. Brown, Jr., who retired after serving in that
position since June 1987. General RisCassi’s background included recent
participation in the development of Army doctrine and design of the new
light infantry division concept.

Major organizational elements of Headquarters, Department of the
Army, in FY 1989 are depicted in the table in the appendix. During FY
1987 and FY 1988, as mandated by Title V of the Department of Defense
Reorganization Act of 1986, the Army Secretariat had assumed added
responsibilities for acquisition, research and development, auditing,
comptroller functions (including financial management), information
management, and inspector general duties within the Army. In accord with
Title V of the 1986 act, the Army also continued to reduce its administra-
tive and headquarters staffs. Effective FY 1989, Congress limited the
strength of the Secretariat and the Army Staff to 3,105 military personnel
and civilian employees.

By FY 1989 the pace of organizational change spurred by the 1986 act
abated within the Army Secretariat, but FY 1989 saw continued central-
ization of civilian management of the functional areas noted above. The
Under Secretary, who was also the Army Acquisition Executive, adjusted
the acquisition chain of command during FY 1989 by consolidating and
eliminating subordinate program executive officers. To facilitate the
developmental and acquisition process, a new staff group, thc Army Test
and Evaluation Management Agency (TEMA), was established on 1
November 1988 as a staff support agency assigned to the Office of the
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Chief of Staff, with operational control exercised by the Deputy Under
Secretary of the Army (Operations Research). As the single point of con-
tact at HQDA for test and evaluation (T&E) matters, TEMA coordinated
Army T&E policy and resource actions with the Office of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (OASD) (Research, Development, and Acquisition),
the Army Staff, and the other Army agencies and armed services, and
developed and monitored major range and test facility funding policies.

The U.S. Army Financial Management Systems Integration Agency,
located in Washington, D.C., was established as a staff support agency of
the Financial Management Systems Directorate, effective 31 March 1989.
As of 15 February 1989, the U.S. Army Information Systems Selection
and Acquisition Activity, Alexandria, Virginia, was redesignated as the
U.S. Army Information Systems Selection and Acquisition Agency and
assigned as a field operating agency of the Director of Information
Systems for Command, Control, Communications, and Computers. The
agency continued to rely on the Commander, U.S. Army Information
Systems Command, for administrative and logistic support until FY 1990.

Continuing the realignment of the organization and functions of The
Adjutant General’s Office, the Adjutant General Center was disestablished
as a field operating agency under the jurisdiction of The Adjutant General
at the start of FY 1989. Its organizational elements and functions were
realigned to other Army activities, principally the Total Army Personnel
Agency. The Headquarters, Armed Forces Courier Service, a derivative
unit of the Adjutant General Center, was disestablished and transferred to
the Defense Courier Service as a joint service and DOD activity under the
command and control of the Commander in Chief, Military Airlift
Command, U.S. Air Force. The Administrative Assistant to the Secretary
of the Army assumed financial and administrative duties formerly carried
out by The Adjutant General.

In addition, effective 1 October 1988, in accord with the U.S. Total
Army Personnel Agency (USTAPA) concept plan, the U.S. Army Civilian
Personnel Center (CIVPERCEN), formerly a field operating agency of the
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel (ODCSPER), HQDA,
was incorporated into USTAPA as a separate directorate. USTAPA, a pro-
visional field operating agency of ODCSPER since FY 1988, was redes-
ignated the U.S. Total Army Personnel Command (PERSCOM), effective
8 December 1988. PERSCOM remained a field operating agency of
ODCSPER and retained proponency for the following elements: U.S.
Army Central Personnel Clearance Facility, Fort Meade, Maryland; U.S.
Army Central Identification Laboratory, Hawaii; U.S. Army Enlistment
Eligibility Activity, St. Louis, Missouri; U.S. Army Enlisted Records and
Evaluation Center, Fort Benjamin Harrison, Indiana; six U.S. Army
Personnel Assistance Points at entry and debarkation sites at Charleston
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(South Carolina), John F. Kennedy Airport (Jamaica, New York),
Philadelphia International Airport (Pennsylvania), Seattle (Washington),
St. Louis (Missouri), and Dulles International Airport (Herndon,
Virginia); U.S. Army Mortuary, Oakland, California; U.S. Army Drug and
Alcohol Operations Activity, Falls Church, Virginia; Personnel Security
Screening Points at Fort Leonard Wood (Missouri), Fort Jackson (South
Carolina), and Fort Dix (New Jersey); U.S. Army Physical Disability
Agency, Walter Reed Army Medical Center, Washington, D.C., and its
subordinate Physical Evaluation Boards; Office of Promotions Reserve
Component and the Reserve Appointments Branch, located at
PERSCOM’s headquarters; and the Institute of Heraldry, Cameron
Station, Alexandria, Virginia.

In a change of Army Staff proponency, the U.S. Army Center of
Military History (CMH), a field operating agency of the Office of the
Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans (ODCSOPS), was redes-
ignated a field operating agency of HQDA on 1 March 1989, with propo-
nency resting in the Management Directorate of the Director of the Army
Staff (DAS), Office of the Chief of Staff, Army. The DAS shares some
administrative functions regarding CMH with the Office of the
Administrative Assistant to the Secretary of the Army.

During FY 1989 the Redistribution of Base Operating Information
System (BASOPS)/Unit Structure Within TDA (ROBUST) Task Force
completed its review of the Army’s Table of Distribution and Allowances
(TDA) structure of more than 600,000 spaces and nearly 3,000 units.
Established in 1988, the task force had a goal to recommend a TDA struc-
ture best suited to complement the force design of Tables of Organization
and Equipment (TOE) organizations adopted under the Army of
Excellence program. The task force was also motivated by the need to
scale down the strength of TDA organizations to protect combat force
structure. Although submitted to the Army leadership early in FY 1989,
the ROBUST Task Force’s recommendations continued to be reviewed
throughout the year.

Major Army Commands and the Unified Commands

Major Army Commands (MACOM) are also depicted in the table in
the appendix. During FY 1989 changes occurred in several MACOMs.
One source of change was the Army’s increasing involvement with envi-
ronmental issues and compliance with state and federal laws. This work-
load had increased dramatically in recent years as the Army exerted itself
to comply with tougher standards, to contend with lengthy litigation, and
to overcome adverse publicity. In some instances environmental concerns
had curtailed missions. To meet better its growing environmental respon-
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sibilities and to streamline environmental management, the Army
Environmental Office became an HQDA staff support agency under the
Office of the Assistant Chief of Engineers, effective 1 October 1988.

At the same time, the U.S. Army Toxic and Hazardous Materials
Agency (USATHAMA) was transferred from the Army Materiel
Command (AMC) to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The Chief of
Engineers, as the environmentalist of the Army, delegated execution
authority to the Assistant Chief of Engineers (ACE). USATHAMA, a field
operating agency under the ACE, is responsible for centralized environ-
mental support of the worldwide Total Army Environmental Program. To
carry out its mission, USATHAMA can exploit the substantial environ-
mental talent available through the Corps of Engineers’ civil works mis-
sions in its districts and divisions. To enhance support to installation com-
manders in the environmental area, USATHAMA’s mission expanded to
encompass environmental restoration, which included the assessment and
cleanup of hazardous waste disposal sites, regulatory compliance, haz-
ardous waste reduction/minimization (HAZMIN), environmental training
and awareness, and environmental technology development in support of
installation restoration programs and pollution abatement.

Several organizational changes occurred in the Training and Doctrine
Command (TRADOC) in FY 1989. On 14 July 1989 TRADOC inactivat-
ed the U.S. Army Training Board. Established in 1971 as an Army “think
tank” devoted to training issues, it was inactivated as a result of funding
cuts and reorganizations of TRADOCs training functions. Over the years
many of the board’s activities began to duplicate other TRADOC training
activities— the Combined Arms Training Activity, the Center for Army
Lessons Learned, and the combat training centers. During FY 1989
TRADOC began reorganizing its subordinate test and evaluation struc-
ture, while it concomitantly planned to realign the Army’s entire test and
evaluation community. The Army sought to consolidate test and evaluation
activities under two centers—one for technical and the other for opera-
tional T&E. In a realignment completed in early FY 1989, TRADOC gave
primary responsibility for T&E functions to the Commander, TRADOC
Combined Arms Test Activity (TCATA), at Fort Hood, Texas. It entailed a
realignment of TCATA, the Combat Developments Experimentation
Center (CDEC), and eight TRADOC test boards under the Test and
Experimentation Command (TEXCOM). Concurrent with this realign-
ment, TEXCOM became a major subordinate command of TRADOC.

On 18 July 1989, soon after TEXCOM was reorganized, the Deputy
Under Secretary of the Army (Operations Research) asked for a review of
the Army’s entire test and evaluation organization. He aimed to consolidate
all T&E activities under one command. Three major issues were involved
in the review: the consolidation of Army test and evaluation organizations;
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the consolidation of Army analytic organizations; and the transfer of cer-
tain Army test centers to government-owned, contractor operated status. Of
the several alternatives presented, Chief of Staff General Vuono selected a
plan recommended by TRADOC and the Operational Test and Evaluation
Agency (OTEA). The plan envisioned consolidation of several technical
test and evaluation elements under AMC. These elements included the
Army Materiel Systems Analysis Agency (AMSAA); the Test and
Evatuation Command (TECOM); technical test and evaluation functions
associated with the U.S. Army Aviation Systems Command’s Army
Engineering Flight Activity, the U.S. Army Missile Command’s Test and
Evaluation Directorate, and the Atmospheric Science Laboratory’s meteo-
rology teams; and certain functions of the US. Army Armament,
Munitions, and Chemical Command and the U.S. Army Communications
and Electronics Command. Under the reorganization, the entire Integrated
Logistic Support (ILS) Division of the Logistics Evaluation Agency (LEA)
would be transferred to AMSAA. The proposed command was tentatively
designated as the Army Technical Test and Evaluation Command. Assigned
to AMC, it would report directly to the Chief of Staff.

Operational test and evaluation, in turn, would be centralized under a
newly created Operational Test and Evaluation Command (OTECOM)
consisting of the U.S. Army Operational Test and Evaluation Agency and
the U.S. Army Test and Experimentation Command. This arrangement,
while it reduced personnel spaces, saved money, and streamlined opera-
tions, also responded to Congress’ desire to separate technical T&E,
which focused on engineering design and item performance, from opcra-
tional T&E, which determined the operational effectiveness and suitabili-
ty of weapons and equipment under development.

The proposed realignment was not approved during FY 1989. A gen-
eral officer steering committee was chartered by the Vice Chief of Staff
and the Deputy Under Secretary of the Army (Operations Rescarch) to
manage and implement the reorganization. Tentative plans envisioned a
technological test and evaluation center in the Washington, D.C., arca and
an operational test center at Fort Hood, Texas. The latter would include
the TEXCOM Experimentation Center (TEC) at Fort Ord, California; the
Airborne and Special Operations Test Board at Fort Bragg, North
Carolina; the Air Defense Artillery Board at Fort Bliss, Texas; and sever-
al liaison elements at various locations that would replace seven test
boards (Armor, Engineer, Aviation, Communications-Electronics, Field
Artillery, Infantry, and Intelligence and Security). Army planners
believed this alignment would reduce intraservice conflicts between T& E
organizations and save the Army more than $300 million between FY
1991 and FY 1995. Others considered that the proposed organization
would reduce the Army’s testing capacity, particularly by eliminating an
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immediately responsive branch test capability through the abolition of
the seven boards.

Also under TRADOCs jurisdiction, the command structure at Fort
Lee, Virginia, was reorganized in FY 1989. Command of Fort Lee was
transferred from the Quartermaster Center, a major general billet, to the
Commanding General, U.S. Army Logistics Center, a lieutenant general
billet, on 3 January 1989. The Logistics Center’s mission did not change
except for the additional responsibility for garrison operations. This
change made Fort Lee’s command structure parallel to Fort
Leavenworth’s, where the Commander of the Combined Arms Center was
also the Commandant of the Command and General Staff College and the
installation commander.

Plans to realign or close selected bases in the United States affected
several TRADOC installations. The proposed closure of Fort Dix, New
Jersey, a major training base, led TRADOC to study a realignment of the
Army’s entire training base. The possible closure of Fort Ord, California,
increased pressure to relocate Headquarters, TEXCOM, to Fort Hunter
Liggett, California, where the command had its mission elements. This
move was delayed during FY 1989 pending the review and approval of an
environmental impact statement and by other factors.

Chart 1 illustrates the relationships among Army MACOMs and the
unified and specified commands subordinate to the national command
authority in FY 1989. Army MACOMs constitute Army component com-
mands in several unified commands and in certain specified and subordi-
nate unified commands. These MACOMs are the principal suppliers of
ground combat power for the appropriate CINCs. U.S. Forces Command
(FORSCOM), as a CONUS MACOM, was responsible for the readiness
of Army forces and, as required, provided forces in its role as a specified
command. FORSCOM was also the Army component of the U.S. Atlantic
Command, provided the nucleus for the Army component of the U.S.
Central Command, and through its subordinate 1st Special Operations
Command (1st SOCOM) provided the Army component of the U.S.
Special Operations Command (USSOCOM).

During FY 1989 extensive planning was done to convert the Ist
SOCOM to an independent MACOM by FY 1990. These efforts were
closely coordinated with USSOCOM, since the 1st SOCOM would con-
tinue as the Army component in USSOCOM. (See Chapter 5 for addi-
tional discussion of this matter.) Through a Joint Mission Analysis (JMA),
USSOCOM had refined its special operations forces (SOF) in FY 1989 to
achieve a proper balance of readiness, modernization, sustainability, and
force structure for SOFs of all three services. Its primary missions were to
provide combat-ready SOFs to reinforce other unified commands and to
plan and conduct special operations when directed by higher authorities.
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CHART 1—Unified Command Organization
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The command also assumed responsibilities for research, development,
and acquisition of specialized SOF materials and supplies and manage-
ment and training of all SOF personnel. To enable it to exercise greater
independence, on 24 January 1989 DOD delegated program and budget
execution authority to the Commander in Chief, USSOCOM, for all SOFs
beginning in FY 1992. Until that time, service budgets would contain
funds to support USSOCOM. The Commander in Chief, USSOCOM,
already had received “head of agency acquisition authority” to facilitate
his logistical responsibilities.

In carrying out its operational and logistical functions, USSOCOM
relied heavily on the assets and capabilities of each armed service. In
addition to Army special operations forces being dedicated to USSO-
COM, the command sought to avoid duplication by the services in SOF
research, development, and procurement programs and systems. The
Army also identified items in its FY 1989 budget that might be included
in USSOCOM’s Major Force Program budget. The Army also provided
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USSOCOM with the means to improve interoperability. These efforts
were concentrated in training, military exercises, and equipment. U.S.
Navy sea, air, and land capability (SEAL) corpsmen, for example,
received Army medical training at Fort Sam Houston, Texas, and Fort
Bragg, North Carolina, and parachute packer/rigger training at Fort Lee,
Virginia. Air Force SOF para-rescuemen attended Army Special
Operations skill courses, and members of both the Air Force and Navy
SOFs took Army basic airborne training. In January 1989 the Army
Special Warfare Center and School was designated the proponent for all
SOF military free-fall parachuting under the auspices of USSOCOM. In
turn, Army SOF enrolled in Navy schools for combat rubber raiding craft
training, dive operations, and dive maintenance training. The two ser-
vices also conducted a dive instructor exchange program between the
Army Combat Diver School at Key West, Florida, and the Naval Special
Warfare Center at Coronado, California.

In FY 1989 the Army moved to establish a Theater Army Special
Operations Command (TASOC) in each theater or Army component com-
mand to exercise command and control over Army SOF deployed to an
overseas theater. On 21 August 1989, General Vuono approved the concept
of establishing numbered Theater Army Special Operations Support
Commands (TASOSC), a renaming of TASOC, following a one-year
assessment of a provisional TASOSC in U.S. Army, Europe (USAREUR).
The establishment of four additional TASOSCs was expected in FY 1990.
Realization of this goal, however, entailed protracted discussions with sev-
eral unified commands. The Army Staff explored activation of a TASOSC
with Pacific Command (PACOM), and also proposed a TASOSC for the
Western Command (WESTCOM), the Army component command in
PACOM. The proposed TASOSC would become the Army component of
the Special Operations Command, Pacific (SOCPAC), a subordinate unified
command under the Commander in Chief, Pacific Command. Progress
toward this goal in FY 1989 was complicated by such issues as adjusting
Army tables of organization and equipment and obtaining approval for addi-
tional Army spaces in the Joint Manpower Program (JMP).

More substantial progress was made in adjusting command arrange-
ments between PACOM and FORSCOM regarding the command and con-
trol of Army forces in Alaska. The Pacific Command, headquartered in
Hawaii, planned to establish a subordinate unified command in Alaska to
relieve FORSCOM of responsibility for Alaska’s defense. The plan also
entailed transferring operational command of the 6th Infantry Division
(LID) from FORSCOM to WESTCOM. As the Army component com-
mand in PACOM, WESTCOM would assume command of all
FORSCOM assets in Alaska, less the Northern Warfare Training Center,
which FORSCOM would continue to control. The change in the defense
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of Alaska was facilitated by amending statutory restrictions for such
changes. The realignment of command responsibilities became effective
at the start of FY 1990.

FY 1989 Budget

In his 1987 biennial budget for fiscal years 1988 and 1989, President
Ronald Reagan requested $323.3 billion in defense funds for FY 1989 and
assumed that defense outlays would increase approximately 4 percent
annually. Congress chose not to enact a two-year budget, and in January
1988, as part of the Presidential Budget (PB), President Reagan proposed
an FY 1989 DOD budget of $291 billion. Primarily because of congres-
sional cuts for the Strategic Defense Initiative, President Reagan vetocd a
defense spending bill that Congress had passed. Congress approved a
revised FY 1989 defense budget of $280 billion that was signed by the
President in October 1988. Total DOD outlays for FY 1989, including out-
lays of money appropriated in previous years, amounted to $295 billion.
National defense spending in FY 1989 represented 5.8 percent of the
nation’s gross domestic product (GDP) and 26.1 percent of total federal
outlays. Defense spending, as a percent of GDP, decreased steadily after
its high of nearly 52 percent during the Korean War. By FY 1989 it neared
its historic low of 5 percent, previously reached in the late 1970s. Adjusted
for inflation, defense spending in FY 1989 continued a four-year trend in
the decline in real spending that began in FY 1985.

A significant factor in the Army budget was the fluctuation of the dol-
lar in countries where American forces were stationed. For the FY 1989
budget, for example, the American dollar was initially valued at 2.06 West
German deutsche marks. At the start of the fiscal year the dollar’s value
was pegged at 1.88 marks, but it declined to 1.726 by late November 1988,
The persistent weakening of the U.S. dollar in Germany diminished the
buying power of the Army’s operation and maintenance budget by almost
$700 million in FY 1989. U.S. soldicrs and their dependents in West
Germany experienced a loss of purchasing power.

The Army’s portion of the President’s Budget of January 1988 was
approximately $82.6 billion. Actual disbursement, or total obligation
authority (TOA), by the Army totaled $78.9 billion in FY 1989 (in con-
stant dollar terms) and represented 27 percent of the total DOD budget,
approximately 7 percent of total federal spending, and 1 percent of GDP.
Although the Army’s TOA increased by about $2.1 billion over its $76.8
billion TOA of FY 1988, its share of the total DOD budget increased less
than 1 percent. Of the three military departments, the Army had the low-
est share of the FY 1989 DOD budget, 27 percent (Navy 33.5; Air Force
32.6; and 6.9 percent for other DOD agencies). In terms of constant FY
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1989 dollars, the FY 1989 budget represented a decrease of about $1.3 bil-
lion in comparison to FY 1988, or a 1.6 percent reduction in purchasing
power. Table I traces the Army budget, by appropriation account, through
the budget process from the President’s Budget request of January 1988,
the amended President’s Budget of April 1988, the appropriated amount,
and actual disbursements or TOA.

The Army’s highest budget priorities in FY 1989 were people and
training. In round figures, the Army disbursed almost $30 billion for
pay, allowances, and other Army personnel programs—$24.4 billion
under Military Personnel, Army (MPA), for active personnel and a total
of about $5.5 billion for the reserve components (Reserve Personnel,
Army [RPA], and National Guard Personnel, Army [NGPA]). Spending
for procurement was $14.9 billion—$2.9 billion for aircraft (ACFT),
$2.6 billion for missiles (MSLS), $2.7 billion for weapons and tracked
combat vehicles (WTCV), $2.0 billion for ammunition (AMMO), and
$4.7 billion for Other Procurement, Army (OPA), which included a spe-
cial one-year appropriation of $108 million for special operations forces
and $4 million for the National Guard and Army Reserve (NGRP).
Funds for the purchase of aircraft allowed the Army to expand its fleet
of AH-64 and UH-60 Black Hawk helicopters and to acquire modified
CH-47 Chinook and OH-58 Kiowa helicopters. WTCV funding enabled
the Army to continue to acquire M1 Abrams tanks and modified M109
155-mm. howitzers, Bradley infantry fighting vehicles, and older troop
and ammunition carriers. The OPA category, spending for which totaled
nearly $4.7 billion, purchased tactical and support vehicles such as the
High Mobility, Multipurpose Wheeled Vehicles (HMMWV), communi-
cations and electronic equipment, and other support equipment. The
largest amount in this appropriation funded procurement of communica-
tions and electronic equipment, in particular the Mobile Subscriber
Equipment (MSE) and the Single Channel Ground and Airborne Radio
System (SINCGARS).

The Army’s total obligation authority for Operations and Maintenance
for FY 1989 was $25.7 billion, distributed among $23 billion Operations
and Maintenance, Army (OMA), for active forces and $810 million and
$1.8 billion for Operations and Maintenance, Army Reserve (OMAR),
and Operations and Maintenance, National Guard (OMNG). OMA costs
grew from 30 percent of the Army’s budget in FY 1986 to 33 percent in
FY 1989. This increase reflected increased costs of operating and main-
taining more modern equipment and a reduction in procurement outlays
that entailed keeping older equipment in the Army’s inventory longer than
expected. The OMA budget for ground operating tempo (OPTEMPO),
$2.7 billion, supported 850 miles per year for the active component forces
and underwrote training readiness at the C1/C2 level. OMA funds were
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TABLE 1—The FY 1989 Army Budget

(83 in thousands)
Appn PB Jan 88 APB Apr 88  Appn (BA) Actual
(TOA)

MPA 23,676,400 24,418,500 24,437,929 24,418,478
RPA 2,363,600 2,260,000 2,205,424 2,240,822
NGPA 3,269,100 3,325,300 3,292,931 3,297,805
OMA 23,679,570 22,085,200 22,053,700 23,035,494
OMAR 958,229 794,900 794,900 810,776
OMNG 2,055,011 1,797,000 1,801,200 1,826,932
NGRP 4,285 4,300 4,300 4,253
ACFT 2,229,539 2,791,500 2,882,800 2,855,205
MSLS 2,923,200 2,586,600 2,602,000 2,579,508
WTCV 3,227,762 2,960,600 2,830,300 2,671,175
AMMO 2,194,755 2,007,800 2,012,936 2,020,335
OPA 6,030,274 4,774,000 4,674,646 4,658,084
RDTE 5,972,845 5,030,700 5,197,963 5,154,184
MCA 1,487,300 1,144,300 1,141,292 1,182,792
MCNG 161,100 138,300 229,158 229,158
MCAR 108,000 79,900 85,958 85,845
AFHC 455,178 188,178 197,278 214,787
AFHO 1,419,091 1,339,722 1,329,953 1,372,067
ASF 349,927 321,900 291,900 291,900
Total 82,565,166 78,048,700 78,066,568 78,949,600

used for depot maintenance, central supply support, the procurement of
spare parts, and transportation costs associated with training.

The Army Flying Hour Program (FHP) supported an OPTEMPO of
15.8 hours per crew per month for rotary-wing aircraft in the active com-
ponent. The Army wanted FHP OPTEMPO of 9.8 hours for the reserve
component, but underfunding supported OPTEMPOs of 9.0 for the USAR
and 8.3 for the ARNG flying hours, or approximately 23 percent of the
total Army FHP requirements. Costlier aircraft have made the FHP more
expensive and have resulted in fewer hours of operation. While the Army
has normally adjusted the FHP during the year to reallocate resources,
Congress has expressed concern about the program’s rising costs and
urged the Army to make greater use of flight simulators.

Overall Army expenditures for construction totaled about $1.7 billion in
FY 1989 and were distributed among the following accounts: Military
Construction, Army (MCA), $1.2 billion; Military Construction, National
Guard (MCNG), $229 million; Military Construction, Army Reserve
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(MCAR), $85 million; and Family Housing Construction, Army (AFHC),
$214 million. The Army also spent $1.4 billion as part of the Family Housing
Operations, Army (AFHO), for the upkeep and improvement of existing
Army family dwellings in the United States and overseas. The sum expend-
ed for AFHO in FY 1989 was insufficient to erase a backlog of deferred
maintenance and repair requirements that amounted to $601 million.

Army disbursements for Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation
(RDT&E) were $5.2 billion in FY 1989, an increase from $4.7 billion
spent in FY 1988. Capitalization of the Army Stock Fund (ASF) totaled
approximately $292 million in FY 1989, an increase of nearly $100 mil-
lion over FY 1988.

FY 1990 Budget Outlook

Approval by the Deputy Secretary of Defense in late FY 1988 of the
Army Program Objective Memorandum (POM) for fiscal years 1990-1994
paved the way to prepare the Army’s FY 1990-1991 budget. The Army’s pri-
ority was to preserve funding stability between FY 1989 and FY 1994 and
also achieve a balance between readiness, sustainment, modernization, and
force structure. The Army knew it had to meet the warfighting needs of the
CINCs, so it sought the funds necessary for adequate recruitment, retention,
training, and OPTEMPO. Continued underfunding of facilities mainte-
nance, base operations, and depot maintenance programs was expected,
while the Army hoped to gain funds for host-nation support equipment,
accelerated procurement of Deployable Medical Systems (DEPMEDS), and
high-priority ammunition items. The Army leadership believed it could
maintain its FY 1989 active force structure and obtain modest growth in the
civilian and reserve components during the next two fiscal years. Some
decreases and delays in major weapons systems funding were anticipated,
but Army planners expected that Congress would fund key modernization
programs such as the Army Aviation Modernization Plan.

By early FY 1989 defense analysts and congressional leaders not only
saw little likelihood of an increase in DOD’s budget, they foresaw either
no-growth or declining budgets that would exceed the defense budget
declines experienced since 1985. For FY 1990 DOD’ share of the
Presidential Budget Request was $305.6 billion, which represented real
growth of about 2 percent over the FY 1989 budget. The Army’s share,
$80.7 billion, did not represent real growth. President George Bush, in his
State of the Union address, directed DOD to eliminate $6 billion from
Reagan’s FY 1990 budget request, which nullified a 2 percent real
increase and froze DOD’s budget at FY 1989 levels. President Bush’s sug-
gested reductions applied across the board, and the Army’s share amount-
ed to about $1.8 billion. Army leaders testified before the House
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Appropriations Committee in March 1989 and asserted that the proposed
reduction would force the Army to slow or cancel modernization pro-
grams in order to protect force structure and readiness. The Army antici-
pated an active component strength reduction of about 8,000, or down to
763,900. Inactivation of a 4th Infantry Division (Mechanized) brigade and
a number of attack helicopter battalions, force reductions connected with
base closures, streamlined acquisition, and the paring of headquarters
staffs would facilitate the 8,000 cut.

During FY 1989 several congressional initiatives and studies
addressed the Army budget reductions. Congressman Les Aspin,
Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, made several sug-
gestions. Further cost reductions might be attained by staffing and equip-
ping stateside units at less than 100 percent of authorization, extending the
major equipment replacement cycle, and purchasing cheaper and less
technologically advanced weapons. Army strength, Aspin suggested,
might be even further decreased by troop cuts that left certain units under-
strength and selective elimination of other units and weapons systems
from the active force structure. The Congressional Budget Office sug-
gested reducing the Army’s strength by 54,000, including three light
infantry divisions, for a saving of about $9.5 billion during the next five
years. Others proposed additional transfers of active component missions
to the reserve component. The new Secretary of Defense, Richard Cheney,
cautioned against “hollow” military forces in March 1989, noting that
there would be trade-offs between sustaining a large force that lacked ade-
quate resources and a smaller but better supported force of the highest
quality. Kenneth Kramer, Assistant Secretary of the Army for Financial
Management, in a report entitled “The Partnership Study” completed in
December 1988, foresaw a steady decline in the Army’s share of the
defense budget during the next ten years. He reiterated the fact that dur-
ing the past four decades the Army budget had both experienced less
growth and was significantly lower than the budgets of the other services.
The Army traditionally has spent two-thirds of its budget for military pay
and operations and maintenance and was already forced to rely more
heavily than other services on its reserve components. The Air Force and
the Navy expended twice as much as the Army for weapons research and
procurement. Kramer predicted that budgetary pressures had serious
implications for the Army as a strategic force and for its future value as
part of the nation’s deterrent force.

Conclusion

The DOD Reorganization Act of 1986 and a more austere fiscal cli-
mate significantly influenced the organization of the Army in FY 1989.
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Continuing a trend of previous years, civilian management by the Army
Secretariat expanded to include functional areas formerly the domain of
the military staff. The appointment as Secretary of the Army of Michael P.
W. Stone, who came from a background in DOD and the Army associat-
ed with acquisition reform, underscored the Army’s commitment to
enhancing its organization for materiel development and acquisition.
Other organizational changes at HQDA and in the field reflected the
Army’s concern over environmental issues and a new emphasis on special
operations. While the number of military personnel that could be assigned
to the Army Staff was reduced in accord with Congress’ direction, an
Army-initiated examination of its administrative overhead and the likeli-
hood of budget cutbacks in subsequent years portended future staff reduc-
tions both at HQDA and at MACOMs. The Army’s FY 1989 budget was
sufficient to support the Army’s varied roles and missions and to maintain
a highly trained professional force. The most inauspicious aspect of the
Army’s FY 1989 budget was the delay caused to several equipment mod-
ernization programs. Further budget cuts threatened to have more dire
consequences.



4

Doctrine and Concepts

AirLand Battle Doctrine

The fundamental tenets of the Army’s tactical doctrine in FY 1989
were rooted in the AirLand Battle doctrine enunciated in Field Manual
(FM) 100-5, Operations, of August 1982 and revised in May 1986. That
doctrine has permeated all Army doctrinal publications about combat,
combat support, and combat service support, operations, and training.
Doctrine is dynamic, and during FY 1989 AirLand Battle doctrine was
modified by lessons learned during training and operations, new technol-
ogy, changing threats, and planning for future doctrinal changes. The
development of Army doctrine is a principal mission of TRADOC and its
subordinate integrating centers and branch and service schools. During
FY 1989 TRADOC concentrated upon the three broad doctrinal areas—
Army, joint, and combined. By FY 1989 TRADOC had formulated an
efficient process for the development, revision, and publication of doctri-
nal manuals. These manuals incorporated both theoretical and practical
guidance in the form of tactics, techniques, and procedures (TTP). The
production of doctrinal literature by TRADOC is guided by a Doctrinal
Literature Master Plan and a Doctrinal and Training Literature Program.

The preparation of doctrine in TRADOC is done by the organizational
level to which it applies. Branch school commandants, for example, prepare
basic branch doctrine, TTP field manuals for brigades and lower echelons,
and selected multiservice and general subject publications. Commanders of
integrating centers prepare doctrine for corps, divisions, and combined arms
brigades, as well as multiagency and general subject doctrine. The
Commanding General, TRADOC, bears responsibility for doctrine for ech-
elons above corps, the Army’s “capstone” field manuals, and doctrinal pub-
lications for joint and combined operations. In formulating doctrine for ech-
elons above corps, the Commanding General, TRADOC, has adopted a task
force approach that involves the Army War College, the integrating centers,
and a “council emeritus” of retired general officers.

During FY 1989 TRADOC had a systematic process to evaluate doc-
trine. Changes might be engendered by lessons learned during garrison
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training or field exercises. New concepts might emerge through
TRADOC’s Concept Based Requirements System process, and products of
Center for Army Lessons Learned and the JCS’ Joint Universal Lessons
Learned System. Since 1987 TRADOC has also consulted with the CINCs
and their Army component commanders to assess Army doctrine.

In August 1986 DOD formally institutionalized the concept of
Competitive Strategies to identify opportunities to achicve leverage over
Warsaw Pact forces by capitalizing on U.S. military strengths to exploit
Soviet vulnerabilities. The Competitive Strategies concept is compatible
with the major features of AirLand Battle doctrine; it encompasses tactics
and stratagems that compel the enemy to react to U.S. initiatives on dis-
advantageous terms. Both Army unilateral doctrine and the thrust of
Competitive Strategies center on the following tasks: (1) to acquire tacti-
cal advantage when forces are joined in battle; (2) to fight in depth to
reduce Soviet ability to concentrate its superior forces at times and places
of its choosing; (3) to compel larger enemy forces to fight on terms for
battle established by a smaller Army force; (4) to maintain superior agili-
ty to concentrate rapidly and shift decisive combat power; and (5) to link
tactical battles and engagements in a larger operational scheme to attain
strategic objectives.

AirLand Battle doctrine is the Army’s basic warfighting doctrine. It
addresses a mid- or high-intensity conflict such as the defense of NATO
or a major regional conflict. It reflects the structure of modern warfare, the
dynamics of combat power, and the contemporary application of the clas-
sic principles of war. It recognizes the three-dimensional, joint and com-
bined nature of modern warfare and that all ground actions will be strong-
ly affected by air operations. While AirLand Battle emphasizes conven-
tional operations, it also recognizes the prospect of a nuclear conflict and
serves as a foundation for developing subordinate doctrine, force design,
materiel acquisition, and individual and unit training. Basically, AirLand
Battle doctrine envisions combat operations that are fluid and fast paced
and that employ weapons of unprecedented lethality. These opcrations
may be conducted on both a linear battleficld and simultancously over the
full dimensions of the battle area. They may entail close operations to
destroy enemy forces at the point of conflict and decp operations to delay,
disrupt, and destroy enemy follow-on, or second echelon, forces.

AirLand Battle doctrine embodies four basic tencts: initiative, agility,
depth, and synchronization. Initiative places a premium on commanders
actively setting the terms of battle. It accords high significance to winning
the first battle, and likely with fewer troops than the opposition. Agility
emphasizes the ability of friendly forces to act faster than the encmy.
Depth underscores the expansion of operations in space and time so that
the conduct of the deep battle supports success in the close battle.
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Synchronization is necessary to produce the maximum relative combat
power at the decisive point. AirLand Battle doctrine stresses the role of the
combined arms team and competent leadership, while the brigade is the
basic unit that concentrates combat power to perform specific tactical
tasks for the divisions. Doctrine for operations by heavy brigades was
published in 1988 in FM 71-3, Armor and Mechanized Brigade
Operations. The Armor School, during FY 1989, addressed voids in the
doctrine for brigade combined arms operations by preparing FM 71-123,
Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for Combined Arms (Heavy), while
the Infantry School revised FM 7-30, Infantry, Airborne, and Air Assault
Brigade Operations, for use by light forces.

The relation of the corps to echelons above corps in the conduct of
AirLand Battle, as well as the withdrawal of intermediate-range ballistic
missiles from Europe, imposed lingering doctrinal questions. During FY
1989 doctrinal planners sought to clarify the corps’ dual role as the Army’s
largest tactical unit and as the link between the tactical level of operations
and the strategic level of war. The responsibility for the latter resides with
echelons above corps (EAC). The doctrinal role of EAC has been trouble-
some since the early 1970s, when the Army eliminated the field army and
its logistics headquarters leaving no Army headquarters between the corps
and the theater commands. This hiatus created difficulties in coordinating
Army and Air Force joint operations and in conducting certain unilateral
Army support functions that were traditionally the responsibility of field
armies and army groups.

During FY 1989 one of TRADOC’s major doctrinal undertakings
was to clarify doctrine for echelons above corps and to consolidate it into
one manual, FM 100-7, The Army in Theater Operations. This task was
deferred until promulgation of JCS Pub. 3-0, Doctrine for Joint
Operations. In the meantime, TRADOC tasked the U.S. Army Combined
Arms Center (CAC) to prepare a TTP manual that described the corps’
conduct of deep operations in 1990. Supplementing the more general
treatment of this subject in FM 10015, Corps Operations, the CAC’s
TTP handbook also addressed the role of weapons systems such as the
Apache helicopter, the Hellfire missile, and the Army Tactical Missile
System (ATACMS) for the conduct of deep operations. The CAC also
outlined command and control arrangements between the corps and EAC
and the coordination necessary for joint operations, especially to sup-
press enemy air defenses. TRADOC approved a draft of the new TTP
manual in July 1989.

In February 1987 TRADOC launched the “Architecture for the Future
Army (AFA) Initiative,” a multifaceted approach to Army doctrine in the
mid- and long-range future. By FY 1989 the AFA initiative had spawned
a number of significant projects related to adapting AirLand Battle doc-
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trine to evolving threats, strategies, and technologies. This effort was
encapsulated in formulation of the AirLand Battle-Futurc (ALB-F) con-
cept, discussed below. A second outgrowth of the AFA initiative was the
conceptualization of a “Blueprint of the Battlefield,” which had more
immediate application. The blueprint defined a hierarchy of functions, or
Battlefield Operating Systems (BOS), performed by Army forces at the
tactical level. TRADOC identified seven principal BOS: maneuver, fire
support, air defense, command and control, intelligence, mobility and sur-
vivability, and combat service support. The blueprint was a comprehen-
sive, functional representation of a combined arms force and emphasized
what actually occurs on the battlefield. The seven functions were divided
into subfunctions and tasks linked to specific units, systems, and soldiers.

Before the tactical blueprint was promulgated, the Army Staff direct-
ed TRADOC to apply the same analytical methodology to the operational
level. Six theater operating systems (TOS) were identified as major func-
tions—movement and maneuver, fires, protection, command and control,
intelligence, and support. This blueprint also analyzed the functions per-
formed by joint and combined forces. A third blueprint was being pre-
pared in FY 1989 for the strategic level of war. The Army Staff consid-
ered BOS to complement AirLand Battle doctrine and to have potential
value in mission planning, in computer-assisted analysis of force plan-
ning and force design, and as a resource for instruction in Army schools
and centers.

Late in FY 1988 General Vuono directed the integration of heavy and
light forces. His goal was to employ various mixes of the two forces in
divisions, corps, and echelons above corps. In a subsequent dircctive the
Chief of Staff instructed TRADOC to review the force structure in FY
1989 to determinc the best way to configure and employ a light-heavy
force. TRADOC studied the employment of composite task forces at the
National Training Center and during REFORGER (Return of Forces to
Germany) 88, in which the 10th Mountain Division participated. A key
finding was that integrated heavy-light forces caused the enemy to dis-
perse his forces more than when these forces were used separately. Certain
combinations of forces, such as air assault and heavy forces, were more
lethal and highly flexible. Light forces, morcover, enhanced intelligence
and target acquisition and infiltration of enemy defenses. Integrated forces
posed significant differences in command and control and logistical sup-
port. Each force had different ammunition requirements, and light forces
were more dependent on aerial resupply. TRADOC did not formulate an
authoritative doctrinal statement on heavy-light forces in FY 1989, but
Army doctrinal planners were moving toward incorporation of light forces
into a corps that consisted primarily of heavy forces and light forces aug-
mented by selective heavy force elements. The heavy-light forces study
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contributed positively to a contemporary evaluation of light infantry divi-
sions (LID). (See Chapter 5 for a discussion of the assessment of LIDs.)

During FY 1989 the Army’s analysis of heavy-light forces was also
concerned with formulating realistic training. Through the Battle
Command Training Program and other exercises, the Army filtered many
relevant observations and lessons through TRADOC’s Concept Based
Requirements System. The cancellation of REFORGER 89, however, pre-
vented the Army from further testing a light brigade in concert with heavy
forces in Europe. General Vuono urged Army commanders to seize every
opportunity to jointly exercise heavy-light force mixes, including special
operations forces.

AirLand Battle—Future

According to General Maxwell R. Thurman, who commanded
TRADOC from June 1987 to July 1989, the AirLand Battle-Future is the
framework for developing heavy forces doctrine, organization, and equip-
ment for the 1990s and beyond. Work began on the AirLand Battle-Future
concept in November 1986, and by FY 1989 its main features were dis-
cernible. Based on the thirty-year Army Long-Range Planning Guidance,
AirLand Battle-Future is divided into two time frames, one of fifteen
years and a second of thirty years. The debt of AirLand Battle-Future doc-
trine to AirLand Battle doctrine is manifest in the fifteen-year outlook. For
the thirty-year period, TRADOC planners had begun studying more radi-
cal departures from ALB doctrine and force architecture as part of the
Army 21 concept. Work on Army 21 actually antedated planning for
AirLand Battle-Future, but was eventually superseded by the latter. An
Advanced Concepts Study was also under way in FY 1989 to explore
future force design and doctrine beyond the thirty-year framework of the
ALB-F studies.

TRADOC completed a rough draft of the AirLand Battle-Future con-
cept toward the end of FY 1989. The new doctrine appeared applicable
across the entire operational spectrum—general war, regional conflict,
and low-intensity conflict. AirLand Battle-Future assumed the diminished
significance of a contiguous, linear operational front on the Central
European battlefield in contrast to an open front. This assumption had
enormous doctrinal and operational implications for heavy forces and led
to a closely related doctrinal development in FY 1989.

AirLand Battle—Future envisioned operations over a corps area much
larger than the NATO corps of FY 1989. Army doctrinal planners delineat-
ed a four-step approach to combat: the early detection and assessment of
attacking forces; destructive strikes by massing indirect fires, primarily by
corps artillery brigades and other strike weapons; rapid maneuver to com-
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plete destruction of enemy units; and the recovery of U.S. forces to the rear
for regeneration. To execute this concept, AirLand Battle—Future doctrine
called for a forward-deployed heavy corps of about 145,000, organized for
offensive maneuver in a greatly expanded area of operations. Controlling
as many as five divisions, the post-1995 corps would borrow some func-
tions and units from its divisions and have corps artillery, aviation, and
engineers; a support command; and other functional units such as an
armored cavalry regiment and up to threc separate maneuver brigades.

The tactical division contemplated in the AirLand Battle—Future doc-
trine would be more agile and flexible after it gave up some of its func-
tions and manpower to the corps and brigades. The proposed heavy divi-
sion would have 13,600 men, a triangular organization from brigade to
company, and a more austere division base. The primary functions of divi-
sion headquarters would be command and control and integration of its
subordinate components. AirLand Battle-Futurc doctrine also entailed
major changes in logistics support with more centralization of battlefield
maintenance and combat supply operations. Realization of the AirLand
Battle-Future concept and its implied force design would depend upon
exploiting advanced technology to conserve manpower. Army planncrs
also underscored the necessity for more strategic lift to enable a rapid pro-
jection of combat power, improved battleficld mobility, and tailorable
units. Along with initiative, synchronization, and depth, endurance in
AirLand Battle-Future doctrine assured that Army units would sustain
high levels of continuous combat. Although AirLand Battlc—Future did
not reject forward-deployed forces in regions essential to U.S. national
interests, it gave added recognition to contingency forces suitable for
regional conflicts and specialized forces geared to low-intensity conflict
and security assistance.

While work on ALB-F continued, a rclated study, AirLand
Battle—Future (Heavy) (ALB-F[H]), addressed the role of heavy forces
in mid- to high-intensity combat in Central Europe. TRADOC assigned
the task to the U.S. Army Combined Arms Center in September 1987,
The AirLand Battle-Future (Heavy) Study Group developed several
options for combat operations of heavy Army forces in Europe by the
year 2000. In the summer of 1988 the Commander of TRADOC,
General Thurman, chose one concept as the basis for further develop-
ment of ALB-F(H) that stressed simultaneous operations in the main
battle areca and the enemy’s rear. In waging the decp battle, ALB-F(H)
would rely on more lethal and accurate long-range artillery and
enhanced target acquisition systems. Nevertheless, ALB-F(H) adhered
to the strategy of the late 1980s wherein U.S. forces would fight as part
of a NATO flexible response but without intermediate nuclear forces.
The ALB-F(H) had numerous ramifications for future force design. The
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concept gave high priority to the synchronization of combat operations
among all echelons from corps to battalion and required high flexibility
that allowed transfer of maneuver elements between corps, divisions,
and brigades. Assigned to corps control, contingency and reserve forces
would be structured for both semi-independent operations and commit-
ment in a decisive action. To wage the deep battle, corps would control
artillery and missile firepower, previously allocated to divisions, and
would also carry major responsibility for winning the counterfire battle.
The ALB-F(H) study group briefed senior Army commanders and com-
pleted its work at the end of May 1989. Apparent changes in the Warsaw
Pact threat in Europe raised doubts on the validity of many of the ALB-
F(H) assumptions. By the summer of 1989 TRADOC suspended work
on the ALB-F(H) and the Army 21 project and concentrated on further
development of AirLand Battle-Future doctrine.

The Army and Joint Doctrine

The Goldwater-Nichols Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 prompt-
ed increased concern in the development of joint concepts, doctrine, and
training. The 1986 act charged the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to
develop joint doctrine for the armed forces; by FY 1989 several joint doc-
trinal statements had been published. Joint Pub. 1-01, Joint Publication
System, Joint Doctrine and Joint TTP Development Program, constituted
the Joint Doctrine Master Plan. Approved by the services and the JCS in
February 1988, this plan specified publications in several categories—
intelligence; operations; logistics; plans; and command, control, and com-
munications. The master plan established thirty-six publication projects
and a developmental process. The Army was assigned development of sev-
eral major doctrinal publications which included Joint Pub. 3-0, Doctrine
for Joint Operations, later changed to Doctrine for Joint and Unified
Operations, and Joint Pub. 307, Doctrine for Joint Operations in Low-
Intensity Conflict. TRADOC, supported by the Command and General
Staff College, prepared Joint Pub. 3-0, which underwent interservice
review and coordination during FY 1989. Written for unified and specified
commanders, joint task forces, and their components, Joint Pub. 3-0 set
forth a doctrinal framework for the employment of forces in joint opera-
tions and a national position for combined doctrine. In translating national
strategy into assigned missions and military objectives, it presented joint
planners with capabilities and concepts for the use of component forces.

The phrase “spectrum of conflict,” commonly used in Army doctrine
to indicate the tripartite division of conflict into levels of high, mid, and
low intensity, by late FY 1989 gave way to “operational continuum.” It
defined several possible strategic environments—peacetime competition,
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conflict, and war. Peacetime competition encompassed disaster relief,
joint training exercises, nation building, peacekeeping, counterdrug oper-
ations, and military show-of-force. Conflict embraced counterterrorism,
contingency operations, and insurgency/counterinsurgency situations.
War could occur at the strategic, operational, and tactical levels and was
characterized by sustained armed conflict.

Joint operational doctrine also stressed the uniqueness of each theater
and local conditions and abjured a rigid joint structure based on service
equity or specific force structure arrangements. It also served as a basis
for joint training, contributed to joint military education, and enabled uni-
fied and specified commanders to better assess their force requirements.
During FY 1989 the JCS assigned the Army responsibility to prepare
additional doctrinal publications specified in the Joint Doctrine Master
Plan that included joint logistics, chemical operations, rear area opera-
tions, and fire support. The Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics of the
Army Staff was responsible for preparing Joint Pub. 4-0, Doctrine for
Logistics Support to Joint Operations. Army agencies both contributed to
and reviewed drafts of publications prepared by other services. Army units
also evaluated joint doctrine for planning and operations during joint exer-
cises such as SoLID SHIELD 89 in the continental United States in
September 1989 and BriM FrosT 89 in Alaska.

Throughout FY 1989 General Vuono took a personal interest in the
development of joint doctrine. As areas that required more development,
he singled out doctrine for joint and combined operations at echelons
above corps and theater levels. He also noted the intimate connection
between the development of joint doctrine and the training of Army offi-
cers for joint service.

Before Congress mandated greater joint cooperation between the ser-
vices in 1986, the Army and the Air Force had worked together to develop
techniques and procedures for close air support and airlift of Army forces
and air base ground defense outside the continental United States
(OCONUS). Army and Air Force initiatives were institutionalized in such
joint organizations as the Tactical Air Command (TAC)-TRADOC
AirLand Forces Application Agency (ALFA) in 1975. The Military Airlift
Command (MAC)}-TRADOC Airlift Concepts and Requirements Agency
(ACRA), established in 1984, during FY 1989 was actively developing
joint doctrine for airlift in theater combat and airborne operations,
aeromedical evacuation, employment of the C—17 transport, and future air-
lift requirements. To further joint training and joint combat capabilities in
tactical air operations, on 14 January 1989, the JCS approved the concept
of a multiservice Joint Tactical Air Operations Interface training program.

Since 1986 the Army and the Air Force have participated in another
joint doctrinal effort at the Army—Air Force Center for Low-Intensity
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Conflict (A-AF-CLIC), located at Langley Air Force Base, Virginia. The
nineteen-person center has three divisions— operations, support, and
intelligence—and works with four categories of low-intensity confict
(LIC)—support to insurgency/counterinsurgency, combating terrorism,
peacekeeping operations, and peacetime contingency operations. The cen-
ter is the principal proponent for Joint Pub. 3-07, Doctrine for Joint
Operations in Low-Intensity Conflict, and has collaborated on develop-
ment of FM 100-20/AFM 2-20, Military Operations in LIC. Through its
doctrinal manuals, occasional publications of papers and bibliographies,
conferences, and programs of instruction, the center has raised awareness
about LIC both within and outside the military establishment.

Between 1984 and 1988 the Army and the Air Force had prepared a
series of Joint Force Development Initiatives (JFDI) that dealt with close
air support. For example, JFDI No. 24 reaffirmed the Air Force’s primacy
in providing fixed-wing close air support (CAS), while JFDI No. 26 spec-
ified that the two services would develop joint positions on new aircraft
for this purpose. By the start of FY 1989 JFDI No. 33, Future Close Air
Support, addressed concepts for responsive close air support within the
context of the Army’s AirLand Battle doctrine. One outstanding issue was
the selection of an appropriate Air Force ground-attack aircraft that could
perform equally well in operations that ranged from low to high intensity
and that possessed night and all-weather capabilities. JFDI No. 33 also
dealt with several complex issues—the organization of the tactical air con-
trol party, the forward air controller concept, the joint planning cycle, and
joint TTP for CAS and battlefield air interdiction (BAI). Army planners
sought to enhance the influence of the Army component commander in
the allocation of CAS, while Air Force planners emphasized the theater-
wide responsibilities of the Air component commander. A stalemate on
this issue prompted senior representatives of both services in March 1989
to produce a revised concept paper, “Air Attack on the Modern
Battlefield.” It was forwarded to the two service chiefs on 21 August 1989
and later approved by them. The study addressed general issues such as
the respective roles of fixed-wing aircraft and Army attack helicopters in
the total air attack system and their interaction with ground forces. The
two services agreed that attack helicopters were a legitimate extension of
ground combat power and that a joint commander to centralize the air
attack system was needed. The Army acknowledged CAS as an Air Force
function and also emphasized its massive rather than piecemeal use.
While the Air Force was committed to fulfilling its CAS mission, the
Army was concerned about the ability of high-speed, fixed-wing attack
aircraft to acquire and engage ground targets in a cluttered battlefield
environment on first pass. Both services agreed on the need for advanced
avionics and munitions.
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In early 1989 several factors intervened to place the entire project in
abeyance. The Federal Republic of Germany considered assigning the
German CAS mission to its ground forces, which would have profound
ramifications on interoperability of NATO CAS forces. Another factor
was a growing displeasure in Congress regarding the selection of a new
tactical fighter by the Air Force for its CAS mission. The Army agreed, in
principle, with the Air Force’s concept for a multirole aircraft to perform
both CAS and BAI, as long as the aircraft could adequately perform both
missions according to AirLand Battle doctrine. The Army did not suggest
an alternative aircraft design. In 1986 the Air Force had planned to mod-
ernize its A—7 (A-7F) and modify F-16s for the dual CAS-BAI role and
conducted demonstrations of the “missionized” F/A-16 at Fort Hood,
Texas, in September 1988.

Through its participation in the DOD Close Air Support Mission Area
Review Group (CASMARG), the Army monitored Air Force design efforts.
In January 1989 the CASMARG recommended that a number of A-10s and
F-16s be upgraded with new avionics to improve target acquisition, naviga-
tion, communications, and night capabilities to enhance their CAS capabil-
ities to support the AirLand Battlefield. For the near term, the Air Force pro-
posed upgrading some A—-10s and the F-16 to improve target acquisition
and night capabilities. Acting Secretary of Defense William Howard Taft IV
approved the proposal in February 1989. DOD deferred a decision on mod-
ifying the newer F-16 to an A—16 for a CAS role, but subsequent review by
the CASMARG prompted DOD to agree to modify newer F-16s by hard-
ening their surface to reduce their vulnerability to advanced man-portable
antiaircraft missiles and by the addition of forward-looking infrared heat
sensors to improve target acquisition, digital terrain systems for low-altitude
flight and advanced night attack capabilities, and automatic target hand-off
equipment to improve air-to-ground coordination. The Army in August
1989 endorsed the A-16 as the preferred CAS aircraft, but DOD had not
made a final acquisition decision by the end of FY 1989,

Congressional concern about the difficulties and delays in selecting
appropriate CAS aircraft inspired the Dixon Amendment to the Defense
Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act in
September 1988. The amendment mandated that DOD study the feasibility
of transferring the CAS mission to the Army and directed evaluations of
alternative CAS aircraft. The Army sought to limit the evaluations to the
issue of fixed-wing close air support because it did not want to address
wholesale changes in roles and missions. Early in 1989 the JCS directed the
Army to develop a concept for assuming the CAS mission. TRADOC envi-
sioned a transfer of CAS over a ten-year period without the transfer of Air
Force personnel and equipment. Should Congress direct the Army to assume
the mission by FY 1992, TRADOC proposed that the Army absorb the
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A-10/forward controller forces intact from the Air Force. The Army would
organize CAS forces into battalions and brigades and assign them to corps
or higher Army commanders for employment as organic tactical forces.

Combined Operations in NATO

Logistics and communications were among the areas most in need of
combined doctrine in NATO in FY 1989. NATO Army Group comman-
ders lacked wartime control over multinational logistical support except
on an ad hoc basis in the midst of combat operations. For the past several
years the United States had spurred efforts to unify logistics doctrine
among its NATO allies. This effort was recognized by NATO’s Military
Agency for Standardization and its Logistics Working Party (LOGWP).
The U.S. military delegation to the Land Forces LOGWP was headed by
members of the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics (ODC-
SLOG) and had representatives from the Army Logistics Center, the Army
Materiel Command, and the Marine Corps. In March 1989 LOGWP com-
pleted a draft of the proposed Allied Logistics Publication 9 (ALP-9),
which identified doctrinal principles and key considerations for a com-
bined logistics concept. At a meeting of American, British, Canadian, and
Australian (ABCA) military communications experts at Monterey,
California, in March 1989, the incompatibility between the Army’s Single
Channel Ground and Airborne Radio System (SINCGARS), the British
BOWMAN, and the Australian RAVEN tactical communication systems
was addressed. The ABCA nations established a working group to study
this problem with a view toward complete interoperability in the future.
The United States and West Germany, during FY 1989, were working
toward a similar objective with regard to tactical communications.

Near the end of FY 1989 the U.S. Army’s Communications
Interoperability Master Plan was adopted in principle by the British and
Germans. The plan specified requirements and capabilities in terms of the
type of information exchanged between allies, the transmission media,
and the doctrine and tactics affecting the information exchange process.
While the plan would provide the foundation for future development of
combined communications doctrine, the Army considered the exchange of
ideas between the allied nations a major breakthrough.

Low-Intensity Conflict

As a strategic concept, low-intensity conflict embraces an array of
environments that usually entail political-military confrontation between
states or groups at a level below conventional war but above the peaceful
competition among states. It applies to protracted internecine struggles,
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often between competing ideologies commonly characterized as insurgent
or subversive warfare and terrorism, as well as conflicts between states
involving the use of unconventional and organized armed forces. Low-
intensity conflict is rarely a pure military problem. The Army, which has
a long history of participation in such conflicts, plays primarily a sup-
porting role in securing national objectives that are fundamentally politi-
cal, psychological, or economic. Indeed, the nonmilitary nature of LIC
often determines the tactical conduct of supporting military operations
even when conventional military forces are employed. The military com-
ponent in low-intensity conflict operations, however, may range from con-
ventional forces in peacetime contingency operations or peacekeeping
operations, to SOF in irregular or unconventional warfare, to use of advi-
sory, logistical, medical, or engineer support within the context of securi-
ty assistance programs. U.S. national security policy requires reliable,
flexible, and highly professional forces to participate in low-intensity
operations. During FY 1989 the Army and the Air Force neared comple-
tion of a new document, FM 100-20/AFM 2-XY, Low Intensity Conflict,
which will establish Army and Air Force doctrine for planning and exe-
cuting LIC operations that will complement AirLand Battle doctrine.

Special operations are sometimes mistakenly equated with low-inten-
sity conflict operations, but they are one of several means for conducting
LIC operations. Special operations forces—Special Forces, Rangers,
Special Operations Aviation Units, Civil Affairs, and Psychological
Operations—can be used in all forms of conflict and are customarily
assigned to CINCs for execution of wartime and contingency plans. SOF
may also be assigned to U.S. country teams or authorized sensitive mis-
sions by the National Command Authority. Throughout FY 1989 the Army
continued to develop SOF doctrine applicable to high-, mid-, and low-
intensity conflicts and to bring SOF doctrine in line with AirLand Battle
concepts. In FY 1989 special operations forces doctrine embraced new
missions such as counterterrorism and drug interdiction. The four major
SOF missions—foreign internal defense, unconventional warfare, special
reconnaissance, and direct combat action with Army Special Forces as the
principal exponent—can be carried out within either the AirLand Battle
doctrine or as part of low-intensity conflict operations.

The evolution of SOF doctrine has paralleled the revision of logistical
and administrative support doctrine in the Army. While SOF units have a
high degree of self-sufficiency, they have also been equipped with sophis-
ticated equipment that requires extensive logistical support. In the future
SOF will rely more on conventional Army-wide support structures than on
their own support systems. Under an area support concept, the Army com-
ponent commander uses the appropriate theater logistics command to sup-
port deployed Army SOF units beyond their organic capability. These
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arrangements will help to integrate SOF operations with the broad mission
of the theater commander. They will also temper the perception of SOF as
elite elements and help integrate them into the mainstream of the Army.

Despite its refinement in FY 1989, SOF logistical support posed sev-
eral problems. Support arrangements envisioned under the area support
concept could be inadequate in underdeveloped areas. Even in a developed
theater, SOF might deploy in advance or operate independently of area sup-
port units. At other times it might be infeasible to deploy an area support
logistical force. Some SOF-peculiar equipment—the TSC-99 communica-
tions central, for example—may be difficult to support by standard logis-
tics units because of insufficient repair parts or inexperienced technicians.
A related problem is the difficulty of assigning officers to hold both spe-
cial operations and logistical skill code identifiers without rebranching
them to the Special Forces Branch. As a remedy, the Army instituted the
Special Operations Staff Officer Course, which produces graduates who
receive an additional skill identifier that eliminates rebranching.

Security Assistance

The Army, in support of American foreign and defense policies, con-
ducts a variety of security assistance programs around the world. These
programs provide military resources in the form of materiel, technical
assistance, and education and training to promote stability and to contain
external or internal threats. Such assistance helps prevent the rise of situ-
ations that might require stronger military intervention. In helping belea-
guered nations deter or successfully cope with such threats, security assis-
tance programs also help nations to strengthen the fabric of political
democracy and economic prosperity. For the Army, security assistance
serves several purposes. It contributes to force projection doctrine and for-
ward defense strategy and helps allied and friendly military forces to pre-
pare and fight coalition warfare with American troops. A significant ele-
ment of the Army’s role in security assistance is the professional educa-
tion and training provided to promising foreign military officers, largely
from developing countries. These officers are exposed to U.S. Army doc-
trine and joint and combined exercises designed to instill professionalism
and to facilitate combined operations. The Army also emphasizes logisti-
cal and maintenance training for Army equipment provided them by U.S.
military assistance programs through instruction at Army schools or the
use of security assistance teams in the host country.

Security assistance varies by region and country, and the composition
of security assistance teams is determined by the nature of each program.
Teams are usually on temporary assignment, and their numbers vary from
month to month. As of 28 March 1989, the Army had 38 security assis-
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tance teams with a total of 123 personnel deployed to 14 countries.
SOUTHCOM had 17 teams with 42 people, and all but 1 person served in
El Salvador. CENTCOM had 16 teams with 75 people, PACOM 1 team of
1 soldier, and EUCOM 4 teams with 5 people. Despite their military
nature, security assistance programs are funded by the Foreign Assistance
Appropriation, controlled by the Department of State. Since FY 1986
Congress has reduced funds for security assistance by about $1 billion, or
to about $4.8 billion in FY 1989. More than 93 percent of that amount was
earmarked by Congress for ten countries. Army leaders called for a more
flexible approach that directed security assistance to countries most
threatened by low-intensity conflicts.

The Army also participates in security assistance programs through
the diversion of the Army inventory of equipment and supplies to support
grant aid and the Foreign Military Sales (FMS) programs. The FMS pro-
gram diverts Army assets to support U.S. policy objectives, but recipient
countries pay for these items. As of mid-FY 1989 active FMS programs
were being conducted with 105 countries and 7 international organiza-
tions. The six largest recipients were Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Taiwan,
Germany, Israel, and Jordan. The FMS program, supply support arrange-
ments, and grant aid by the Army in FY 1989 totaled $4.3 billion.

The Army in Space

The Army has a long history of accomplishments in supporting
national space programs and advancing the potential of space for military
purposes. It perfected guidance and control systems that enable ground-
based air defense systems to intercept and destroy short-range tactical
missiles. Since the early 1960s, as part of its Exoatmospheric Re-entry
Vehicle Interceptor Subsystem (ERIS), the Army had also explored the
technology for a nonnuclear means of intercepting and destroying inter-
continental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) in space. It used this expertise as a
participant in the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), which was launched
in 1983 to protect the United States from ICBM and space-launched bal-
listic missiles (SLBM). In FY 1989 the Army continued its research and
development of space programs that supported land warfare. The Soviet
threat had increased because of Soviet efforts to integrate ground weapons
systems with space surveillance, command and control, and targeting
assets. In addition, the Soviets deployed an operational anti-satellite
(ASAT) system that posed a threat to American satellites for which there
was no corresponding American capability.

The U.S. Army Strategic Defense Command (USASDC), headquar-
tered in Arlington, Virginia, carried out research that supported the SDI
and managed the national test range at Kwajalein Atoll in the Pacific.
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USASDC managed several projects that accounted for approximately 30
percent of DOD’s SDI research and development budget in FY 1989.
USASDC helped coordinate development of the Army Anti-Tactical
Missile (ATM) for ground-based missile defense that encompassed kinet-
ic and directed energy (laser and particle beam) weapons and space sur-
veillance and battle management systems. The mission of space control is
vested in the U.S. Space Command (USSPACECOM), a unified com-
mand; the Army Space Command, Colorado Springs, Colorado, is the
Army component.

Spurred by superpower agreements that limited or banned medium-
and long-range ballistic missiles and by the proliferation of short- and
medium-range missiles among regional powers, the Army shifted its
emphasis to theater missile defense (TMD) during the late 1980s to
address the threat posed to ground forces by both ballistic missiles (rock-
et-powered weapons that carry their own fuel and oxidizer and can oper-
ate beyond the atmosphere) and air-breathing missiles whose engines
require the intake of air for the combustion of their fuel. USASDC is the
executive agent for portions of the Strategic Defense Initiative
Organization’s (SDIO) Theater Defense Programs. This mission is carried
out primarily by the Theater Missile Defense Applications Project Office
(TMDAPO) and by other USASDC directorates located in Huntsville,
Alabama. The TMD program is divided into four major categories: coop-
erative efforts with selected U.S. allies; TMD architecture studies; Invite,
Show, and Test (IST) programs; and the Extended Air Defense Test Bed
(EADTB). During FY 1989 the Army joined in cooperative architecture
studies and hardware development with the United Kingdom and Israel.
The total value of TMD-related contracts with the United Kingdom was
$46 million through FY 1989 and with Israel reached approximately $53
million in FY 1989 alone.

The Invite, Show, and Test program solicited off-the-shelf technolo-
gies for consideration in the TMD program. Promising technologies were
tested at the White Sands Missile Range in New Mexico. A notable IST
achievement in FY 1989 was the Extended Range Intercept Technology
(ERINT) Program. ERINT’s goal is to enable flight test vehicles to attain
higher altitude and longer range intercepts through a more powerful radar,
a larger booster, and a more lethal warhead. During FY 1989 USASDC
continued work on an Extended Air Defense Test Bed to simulate the air
defense systems that confront NATO countries. The EADTB consists of
computer simulations that analyze defenses against aircraft, tactical air-to-
surface missiles, cruise missiles, and tactical ballistic missiles. It is being
designed to operate as a unilateral American system or in a NATO net-
work. A prototype system was made available to the U.S. Air Force in
Europe and the Army Air Defense Artillery School in FY 1989.
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The Army’s growing role in SDI research engendered several organi-
zational changes during FY 1989. The Joint Tactical Missile Defense
Project Office (JTMDPO), previously an element of the Air Defense
Program Executive Office, was transferred to the Missile Command and
renamed the Joint Tactical Missile Defense Management Office (JTMD-
MO). This organization reported to the Commander, U.S. Army Missile
Command (MICOM), and managed the development of tactical missile
defense systems in the Army. The Forward Area Air Defense (FAAD) and
High-Medium Altitude Air Defense (HIMAD) program executive offices
were consolidated under the Air Defense Program Executive Officer.

On 9 January 1989, the Defense Acquisition Board (DAB) recom-
mended both a kinetic energy (KE) and a directed energy (DE) ASAT pro-
gram. DAB was favorably impressed by USASDC experience in develop-
ing satellite-killing warheads that used ground-based interceptors and also
the command’s management of the Ground-Based Free Electron Laser
technology program. In response to the DAB, the Acting Secretary of
Defense, on 6 March 1989, directed the Army to lead a multiservice kinet-
ic energy ASAT program. The ASAT joint program will be established at
the Army’s Strategic Defense Command in Huntsville, Alabama. Since the
ASAT system will eventually have both land- and sea-based platforms, the
Navy will also participate.

Work on the Army’s Exoatmospheric Re-Entry Vehicle Interceptor
Subsystem constitutes the first phase of the SDI. It entails converting the
Mid-Infrared Advanced Chemical Laser (MIRACL), used to test SDI
technology, to an ASAT weapon. SDI’s second phase entails development
of several directed energy lasers, including free electron and chemical,
that will be developed by the Army and the Air Force, respectively.

The Army achieved another milestone in its SDI role on 13 July 1989
with the first successful space flight that demonstrated the feasibility of
the Beam Experiment Aboard Rocket (BEAR) of the Neutral Particle
Beam (NPB) program at the White Sands Missile Range. The experiment
demonstrated for the first time that the NPB platform can operate in a
space environment. Some critics felt that the ASAT system was indistin-
guishable from strategic antisatellite or antimissile systems and hence was
banned under the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. Proponents of the
ASAT stressed its legitimacy because of its use in destroying enemy tar-
geting satellites before they can launch or guide rockets against conven-
tional land forces and ships. The Air Force was designated as the lead ser-
vice for developing a single comprehensive space surveillance and battle
management system for total responsibility of all DOD ASAT capabilities.

Because the Army’s role in space programs was increasing, the U.S.
Army Space Institute at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, a part of TRADOC,
was formulating doctrine, training, organization, and materiel for space
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support to land forces. It emphasized space systems support to battlefield
commanders with communications, intelligence, navigation, and map-
ping. One example of this effort was doctrine related to the Global
Positioning System (GPS), used by pilots and all armed services person-
nel to pinpoint their location anywhere in the world.

The Air Defense Artillery School was preparing the Anti-Tactical
Missile Defense (ATMD) System Operational and Organization Plan for
TRADOC, based on the Joint Tactical Missile Defense (JTMD)
Operational Concept promulgated in April 1988.

Conclusion

Doctrine serves several purposes. It bridges strategy and force struc-
ture and also guides training. While supporting the strategy from which it
is derived, it is the foundation for policies and actions of the Army per-
taining to force design, modernization, personnel, logistics, and training.
During FY 1989 the Army continued to develop and refine doctrine and
concepts that would enable it to operate successfully across the continu-
um of military operations. While AirLand Battle doctrine and its deriva-
tives were best suited to the operations of heavy forces in the defense of
Europe, the underlying concepts of ALB were applicable to mid-intensity
regional conflicts. Fiscal Year 1989 also witnessed an expansion of low-
intensity conflict and peacetime engagement of conventional and special
operations forces. The Army’s involvement in the nation’s space effort also
attested to the extension of its doctrinal perspective. Not only was the
Army fashioning concepts for ballistic missile defenses, it also was evolv-
ing concepts governing the use of space-based systems to augment land
combat in theater missile defense and navigational systems. Finally, the
expanding doctrinal focus in FY 1989 pointed to the necessity of formu-
lating doctrine and concepts for the Army’s effective participation in joint
and combined operations.



5

Force Structure

Introduction

The Army in 1989 was the product of a major force restructuring that
flowed from the Army of Excellence (AOE) concept of 1983. That concept
evolved from the Army 86 concept developed by TRADOC between 1978
and 1982. The AOE force structure was anchored in an active component
of five corps and eighteen divisions, with the corps emerging as the cen-
ter of AirLand Battle doctrine. Tactical divisions also underwent design
changes. Heavy divisions were reduced in size but not lethality, and new
light divisions were formed. As the Army entered FY 1989, force struc-
ture and design were modified to accommodate doctrinal refinements
derived from training, field exercises, and new equipment.

The division is the Army’s highest tactical unit with a fixed organiza-
tion. Commanded by a major general, a division is a combined-arms force
with permanently assigned forces that perform five principal functions:
maneuver, air defense, fire support, intelligence and electronic warfare,
and combat service support. A division can fight as a self-sufficient force
but is usually augmented with corps troops during sustained operations.
Each division organizes for combat by assigning missions and allocating
resources to its assigned maneuver brigades. In FY 1989 the Total Army
consisted of 28 divisions, 18 in the active component and 10 in the
National Guard (ARNG). The Army had 1 active air assault division, 6
infantry divisions each in the active force and the ARNG, 1 active airborne
division, 6 active and 2 ARNG mechanized divisions, and 4 active and 2
ARNG armored divisions. Division strength varied from 10,700 to
17,300, and the number of maneuver battalions ranged from 9 to 12. The
distribution of major U.S. Army combat units by major Army command at
the start of FY 1989 is depicted in Table 2. Several active component divi-
sions have selected reserve component “roundout” units assigned to them.

The corps, usually commanded by a lieutenant general who com-
mands two or more divisions, is the primary headquarters for land combat
operations. It has permanently assigned units that include nondivisional
maneuver support and air defense, military intelligence, engineer, signal,
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TABLE 2—Active Army Force Structure, FY 1989

USAREUR FORSCOM

1Ist Armored Division 82d Airborne Division

3d Armored Division 101st Airborne Division

3d Infantry Division (Mech) 1st Cavalry Division (Armd)

8th Infantry Division (Mech) 2d Armored Division (-)

3d Brigade, 2d Armored Division  1st Infantry Division (-)

3d Brigade, 1st Infantry 4th Infantry Division (Mech)
Division (Mech) Sth Infantry Division (Mech)

Berlin Brigade 6th Infantry Division (LID)

2d Armored Cavalry Regiment 7th Infantry Division (LID)

11th Armored Cavalry Regiment 9th Infantry Division (MTZ)
10th Mountain Division (LID)

EUSA 24th Infantry Division (Mech)
194th Armored Brigade

2d Infantry Division 193d Infantry Brigade (Panama)
197th Infantry Brigade

WESTCOM 3d Armored Cavalry Regiment

25th Infantry Division

and combat service support troops. The active component’s five corps in
FY 1989 were 1 Corps, Fort Lewis, Washington; IIT Corps, Fort Hood,
Texas; V Corps, Germany; VII Corps, Germany; IX Corps, Japan; and
XVIII Airborne Corps, Fort Bragg, North Carolina.

Army combat forces are categorized as heavy or light depending on
their design and missions. The Army has sought a balance of heavy, light,
and special operations forces, but it also has traditionally addressed force
structure mainly in terms of heavy forces. The Director of Force
Development, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and
Plans (ODCSOPS), noted in FY 1989 that the bulk of the Army’s money,
both investment and operating accounts, was driven by decisions associ-
ated with its heavy forces and the threat posed by Soviet land forces in
Europe. Nevertheless, throughout FY 1989 the Army organized light
infantry forces and studied force structure alternatives for low- and medi-
um-intensity conflicts or special operations.

Force Structure and Readiness

The Army Readiness and Equipping Strategy helps create and sustain
a meaningful force structure by supporting an established readiness goal.
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That goal is for all forward-deployed forces and all major combat forces
scheduled to deploy from the United States in the first thirty days (D+30)
to attain a readiness status of C-2, which indicates a fully equipped and
deployable force. Other deployable forces must attain a C-3 or better rat-
ing. To implement this strategy, the Army adopted its “First To Fight—
First To Be Resourced” (FTF/FTR) policy that applies to active and
reserve components. Combat support and combat service support units
are accorded the same priority as the combat units they support. High pri-
ority units, as designated in the Department of the Army Master Priority
List (DAMPL), are also accorded sufficient resources for training and per-
sonnel. This strategy has enabled the Army to increase the number of units
with a status of C-3 or better by 30 percent since 1985. All Army forward-
deployed major combat forces and major combat units deploying from the
United States by D+30 were rated C-2 or better in mid-FY 1989.

By the end of FY 1989 most of the major active force combat units in
the continental United States and Alaska under FORSCOM’s command
attained the highest authorized level of organization (ALO) rating, ALO
1, or 100 percent of their authorized personnel and equipment. The Army
accomplished this during the past several years by reducing noncombat
spaces in the active components and transferring some combat and many
combat support and combat service support missions to the reserve com-
ponents. This enabled the service to keep the strength of its active com-
ponents within their authorized manpower ceiling despite reductions in
end strength. In addition, all twelve FORSCOM divisions had a C-3 sta-
tus or better; only three divisions received a C-1 rating. The remaining
divisions had lower readiness ratings that reflected shortcomings in train-
ing. Two divisions, the 1st Infantry and the 2d Armored, maintained for-
ward brigades in West Germany that were assigned to USAREUR. The 3d
Armored Cavalry Regiment was the only major combat unit in
FORSCOM below ALO 1. It was plagued with maintenance problems and
shortages of maintenance personnel and lacked its aviation assets. Of 695
nonmajor, nonorganic active component units under FORSCOM, 502 had
a readiness condition of C-3 or better.

While the readiness of USAREUR units was among the highest in the
service, some of them had shortages of artillery ammunition and air-to-air
missiles. War reserve stocks were also short certain tactical vehicles,
radios, and other items. The U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM) was
concerned about the readiness of its combat support and combat service
support units.

The transition from earlier force designs to the Army of Excellence
necessitated the preparation of a new family of tables of organization and
equipment (TOEs). The evolution of a unit to its final reorganization and
modernization goal is governed by a “living TOE” (LTOE), which the
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Army has used since FY 1988. Base, intermediate, and final TOEs and
other organizational documentation are applicable at different steps. A base
TOE contains authority for a unit’s initial reorganization. Incremental
change packages (ICPs) reflect other organization documents such as the
manpower authorization criteria (MARC) and the basis of issue plans
(BOIP) or equipment. Base TOEs and ICPs are also used to determine
requirements for the Army Field Feeding System, approved by the Army
Vice Chief of Staff in May 1989. ICPs also document deviations from base
TOEs caused by the substitution of equipment and reflect modifications
that stem from mission or unit-peculiar requirements. All of these modifi-
cations are then added to the base TOE to form an intermediate TOE. The
final TOE represents the unit’s attainment of its modernization goals.
During FY 1989 TRADOC published 346 new and 129 final TOEs. At the
close of the fiscal year, 68 of the final 129 TOEs had been approved by
HQDA. The Army’s goal was to convert all TOEs to LTOEs by FY 1992.
Keeping track of TOEs and other organizational documentation through
the development and approval process was substantially improved in FY
1989 by adoption of the automated Documentation Management System.

Force modernization and doctrinal changes also affected the Unit
Status Report (USR) system (see Army Regulation [AR] 220-1). The
USR was modified in FY 1989 to preclude thc designation “instant
unreadiness” that referred to the unavailability of newly authorized equip-
ment and personnel. The modification in reporting offers a morc realistic
appraisal of a unit’s combat readiness as it aligns itself with its modified
TOE (MTOE).

Mobilization Planning

The Army’s capacity to mobilize rests on the readiness of its active
and reserve components. Some of its endeavors during FY 1989 to
improve the total force included an intensive effort to bring the 200,000
Presidential Call-up Package to deployable status. Similar attention was
devoted to the M-Day Combat Support/Combat Service Support Force
Package, which consisted of forty high-priority active component units.
FORSCOM has developed three major force packages to reinforce the
unified commands in Europe and Korea or to support deployments to
Southwest Asia. The Southwest Asia Force Package, for example, consist-
ed of units assigned to Third U.S. Army, the Army component of the U.S.
Central Command, which included the 82d Airborne Division, the 101st
Airborne Division (Air Assault), and the 24th Infantry Division
(Mechanized), as well as 426 other active component units.

With the disestablishment of the U.S. Readiness Command and the
U.S. Forces, Caribbean, in the late 1980s, FORSCOM undertook several
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measures to enhance rapid deployment. During FY 1989 FORSCOM
developed plans for a deployable joint task force (DJTF) headquarters
capable of planning and executing the initial stages (72 to 96 hours) of
operations and to provide the transition to a conventional JTF headquar-
ters. By the end of FY 1989 FORSCOM had organized a 22-man cell,
including 13 from the Army, to serve as the nucleus of the DJTF head-
quarters. FORSCOM also established an Alert Force Requirement for the
7th Infantry and 10th Mountain Divisions, which were tasked to provide a
division ready force and a division ready brigade for rapid deployment
within 18 to 48 hours.

Army mobilization also rested on the industrial preparedness pro-
gram, for which approximately $505 million was allocated in FY 1989.
These funds were spent on military construction, research and develop-
ment, operation and maintenance of the industrial base, and procurement.
Among the program’s objectives were preservation of Army-owned indus-
trial facilities in a high state of preparedness to accommodate a surge
capacity; the procurement, replacement, and maintenance of war reserves;
and various modernization programs.

Replenishment of war reserves, a continuing process, was funded as
part of the Army Stock Fund in FY 1989. The Army leadership conclud-
ed that funding constraints and increasing force requirements had pre-
vented acquisition of sufficient war reserve stocks for the initial stages of
war. Stocks at the end of FY 1989 amounted to 23 percent for major and
47 percent for secondary items, and 57 percent for preferred munitions.
Continued modernization of the force, together with such force structure
changes as increased 155-mm. and 8-inch guns per battery, necessitated
war reserves increases as well as stocks to support a mixed inventory of
old and new equipment. During FY 1989 Congress was concerned with
the length of time required to fill orders; some purchase orders were out-
standing for more than five years and tied up money without putting
materiel on the shelves. The Army reviewed all outstanding war reserve
requisitions and canceled those more than two years old to free funds for
higher priority items.

To bridge a potential combat support and combat service support
(CS/CSS) shortfall in the event of hostilities, the Army has established
wartime host nation support (WHNS) and the logistics civil augmentation
program (LOGCAP). The WHNS agreement between the United States
and West Germany, signed on 13 June 1989, supplemented a basic agree-
ment made in 1982 and created a worldwide model for burden sharing.
The agreements committed West Germany to provide 100 German reserve
units of 50,000 personnel to support USAREUR. With full manning and
equipping expected by 1993, these units would perform CS/CSS functions
for a ten-division D-Day force. WHNS agreements existed with other



68 HISTORICAL SUMMARY: FISCAL YEAR 1989

NATO allies. The Army estimated that the support rendered by American
allies in Europe would equal approximately 65,000 Army personnel. Civil
contracts for critical wartime needs awarded under LOGCAP equated to
an additional 8,500 Army troops in Europe. Similar arrangements existed
with the South Korean government. The Korean government also provid-
ed the Korean Augmentation to the U.S. Army (KATUSA), Korean Army
personnel who served with Army units, and thc Korean Service Corps.
The support furnished by South Korea equated to approximately 12,000
Army personnel. The U.S. Army, Japan, has a contingency mutual support
(CMS) arrangement with the Japanese government for CS/CSS support.
The Army allocated $143 million to support WHNS and LOGCAP pro-
grams worldwide in FY 1989.

Equally important to any mobilization was the Army’s ability to mobi-
lize rapidly a supporting civilian workforce. Several recent civilian mobi-
lization exercises (CIVMOBEX) have tested the service’s ability to hire addi-
tional civilians quickly and to replace civilians called to military duty.
CERTAIN SAGE 89, the fifth annual retiree recall exercise, entailed the
recall of approximately 308 retired military volunteers during a six-month
period. They were ordered to active duty for two to twelve days at twenty-
four locations. Conducted by FORSCOM, the exercise focused on refin-
ing recall procedures, the medical condition of retirees, and the develop-
ment of deployability criteria for them.

Heavy Units

To remain within legislated strength ceilings, the Army planned to
eliminate the 2d Brigade from the 4th Infantry Division (Mechanized) at
Fort Carson, Colorado, to avoid a reduction in the strength of forward-
deployed units in Europe. To compensate for the loss of an active brigade,
the 116th Heavy Separate Brigade of the Idaho National Guard was
selected as the division’s roundout brigade, effective FY 1990. During FY
1989 HQDA also delayed indefinitely activation of the 177th Heavy
Separate Brigade and its support battalion because of lack of funds. The
brigade was slated to be stationed at the National Training Center (NTC)
at Fort Irwin, California, as the center’s opposition force (OPFOR). At the
end of FY 1989 several options were being studied that included reloca-
tion of the 194th Heavy Support Brigade (HSB) at Fort Knox, Kentucky,
to the NTC and the activation of a heavy armor task force in its place to
assume school support missions.

The proper organization for the reconnaissance—counter-reconnais-
sance—surveillance (RCRS) mission in organizations from battalion to
echelons above division became a significant force design issue in FY
1989. In the existing force structure, RCRS missions were normally con-
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ducted by the battalion scout platoon, division cavalry squadron, or an
armored cavalry regiment. The multiplicity and complexity of the mis-
sions assigned to such units raised organizational, training, and doctrinal
problems. TRADOC’s Combined Arms Center recommended specific
remedial training and better dissemination of doctrine, but a restructuring
of units responsible for RCRS missions seemed a stronger remedy.
General Vuono, in late FY 1989, approved a restructuring of the battalion
scout platoon that replaced six M3 Cavalry Fighting Vehicles, considered
too big and noisy for the mission, with ten High Mobility Multipurpose
Wheeled Vehicles (HMMWYV). TRADOC endorsed the addition of a sec-
ond ground cavalry troop for the light infantry division’s reconnaissance
squadron, but recommended against the addition of a third ground troop
to the heavy division cavalry squadron. General Vuono directed TRADOC
to study further the problems of the heavy division cavalry design.

Another heavy unit force design issue considered in FY 1989 was the
formation of an aviation support battalion to provide better support to the
division aviation brigade. TRADOC recommended that the battalion be
formed from existing aviation brigade and division support command
assets. General Vuono, in August 1989, directed TRADOC to conduct a
one-year evaluation of the concept in USAREUR.

Light Divisions

The organization of light infantry divisions in the Army stemmed
from the changing international environment in the early 1980s, national
strategy, and an extensive review of Army force structure. Strategically
and tactically sound and capable of rapid deployment, the division could
be used across the operational continuum, according to Army leaders.
With an authorized strength of 10,778 and lighter equipment, the division
could be transported by fewer aircraft than heavy divisions. In FY 1989
the Army had 5 light infantry divisions; 2 had completed their organiza-
tion, and 3 were still being formed. The 7th Infantry Division (Light) was
activated in FY 1985 at Fort Ord, California, as the first LID. It complet-
ed certification for the light infantry design in August 1986, while the
25th LID in Hawaii completed its conversion in October 1987. Both were
poised for rapid deployment to meet specified contingencies.

The 10th Mountain Division (Light) was activated at Fort Drum, New
York, in February 1985. At the start of FY 1989 the division was still being
formed, its organization depending on the construction of facilities at Fort
Drum. With the organization of an infantry brigade that moved from Fort
Benning, Georgia, to Fort Drum and activation of the division’s air
defense artillery and military intelligence battalions, activation of the 10th
was completed on schedule in FY 1989. The division’s two active compo-
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nent infantry brigades are rounded out by the 27th Infantry Brigade of the
New York National Guard. During FY 1989 the Army also explored a
restructuring of the division’s support command (DISCOM) to make it
closer in design to the DISCOM of the heavy divisions. This change
would enable the 10th Division to better support a light-heavy mix of
forces. This change, which entailed reorganizing the division’s DISCOM
from a functional organization to a forward support/main support battal-
ion configuration, was endorsed by the Army Logistics Center late in FY
1989. General Vuono approved the restructuring of the LID logistical base
but directed that it be done without increasing the division’s strength.

The 6th Infantry Division (Light), the newest LID, was activated in
March 1986 at Forts Richardson and Wainwright in Alaska by using the
172d Infantry Brigade as its nucleus. In FY 1989 the division lacked an
active component brigade and two battalions. The division’s roundout
brigade, the 205th Infantry Brigade (USAR, Minnesota), was converting to
the light infantry design. The activation of two active component infantry
battalions for the 6th Division, planned for FY 1989, was canceled because
of strength reductions required in the FY 1988 budget. One battalion was
replaced by the activation of the 6th Battalion, 297th Infantry (L), of the
Alaska National Guard in the latter half of FY 1989. During the year the
division also activated the Headquarters and Headquarters Battery of the
Division Artillery and a military police company. The division headquar-
ters, located at Fort Richardson, is slated to move to Fort Wainwright in FY
1990, where its 2d Brigade is stationed; its Ist Brigade is at Fort
Richardson. This impending change also delayed filling some of the divi-
sion’s outstanding force requirements. Its roundout brigade, the 205th
Infantry Brigade, however, remained under FORSCOM’ command
because it was stationed in the continental United States.

The 29th Infantry Division (Light) was activated in thc National
Guard in October 1985 with its headquarters located at Fort Belvoir,
Virginia. It was formed from two existing National Guard separate
infantry brigades, the 116th of Virginia and the 58th of Maryland, each
reorganized in the light division design. By the end of FY 1989 the divi-
sion was complete, except for its air defense artillery battalion.

During FY 1989 TRADOC began a reexamination of the light
infantry division as an effort related to the assessment of the heavy-light
force concept directed by General Vuono in August 1988 and the Army’s
light force modernization plan. The concentration of armored forces in
mid- or high-intensity war between NATO and the Warsaw Pact raised
questions regarding the suitability of the Army’s light forces for such con-
flicts. Completed late in FY 1989, TRADOC s assessment of the LID val-
idated its role as a strategic Army force; however, TRADOC underscored
the weaknesses of the light division. The study endorsed the concept of
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combining heavy with light forces, but also noted that the LID’s greatest
utility was in contingencies and low-intensity conflicts. According to
TRADOC, the division’s simple design was its greatest advantage, but this
quality made it difficult to organize balanced brigade combined arms task
forces. The LID’s insufficient man-portable tank-killing weapons, vehicu-
lar mobility and staying power, and often outmoded equipment ill-suited
it for participation in mechanized warfare operations.

In the summer of FY 1989 General Vuono directed TRADOC to
develop a light force modernization plan focused on system moderniza-
tion rather than structural changes. Initial work on the LID moderniza-
tion plan by the Combined Arms Center demonstrated the difficulty of
separating system modernization from force design. TRADOC planners
had already formed a new light division structure as part of the Infantry
Division 96 study, which closely related to work on ALB-F. The LID of
1996 was unlikely to fight as a complete division, but rather as task-
organized brigades or battalions and as elements of a task force or corps
for specific missions. In its role as a rapid reaction force, the LID of the
future would no longer be limited to securing lodgments for subsequent
reinforcement, but would possess sufficient combat power to alter
favorably the balance of power. This concept suggested converting one
of the LID’s three brigades to a medium or heavy brigade and pooling
much of the division’s combat and combat service support for disposi-
tion by corps headquarters for specific missions. In addition, planners
considered modifying the structure of each light division commensurate
with its most likely strategic role and giving LIDs priority for new
equipment.

Designed as a rapid intervention force for deployment by air to trou-
ble spots in Latin America, the Middle East, or Asia, the LID also had
shown enough promise as part of a heavy-light force for use in mid- and
high-intensity warfare. The Army explored this concept in several training
scenarios at the NTC, during REFORGER 88, and during CARAVAN GUARD
89, conducted in Europe near the end of FY 1989. In REFORGER 88, the
experience of a battalion task force of the 10th Mountain Division demon-
strated its ability to operate independently as companies, platoons, or
squads; to move quickly by foot in terrain inhospitable for armored oper-
ations; and to contend with heavy forces as long as they did not directly
engage them on open ground. That heavy-light forces could be synchro-
nized to increase a heavy division’s effectiveness was also demonstrated in
CARAVAN GUARD 89. In that exercise the 2d Brigade, 10th Mountain
Division, operated with elements of the 3d Armored Division. The exer-
cise demonstrated that light infantry performing in a zone reconnaissance
role for a heavy force can enable the heavy division to move deeper and
faster in a European mid-intensity conflict.
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While such exercises helped the Army to define better the opera-
tional capabilities of light infantry forces and to clarify the doctrinal role
of heavy-light forces in AirLand Battle, serious questions remained in FY
1989. One unsettled issue was the number of aircraft flights needed to
move a light division. A calculation that an LID could be transported any-
where in the world in six days in 500 C—141 flights seemed unattainable
in recent computer analyses due to several factors—differences between
Army and Air Force calculations of lift capacity, modifications in TOEs
that replaced original equipment or added new equipment, and the tailor-
ing of force requirements to meet specific contingencies. According to
Army analysts at the Combined Arms Combat Development Activity,
earlier lift estimates were based on less men and materiel than more
recent ones.

Conversion of the 9th Infantry Division (Motorized)

The 9th Infantry Division (Motorized) was conceived by the Army
leadership as a test bed for the design of a high technology, motorized
light division. Advocates believed that it offered distinctive advantages in
strategic deployability and sustainability and a high degrec of tactical
mobility and lethality if properly equipped, and at a low cost. Advocates
contended the division could effectively meet mid-intensity and regional
threats usually addressed by heavy conventional forces. In 1988 the Army
ended this experiment and began to convert the division to a mechanized
infantry design. Congress had refused to fund a light attack vehicle
(LAV) and an armored gun system (AGS) that the Army considered nec-
essary for a motorized division. The AGS, a twenty-ton tracked vehicle
that mounted a 105-mm. rapid-fire cannon that could be airlifted in a
C-130, was canceled in 1987. The configuration and role of the 9th
Infantry Division (Motorized) raised many doctrinal issues regarding the
feasibility of organizing specialized divisions whose equipment was not
standardized throughout the Army’s force structure. Other questions con-
cerned the suitability of the division’s equipment for its intended mission.
For example, the HMMWYV, the centerpiece of the motorized concept,
seemed to lack the payload and armor protection to serve as a weapons
carrier or platform.

Conversion of the 9th Division from a motorized to a mechanized
division proceeded slowly in FY 1989. The Army liquidated the unortho-
dox test agency, the Army Development and Employment Agency, which
had tried to adapt off-the-shelf, high-technology systems to the motor-
ized division concept. A decision on the division’s conversion to mecha-
nized awaited approval of an environmental impact statement, not exe-
cuted until FY 1990, regarding the effect of mechanized operations at



FORCE STRUCTURE 73

Fort Lewis. The Army inactivated the division’s 2d Brigade in FY 1988
to meet end strength reductions called for in the FY 1989 amended Army
budget. In mid-FY 1989 the 9th Division’s two active brigades, the 1st
and 3d, each had three combined arms battalions (CAB). The 1st Brigade
had a combined arms battalion (heavy) with two assault gun companies
and an infantry company, a combined arms battalion (light) with two
infantry companies and an assault gun company, and an armor battalion.
The 3d Brigade was composed of a combined arms battalion (heavy), a
combined arms battalion (light), and a light attack battalion of
HMMWVs mounted with Tube-Launched, Optically Tracked, Wire-
Guided Missiles (TOWs) and machine guns. The division’s third brigade
was replaced by an ARNG roundout brigade, the 81st Mechanized
Brigade of the Washington ARNG.

The division’s organization in FY 1989 was temporary pending a
study of several configurations. One configuration envisioned a division
of three brigades—armored, mechanized, and motorized. On 18 May
1989, the Chief of Staff endorsed planning that entailed creating a division
of four armored, three mechanized infantry, and three motorized battal-
ions and directed TRADOC to develop an appropriate AirLand Battle doc-
trine for this configuration. He also directed TRADOC to avoid imping-
ing on the heavy modernization plan as it developed the division’s design
and to study the feasibility of adopting the Marine Corps’ widely used
Light Armored Vehicle (LAV-25). During FY 1989 General Vuono
approved the conversion of two of the division’s CAB (Light) battalions to
mechanized infantry battalions. Planners were also entertaining a heavy
design configuration of five armored battalions and five mechanized
infantry battalions in an Army of Excellence design as a long-term goal.

Artillery and Rocket Forces

During FY 1989 the Army enacted several measures that affected
field artillery forces. The ongoing 3x8 conversions of the artillery
forces—three firing batteries and eight guns per battery—were suspend-
ed in late FY 1988 because of insufficient M548 ammunition carriers and
conflicting priorities for the distribution of M109 howitzers. This issue,
also affected by the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty and
by budgetary considerations, remained unresolved in early FY 1989.
Previously approved 3x8 conversions necessitated changes in the artillery
force structure. For example, during FY 1989 Battery C, 5th Battalion, 8th
Field Artillery, relocated from Fort Bragg to Fort Campbell in order to fill
the void left when the 2d Battalion, 31st Field Artillery, was inactivated
during the XVIII Airborne Corps’ conversion to the 3x8 design. HQDA
also canceled inactivation of the 3d Battalion, 18th Field Artillery.
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Rocket and missile forces were influenced by other factors in FY
1989. A devastating explosion in May 1988 at the Pacific Engineering
Production Company at Henderson, Nevada, destroyed half of the United
States’ production capacity for the rocket fuel oxidizer ammonium per-
chlorate (AP). In December 1988, because of a worldwide shortage of AP,
the Joint DOD/NASA (National Aeronautics and Space Administration)
AP Allocation Board allotted the Army 86.7 percent of its AP require-
ments through June 1989. Army Multiple Launch Rocket System (MLRS)
forces were allotted only 85 percent of their authorized requirement. The
Army anticipated that shortages of ammonium perchlorate would be alle-
viated by the end of FY 1989 after a new AP production plant being con-
structed at Cedar City, Utah, began full production.

International arms control efforts profoundly affected the structurc of
Army missile forces in Europe. The INF Treaty, signed in December 1987
by President Ronald Reagan and Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachey,
required that four U.S. and six Soviet missile systems be destroyed by 31
May 1991 and prohibited further production of these systems. The treaty
called for verification by on-site inspections of the elimination of an entire
class of U.S. and Soviet land-based missile systems with ranges of 300
and 3,400 miles. The four U.S. systems affected are the ground launched
cruise missile (BGM-109G) and the nuclear-equipped Pershing 11, 1A,
and 1B; the six Soviet systems are the SS-20, SS—4, SS-5, SS-12, SS-23,
and SSC-X—4. The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition had
responsibility for ensuring DOD’s compliance with the INF Treaty.
Responsibility for verification of Soviet compliance was vested in the
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy.

Charged with eliminating its Pershing II and 1A missiles erected in
Europe, the Army was engaged in this task at three sites—launchers were
being destroyed at the Equipment Maintenance Center in Hausen, West
Germany, while missiles were being eliminated at the Pucblo Depot
Activity in Pueblo, Colorado. Both missiles and launchers were being
destroyed at the Longhorn Army Ammunition Plant in Marshall, Texas.
The Army also supported the INF Treaty by detailing linguists, inspectors,
missile specialists, and security support personnel to the On-Site
Inspection Agency (OSIA), a DOD agency established in January 1988 to
help implement the INF Treaty. At Army bases subject to Soviet inspec-
tion, base commanders prepared and carried out site plans and procedures
to support Soviet inspection and OSIA escort teams. Members of the
Army’s Intelligence and Security Command also furnished security and
counterintelligence support. The Army reported on its work with the INF
Treaty to the U.S. Nuclear Risk Reduction Center, a State Department
office. The total cost to DOD to implement the INF Treaty in FY 1989 was
about $95 million, of which the Army incurred about $24 million. In FY
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1989, 200 Army military personnel and 257 Army civilians were involved
in the effort.

The first missile eliminated, a Pershing 1A, was destroyed in
September 1988 at the Longhorn Army Ammunition Plant by static firing
and crushing in the presence of a Soviet inspection team. Most Pershing
missiles were destroyed by explosive demolition or burning, the solid fuel
being burned during static firing, after which the missile canister was
crushed. All 169 Pershing 1A short-range missiles were eliminated with-
in the eighteen-month deadline, or by 7 July 1989. The Soviets eliminat-
ed all 957 declared shorter range missiles by November 1989. Destruction
of Pershing II missiles continued in FY 1989 at the Longhorn and the
Pueblo depots.

Demolition of the Pershing missiles also affected the status of approx-
imately twelve thousand Army troops in Europe. Despite strong congres-
sional sentiment to reduce U.S. military strength in Europe by about twen-
ty-five thousand, the total number of American troops made excess by the
destruction of missiles under the INF Treaty, Army commanders in
Europe sought to retain most of the Army troops by reclassifying or
retraining them. The Army discontinued four enlisted Military
Occupational Specialties (MOSes) and one warrant officer MOS peculiar
to the Pershing, but the majority of Pershing technicians were transferred
to the MLRS MOS. Some electronic and mechanical repairmen were
transferred to aviation repair specialties. The Army also planned to reas-
sign the 2d Battalion, 4th Infantry, which provided security for Pershing
missile sites, to the Seventh Army training facilities at Hohenfels, West
Germany, as a permanent opposition force (OPFOR).

Destruction of the Pershing coincided with the Army’s plans to expand
its MLRS forces. These plans called for converting three battalions of the
56th Field Artillery Command (Pershing) and the 2d Battalion, 32d Field
Artillery (Lance), to MLRS battalions beginning in FY 1989. The Army
also intended to convert two Pershing batteries of the 3d Battalion, 9th
Field Artillery (Pershing), at Fort Sill, Oklahoma, to MLRS batteries.
Equipment for this conversion was available from on-hand assets at Fort
Sill and the loan of MLRS launchers from the Oklahoma National Guard.
Fort Sill would provide equipment to field A and B Batteries while the
Oklahoma ARNG would have nine MLRS launchers to support individual
training. The 3d Battalion, 9th Field Artillery, would retain one Pershing
II battery for training and rotational purposes through the INF Treaty peri-
od, or until FY 1992. The Army intended to “backfill” the battalion with
new production MLRS launchers in FY 1991. The conversion plan also
affected several support companies. Plans to convert two 8-inch howitzer
battalions in USAREUR to MLRS and two self-propelled 155-mm.
artillery battalions at Fort Sill to MLRS configuration were under review
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by HQDA in FY 1989. The delay in converting the latter units was attrib-
uted to a lag in the production of MLRS launchers. The Army planned to
upgrade USAREUR? field artillery forces with the introduction of
ATACMS, the long-range missile for the MLRS launcher, by FY 1990.

The INF Treaty did not affect the Army’s Lance missile, a nuclear-
armed tactical missile with a range of approximately seventy-eight miles.
Eighty-eight Lance launchers were assigned to NATO in FY 1989. The
Army considered extending the range of the Lance to three hundred miles,
but West German officials urged removal of the Lance from Europe. In
discussing the future of the Lance in NATO, however, the alliance’s High
Level Group reported to the NATO Nuclear Planning Group in the spring
of 1989 that the United States had selected the M270 MLRS launcher as
a Follow-on-to-Lance (FOTL).

Special Operations Forces

Established on 1 October 1982, and recently subordinated to
FORSCOM, the Army’s 1st Special Operations Command (Airborne)
commanded all Army special operations forces. These included special
forces, rangers, psychological operations and civil affairs units, and special
operations aviation units. The U.S. Special Operations Command (USSO-
COM), a unified command located at MacDill Air Force Base, Tampa,
Florida, set major policy and exercised operational command over SOF of
all services assigned to it. In August 1989 the Army Chief of Staff approved
designation of the 1st SOCOM as a major Army command effective in
early FY 1990. FORSCOM’s Special Operations Division controlled much
of the Army’s planning and management of SOF, and it transferred approx-
imately 75 percent of the responsibility to the 1st SOCOM by the end of
FY 1989. With its headquarters at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, and a
strength of about eighty-five hundred, the 1st SOCOM also became the
Army component of USSOCOM. The 1st SOCOM’s major subordinate
units are the 75th Infantry Regiment (Ranger); the 1st, 5th, 7th, and 10th
Special Forces Groups (Airborne); the 4th Psychological Operations
Group; the 96th Civil Affairs Battalion; the 528th Support Battalion
(Special Operations) (Airborne); the 112th Signal Battalion (Special
Operations) (Airborne); and the Ist Battalion and Company A, 3d
Battalion, 160th Aviation Group (Special Operations) (Airborne).
FORSCOMs exercise of control, however, was an intermediate step in the
Army’s goal of forming a U.S. Army Special Operations Command with
two major subordinate commands: the 1st SOCOM for active component
SOF and a U.S. Army Reserve SOCOM for reserve component SOF.

Several SOF command issues were unresolved as FY 1989 ended.
Among them were funding arrangements and the relation of the 1st
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SOCOM to Army Reserve special operations forces. FORSCOM pro-
posed establishing an Army Reserve SOCOM at Fort Bragg, North
Carolina, to exercise command and control of reserve component SOF. In
August 1989 General Vuono approved FORSCOM’s concept for an orga-
nization to be known as the U.S. Army Reserve Special Operations
Command. He deferred assigning it an activation date pending approval
by DOD and Congress. In the interim the 1st SOCOM would exercise
operational control over reserve component SOF units while FORSCOM
supervised the training of 11,500 reserve component special operations
forces dispersed throughout thirty-seven states. Approximately 50 percent
of the Army’s SOF, 33 percent of the total special operations aviation
assets, and more than 90 percent of the Army’s psychological operations
and civil affairs capabilities were in the reserve components.

Throughout FY 1989 the Army sought to strengthen its special oper-
ations forces through restructuring, activating selected units, and modern-
izing. A Special Forces Branch was established in FY 1988, which
allowed Special Forces officers and NCOs to pursue a career in their spe-
cialty without having to transfer between their basic branch and the
Special Forces. The Army enhanced career management in FY 1989 by
establishing the new branch’s first advanced NCO course at Fort Bragg,
North Carolina. Army Special Forces in FY 1989 were organized into
eight groups, four each in the active and reserve components. The four
active groups are the 1st Special Forces Group at Fort Lewis, Washington
(its 1st Battalion was forward-deployed in Okinawa); the Sth Special
Forces Group at Fort Campbell, Kentucky; the 7th Special Forces Group
at Fort Bragg, North Carolina (its 3d Battalion was forward-deployed to
Panama); and the 10th Special Forces Group at Fort Devens,
Massachusetts (its 1st Battalion was forward- deployed to Bad Toelz, West
Germany). During FY 1989 the Army was completing plans to activate an
additional group, the 3d Special Forces Group (Airborne). Four special
forces groups were in the reserve components, two each in the USAR and
the ARNG.

Effective September 1989 SOF units began converting to Army of
Excellence force designs and changed from the “H” series TOEs to the
revised “L” series. The conversion affected ranger, special forces, and
active psychological operations units. The new force design complement-
ed other AOE initiatives in restructuring heavy and light forces and took
better advantage of recent modernization efforts. The three separate func-
tional support companies of a Special Forces group were to be inactivated
and replaced by four multifunctional support companies with responsibil-
ities similar to the old companies. One company will be assigned to each
of a group’s three special forces battalions, while the fourth company sup-
ports the group headquarters. Other changes entailed the activation of two
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chemical reconnaissance detachments and a Special Opcrations Aviation
(SOA) battalion.

Nearly all of the Army’s psychological and civil affairs capabilitics
were assigned to the reserve components. The 4th Psychological
Operations (PSYOP) Group (Airborne), Fort Bragg, North Carolina, was
the Army’s only active component PSYOP unit. The 96th Civil Affairs
Battalion (Airborne), also at Fort Bragg, was the Army’s sole active com-
ponent civil affairs (CA) battalion. In accord with Total Army
Analysis—96, the Army planned to activate as many as thirty-one PSYOP
units in the future. Throughout FY 1989 the Army and USSOCOM debat-
ed whether Army civil affairs and psychological operations units should
be part of SOF. The Army held that they were, while the Commander in
Chief, Special Operations Command (CINCSOC), maintained that they
were not. By existing statute, CINCSOC is responsible for functional
PSYOP and CA activities but only insofar as they relate to special opera-
tions. CINCSOC’s narrow interpretation of USSOCOM’s relation to Army
PSYOP and CA units had significant implications for Army force struc-
ture, command and control, doctrine, training, and other matters. Formal
discussions on this issue continued into FY 1990.

Army Special Operations Aviation units included one SOA Group, the
160th Aviation Group (SO) (Airborne), consisting of two battalions, a
separate company, and a forward-deployed detachment. One of the
group’s battalions is assigned to the Oklahoma National Guard. With a
strength of 828 men, the 160th is equipped with a mix of gunships and
utility helicopters (MH-60A, MH-47D, UH-1H, and MH/AH-6 heli-
copters). Known as Task Force 160, or the Night Stalkers, the group spe-
cializes in night operations. It has state-of-the-art radars, navigational
aids, radios, and an array of electronic countermeasures. The group’s heli-
copters can insert, resupply, and extract special operations forces from
hostile territory or furnish limited airlift of troops and equipment, fire
support, and air and sea rescue service. Under a reorganization approved
by the Army Chief of Staff in 1987, the SOA structure will evolve into an
SOA regiment consisting of 4 SOA battalions (3 active and 1 reserve), 2
separate SOA companies, and 1 forward-deployed SOA detachment. The
regiment will eventually have 144 aircraft.

A detachment of four specially equipped UH-60 Black Hawk heli-
copters is assigned to each Special Forces group. The Army planned to
eliminate these detachments from all SF groups by FY 1991 and to make
the groups totally dependent on theater army general support aviation and
Air Force resources. Army SOFs are also supported by Air Force heli-
copters and fixed-wing aircraft. The feasibility of transferring the entire
special operations airlift mission to the Army was examined but rejected
by a DOD study in late FY 1988.



FORCE STRUCTURE 79
Army Aviation

Army aviation force structure was affected by two primary factors in
FY 1989—the modernization of Army helicopters and budgetary con-
straints that reduced active component aviation personnel, units, and
equipment. As directed by DOD, the Army had already eliminated 2,200
aviation-related manpower spaces in FY 1988. DOD also directed the
Army to eliminate 450 aircraft by the end of FY 1988 and an additional
900 over the next five years. Much of this reduction was carried out in FY
1988/1989 through turn-in of obsolete, unrepairable, or damaged aircraft
without replacement and by reducing TDA and general support aviation
companies. In FY 1989 the Defense Resources Board instructed the Army
to eliminate 7 attack helicopter battalions (2 active, 3 National Guard, and
2 Army Reserve) and to decrease the number of active component AH-64
aircraft from 18 to 15 in each battalion. These measures were expected to
eliminate 2,141 additional aviation-related personnel spaces (754 active,
831 Guard, 566 Reserve) between FY 1990 and FY 1994. The Army Staff
recognized that leaner budgets required that it stand down aviation units
in all components and downsize remaining units.

To reduce further its aviation force structure, the Army eliminated six
OH-58A observation helicopters from each division’s aviation company,
effective September 1989. It downsized AH-1 attack helicopter battalions
from 21 AH-1, 13 OH-58D, and 3 UH-1A aircraft to 18, 10, and 2,
respectively, which also reduced each battalion by eighteen crew mem-
bers. Downsizing aviation units before new high-performance helicopters
were fielded posed risks to readiness. The AH-1 Cobra attack helicopter
refurbishment program, for example, lagged behind expectation and
resulted in some decrease in readiness and delays in training the 3d
Armored Cavalry Regiment, the 10th Mountain Division (LID), and the
6th Attack Helicopter Battalion (Army Reserve), according to
FORSCOM. Shortages of pilots and aircraft maintenance personnel
adversely affected OH-58 Kiowa and AH-1 fleet operations. Shortages of
night-vision goggles posed safety hazards.

Throughout FY 1989 the Army upgraded its aviation force structure
by converting AH-1 Cobra battalions to AH-64 Apache attack battalions.
It gave priority to fielding combat-ready attack helicopter battalions to
Europe and other high-priority national defense requirements. Conversion
training from the AH-1 to the AH-64 was conducted at Fort Hood, Texas.
The following units trained and were relocated during FY 1989: the 4th
Attack Helicopter Battalion, 229th Aviation Regiment, to Illesheim, West
Germany; the 1st Attack Helicopter Battalion, 1st Aviation Regiment, to
Fort Campbell, Kentucky; the 2d Attack Helicopter Battalion, 229th
Aviation Regiment, to Fort Rucker, Alabama; the 3d Attack Helicopter
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Battalion, 1st Aviation Regiment, to Ansbach, West Germany; the 3d
Attack Helicopter Battalion, 227th Aviation Regiment, to Hanau, West
Germany; and the 1Ist Attack Helicopter Battalion, 24th Aviation
Regiment, to Hunter Army Airfield, Savannah, Georgia. At the end of FY
1989 the Army had 14 AH-64 battalions in its active force structure (9 in
CONUS; 5 OCONUS), an increase of 4 since the end of FY 1988.

The Army had planned to acquire a total of 573 Apache helicopters,
but in FY 1988 Congress increased the total purchase to 975 and approved
a procurement program slated for completion by FY 1991. Based on that
number, the Army planned to field a total of 48 AH-64 battalions by FY
1996, depending on whether the battalion had 18 or 15 helicopters. In FY
1989 DOD reduced the Apache procurement objective from 975 to 807
aircraft, resulting in elimination of five Apache battalions from the Army’s
projected force goal of forty-eight. Funding for the AH-64 increased from
$911 million in FY 1988 to about $1.7 billion in FY 1989. Higher unit
costs reduced the number of Apache helicopters that the Army bought
from 77 in FY 1988 to 72 in FY 1989. The accelerated production sched-
ule for the AH-64 threatened to leave the Army with a cold production
base for attack helicopters until the LHX entered production.

To meet the Apache battalion fielding plan, the Army resorted to man-
ning them with experienced Cobra pilots, a policy that contributed to
shortages of the latter. By mid—FY 1989 the Army was short 383 active
duty warrant officer Cobra pilots. A shortage of Cobra aircraft required
the Aviation Systems Command to reduce AH-1 training by 4 to 6 stu-
dents per class, with the potential loss of an additional 54 to 84 newly
trained pilots in FY 1989. Shortages of funds and replacement parts also
contributed to difficulties in maintaining deployed Apache units and
adhering to the fielding schedule. HQDA and several Army MACOMs—
AMC, TRADOC, FORSCOM—sought to stabilize the organization of
Apache units by minimizing MTOE changes, deleting obsolete items, and
redistributing assets within units. These and other measures helped the
readiness of Apache battalions that had recently converted to the new “L”
series TOEs to support contingency and mobilization requirements.

On 13 May 1989, violent winds in excess of 100 miles per hour dam-
aged or destroyed 142 of the 495 aircraft at Fort Hood Army Airfield and
nearby Robert Gray Army Airfield. The III Corps’ fleet of 150 AH-64s,
one-third of the Army’s Apache inventory, was hit the hardest. Apaches
from the 1st Cavalry Division, the 2d Armored Division, the 6th Cavalry
Brigade (the Army’s only separate air combat brigade), and the Apache
Training Brigade were damaged. Of the 101 Apaches damaged, 31 need-
ed depot repairs. Thirty to forty other helicopters (UH-60s, OH-58s,
UH-1s, CH—47s, and AH-1s) were severely damaged. Most of the heli-
copters suffered damage to the main rotor blades, structural faults, and
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damage to transmissions. Losses were initially estimated in excess of
$600 million, which included facilities repair. A second severe storm in
early June damaged about fifty helicopters at Fort Polk, Louisiana, with
losses there estimated at $9 million.

After assessing the damage, General Vuono indicated that the Army
would not reconstitute the Apache fleet at Fort Hood by transferring heli-
copters from other posts since that would lower the readiness of other
Apache units. Fort Hood would absorb the losses, but the Apache Training
Brigade would be reconstituted to minimize slippage in unit activation,
conversion, and training. By “cross-leveling” equipment between units,
borrowing Apaches from the National Guard, and acquiring new aircraft,
an additional seventy-five AH-64 helicopters were made available while
damaged aircraft were being repaired. In May damage assessment teams
suggested that the damage was not as severe as originally believed. Some
aircraft originally thought to be unsalvageable were repairable. A new esti-
mate lowered the repair cost to $101.6 million and indicated that most
repairs could be made in about one year. In July 1989 Congress passed the
Dire Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Bill, which gave DOD
authority to transfer approximately $176.7 million from various DOD
accounts to the Army to defray the cost of emergency repairs.

Nevertheless, an assessment of available Apaches made by the Army
in mid-June indicated that the combat capability of thirteen aviation bat-
talions or battalion equivalents had been impaired. Despite the damage to
the Apache fleet, the Army planned to field attack helicopter battalions
OCONUS on schedule and expected a delay of one to two months to field
CONUS attack battalions. By August 1989, 11 of 101 damaged Apaches
were returned to service. Under Project Broken Wing the majority of the
Apaches were being repaired at Fort Hood by Army mechanics. Some of
the most seriously damaged helicopters were being refurbished by
Lockheed Support Services, Inc., at nearby Killeen Municipal Airport in
Killeen, Texas.

Other force structure changes in Army aviation that occurred in FY
1989 included the activation of the 3d Battalion, 160th Aviation Regiment,
at Hunter Army Airfield, Georgia; the establishment of a provisional
assault helicopter battalion at Fort Riley, Kansas, from assets of the 1st
Infantry Division; the activation of the 3d Assault Battalion, 159th
Aviation Regiment, at Fort Campbell to provide the 101st Air Assault
Division with a third airlift battalion; and the activation of Company C, 3d
Battalion, 159th Aviation Regiment, at the National Training Center, Fort
Irwin, California. The activation of Company C on 16 October 1989 con-
verted the NTC’s Flight Detachment from a TDA to a TOE unit. To flesh
out the structure of the 6th Infantry Division (LID), FORSCOM assigned
the 2d Battalion, 123d Aviation Regiment, to the division’s roundout
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brigade. In addition, the 4th Platoon, Company B, 1st Battalion, 58th
Aviation Regiment, Fort Bragg, North Carolina, was transferred to U.S.
Southern Command (USSOUTHCOM) for employment by U.S. Army,
South (USARSO), effective 1 August 1989. In July 1989 FORSCOM acti-
vated the Air Traffic Control Platoon of the 10th Mountain Division at
Fort Drum, New York. FORSCOM assumed responsibility for the Army’s
air traffic control functions from the Information Systems Command in
FY 1987 and planned to convert these units from a Signal Corps TDA
structure to Army of Excellence TOE units.

The Army’s aviation force structure also contained a variety of special
mission aircraft for SOF (see discussion of SOA above) and to support
other Army and national intelligence requirements. These Special
Electronic Mission Aircraft (SEMA) are in the active component force
structure as part of the Army’s Intelligence and Electronic Warfare tacti-
cal mission responsibilities. The fleet in FY 1989 included the RV-1D
(Electronic Intelligence—QUICKFIX), the OV-1D (Side-Looking
Airborne Radar) aircraft, the RC-12D and RC-12H/K (GUARDRAIL—
signals intelligence) aircraft, and the EH-60 electronic warfare heli-
copters. The OV—-1D, in the Army’s force structure since the Vietnam War,
is the only aircraft organic to Army corps that can monitor moving targets.
It supports NATO’s Follow-on Forces Attack doctrine by enhancing the
corps’ deep battle capability with multiple sensors that develop target
information. The EH-60 helicopter allows division commanders to dis-
rupt hostile communication on the battlefield.

In FY 1989 experienced artillery noncommissioned officers (NCOs)
began replacing officers as aerial observers in OH-58D Kiowa scout heli-
copters as part of the Aerial Fire Support Observer Program. The first
NCO aerial observer class graduated in November 1988 at the Aerial
Observer Branch of the Army Field Artillery School, Fort Sill, Oklahoma.
Operational tests under the Army Helicopter Improvement Program
(AHIP) had demonstrated that the Kiowa’s capabilities were enhanced
when experienced NCO artillery observers replaced less experienced licu-
tenants. Another factor that influenced the change was the general reduc-
tion of officer strength and a consequent conversion of officer observer
positions in division artillery and field artillery brigades to NCO posi-
tions.

Combat Support and Combat Service Support

The Total Army’s combat support/combat service support (CS/CSS)
force structure experienced manpower and equipment shortages in FY
1989. The Army had a shortfall of 37,400 CS/CSS personnel from the
authorized level of organization (ALO) but planned to reduce this deficit
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by about 3,400 during the next five years. These deficits were compound-
ed by soldiers’ lacking MOS qualification, especially in the reserve com-
ponents. The reserve components adopted several remedial measures that
addressed this deficiency (see Chapter 9). Shortages among Army support
units in Europe and reserve component units earmarked to support forces
in USAREUR were brought to the attention of Congress by the
Commander in Chief, European Command (CINCEUR), in FY 1988.
Manpower and equipment shortages in the active component CS/CSS
units were shared proportionally by theater with distribution determined
by local requirements, major force OPLAN arrival dates, and order of
precedence on the Army’s Master Priority List. In FY 1989 the equipment
readiness status of CS/CSS units ranged from C—1 to C—4. Equipment cur-
rently in the Army’s inventory, however, together with equipment sched-
uled for procurement over the next five years, was regarded as sufficient
to enable all CS/CSS units to attain a readiness level of C-3 or better. The
Army’s policy regarding the CS/CSS force structure was not to activate or
convert any CS/CSS unit to a new TOE unless it could meet a combat
readiness status of C-3 or better.

During FY 1989 active component chemical companies that had been
split between stations were consolidated. The 84th Chemical Company
was consolidated at Fort Polk, Louisiana, in September 1988; the 172d
Chemical Company at Fort Carson, Colorado, in March 1989; and the
164th. Chemical Company at Fort Irwin in June 1989. The capability of
other chemical units was enhanced by the fielding of the M1059 Smoke
Generator Carrier. The 144th Chemical Company received its initial incre-
ment of the M1059, while the 31st Chemical Company, Fort Riley,
Kansas, and the 45th Chemical Company, Fort Polk, Louisiana, were
issued their full complement of new generators. Additional deliveries were
made also to the 84th and 172d Chemical Companies. Two smoke gener-
ator battalions, two smoke companies, and one chemical decontamination
company were activated in the National Guard. During FY 1989 HQDA
conducted a force validation review of the chemical force structure in the
reserve components that indicated a sharp reduction in the number of acti-
vations and conversions planned in FY 1990.

Since it was designated DOD’s executive agent for land-based water
resources in 1980, the Army has developed its Tactical Water Program
with manpower and equipment to detect, produce, treat, store, distribute,
and also cool water in arid regions. The Army, under ODCSLOG’s propo-
nency, has focused on supporting the U.S. Central Command (CENT-
COM), whose likely area of operations experiences an acute shortage of
fresh water. In FY 1989 the Army acquired a 3,000-gallon reverse osmo-
sis water purification unit to supplement existing smaller units. Most gen-
eral support (GS) water units designated to support CENTCOM are in the
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reserve components. The majority of the planned fifty-three GS water
units have been organized, and the remainder are expected to be organized
by the end of FY 1990. To train these units, eleven water training sets were
- assembled and assigned to the CONUS armies for water supply company
and tactical water distribution system training. A centralized training
facility is also being established to allow reserve component water purifi-
cation units to train during their two-week annual training.

In accord with TOE changes derived from the Logistics Unit
Productivity System (LUPS) analysis of combat service support func-
tions, the Army activated the S54th Quartermaster Company Graves
Registration (GRREG) on 6 December 1988 at Fort Lee, Virginia. The
activation of two additional GRREG companies, one in Germany and the
other in the Pacific, was postponed until FY 1998. Army officials antici-
pated that the delay would create a shortfall in GRREG capabilities dur-
ing the first 180 days of a large mobilization. To mitigate this situation, the
Army considered stationing GRREG platoons in EUCOM and PACOM.
The absence of GRREG refresher unit training conducted for the Army
Reserve in FY 1988 and FY 1989 adversely affected GRREG readiness.
A disagreement among the Army Quartermaster School at Fort Lee,
Virginia, FORSCOM, and the continental United States armies
(CONUSAs) regarding proponency curtailed all GRREG ftraining in
FORSCOM. A 1988 agreement between the Vice Chiefs of Staff of the
Army and the Air Force transferred the mission of the port of entry (POE)
mortuary to the Air Force. On 30 September 1989, the Army closed the
Army mortuary at Oakland Army Base, California. The facility will be
reestablished at Travis Air Force Base (AFB) in California and will be pat-
terned after the one at Dover AFB, Delaware, to handle mass casualties.

The Engineers

During FY 1989 the Engineer Center and School completed the draft
of a new force design concept, the Engineer Force, or E-Force. It
addressed both combat engineer support of heavy forces in close combat
in the AirLand Battle and engineer requirements for AirLand
Battle—Future. The AirLand Battle concept envisioned an increase of engi-
neer support to divisions to accommodate their greater maneuver require-
ments. The E-Force consisted of the combined assets of a division combat
engineer battalion and a corps combat engineer battalion that formed a
headquarters and three engineer battalions, and each battalion would sup-
port a maneuver brigade. The battalions would deploy well forward in the
brigade area to perform mobility, countermobility, and survivability tasks.
This concept would eliminate the current division-corps split in task-orga-
nized engineer forces. Under the E-Force concept the division engineer
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would synchronize the support of engineer forces to combat units in for-
ward areas as the tactical situation evolved. The CG, TRADOC, approved
the E-Force concept in FY 1988 but directed that it be tested using the 7th
Infantry Division before submitting it to HQDA for approval. TRADOC
coordinated a test plan with USAREUR and FORSCOM that was sched-
uled to begin in June 1990 in CONUS and to culminate in Europe in
October 1990 during REFORGER 90.

Conclusion

Army force structure in FY 1989 demonstrated a shift from an over-
whelmingly Warsaw Pact threat-based force structure to a capabilities-
based structure. Within the context of the Army’s strategic roles, current
and potential threats, and cost considerations, the Army sought to main-
tain sufficient ready forces to provide versatile force projection and
forcible-entry capabilities for crisis responses and to sustain forward-
deployed forces in Europe and Asia. Consisting of heavy, light, and spe-
cial operations units, their supporting elements, and sustaining base activ-
ities, the Army’s force structure in FY 1989 reflected its orientation to
AirLand Battle doctrine. Army force structure development during FY
1989 also reflected a widening doctrinal scope that included further
growth of its light infantry divisions, experimentation in combining heavy
and light forces, and the augmentation of special operations forces.




6

Operations

Introduction

Army operations in FY 1989 reflected two basic themes that defined
the Army as a strategic force. The first one pertained to the Army’s glob-
al responsibilities, which are considerable in peacetime as well as in
wartime. Forward-deployed Army forces in Europe and Korea have been
inextricable elements in the nation’s Cold War strategies of containment
and deterrence. In Latin America the Army addressed the deterioration of
security in Panama, while its security assistance programs in El Salvador
and Honduras helped to deter the spread of insurgency from Nicaragua
and to strengthen anti-Communist governments coping with threats to
their security. The Army’s peacekeeping and other missions in the Middle
East further illustrated the Army’s global role. The second theme resonat-
ed with the history of the Army’s centuries of service characterized by the
Army’s assumption of multifarious missions to assist federal, state, and
local authorities. While the Army’s involvement in environmental issues,
the war against illegal drugs, and combating terrorism grew during FY
1989, the service continued its long tradition of providing humanitarian
assistance.

Central America

The Army has maintained a presence in Panama for most of the twen-
tieth century. The U.S. Army, South, the major Army command in Panama,
is the Army component of the unified command, the U.S. Southern
Command. USARSOs area of interest is Central and South America. Its
primary units were the 193d Infantry Brigade and the 324th Support
Group, stationed at Fort Clayton, and the 470th Military Intelligence
Group, with headquarters at Corozal. U.S. armed forces personnel
assigned to Panama in FY 1989 totaled 12,719, of which 8,605 were Army
forces. The large number of American civilians there included many mil-
itary dependents and civilians who worked with the Panama Canal. There
were 2,111 of these workers, and about half worked for the Army.
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As FY 1989 began, the harassment of American soldiers and civilians
by Panamanian military and paramilitary elements had slackened from the
high level that began in the spring of 1988. Nevertheless, the Reagan admin-
istration had reinforced American military forces in Panama. The Army dis-
patched several military police (MP) units and intelligence teams from the
United States. The Commander of USSOUTHCOM (CINCSO) activated
Joint Task Force-Panama (JTF-P) to prepare contingency plans and arrange
for the command and control of U.S. combat forces should hostilities erupt
between American forces and the Panamanian Defense Forces (PDF), a
14,000- to 16,000-man security force that exercised both military and police
functions under Panamanian President Manuel Noriega.

The majority of the JTF-P staff were Army personnel who also served
on the USARSO staff. In preparing its contingency plan, ELABORATE
Mazg, JTF-P assumed that the PDF was hostile. Throughout the spring
and summer of 1988, confrontational actions by the PDF worsened. The
PDF intruded into American installations and sometimes exchanged gun-
fire. American forces adhered to nonprovocative rules of engagement, but
prudence dictated that security be reinforced. Between August 1988 and
April 1989 several Army MP and aviation units were sent to Panama.
During this period USARSO was reinforced by one military police battal-
ion headquarters, three MP companies, and an aviation task force, TF
HAWK, with about twenty-seven aircraft from the continental United
States. During early FY 1989 tensions in Panama abated. Some consider-
ation was given to inactivating JTF—Panama, but American officials
deferred until after the Panamanian elections scheduled for May 1989.
JTF-Panama maintained operational control over Army forces in Panama,
but in February 1989 the Army’s XVIII Airborne Corps became the JCS’
executive agent for contingency planning for possible hostilities in
Panama. USCINCSO proposed a phased redeployment of the security
augmentation forces from Panama during FY 1989, but the Army contin-
ued to replace forces temporarily sent there. Army aviation assets were
rotated about every ninety days.

To minimize incidents between Americans and Panamanians,
USSOUTHCOM directed military dependents either to leave Panama or
to move to base housing. In the spring of 1988 USSOUTHCOM directed
shorter service tours in Panama to encourage newly assigned soldiers to
accept unaccompanied tours, thereby mitigating the severe housing
shortage and reducing the risk of terrorist attacks against Americans.
Under a new DOD policy announced in September 1988, tours for ser-
vice personnel assigned to Panama after 1 March 1989 were trimmed by
six to nine months.

Early in 1989 General Noriega’s PDF began a campaign of harass-
ment, detention, and beatings of American dependents, servicemen, and
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civilian employees following Noriega’s indictment by federal grand juries
in Florida on several counts of drug trafficking. In March 1989 Americans
recorded fifty-seven incidents of harassment and ninety-one violations of
American treaty rights. Anti-American incidents by Noriega’s forces grew
in number and virulence with the approach of the May elections, and
American officials in Washington and Panama debated several courses of
action. The evacuation of American dependents was held in abeyance, but
DOD also deferred redeploying any augmentation forces in Panama until
after the election. To improve security, USARSO delegated guard and
detail activities to Army combat support and combat service support units
and kept combat units in a ready reaction status.

The election resulted in the defeat of Noriega’s candidates by pro-
democratic opposition candidates, but Noriega immediately nullified the
election and denied the victory to the legitimate winner, Guillermo
Endera. In the crackdown that followed, many of the duly elected opposi-
tion candidates were arrested, and some were tortured. On 11 May 1989,
as civil unrest intensified, President Bush ordered American military
forces to Panama as part of Operation NIMROD DANCER. The Army
deployed a brigade headquarters and the 2d Battalion of the 9th Infantry,
7th Infantry Division (Light), from Fort Ord, California, and the Ist
Battalion, 61st Infantry, Sth Infantry Division (Mechanized) (subsequent-
ly redesignated Sth Battalion, 6th Infantry) from Fort Polk, Louisiana,
together with supporting elements. In subsequent rotations the 4th
Battalion (Mech), 61st Infantry, replaced the 1st Battalion, 61st Infantry,
and the 1st Battalion, 9th Infantry, replaced the 2d Battalion, 9th Infantry.

All Army units that deployed to Panama came under the control of
JTF-Panama. JTF-Panama created three subordinate task forces. The task
force under the 7th Infantry Division (LID) brigade commander was
responsible for the Atlantic side of the canal area. The 193d Infantry
Brigade assumed responsibility for the east bank of the canal on the
Pacific side, while the Marine Corps company from Camp Le Jeune,
South Carolina, assumed responsibility for the opposite bank on the
Pacific side. Revised rules of engagement allowed reassertion of
American treaty rights that the PDF had violated at will. Army units estab-
lished roadblocks, conducted patrols, enhanced security at major installa-
tions, and carried out numerous joint exercises.

USSOUTHCOM conducted Operation BLADE JEWEL between 15 May
and 1 July and moved from off-base to on-post housing or evacuated 6,300
DOD employees and dependents. At the end of FY 1989 the number of
active Army and DA civilian dependents remaining in Panama was 6,128.

Panamanian violations were of particular concern to the Army, since
it was executive agent for administration of the Panama Canal and the
Canal Zone and responsible for oversight of the Panama Canal Treaty
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Implementation Plan (TIP). General Vuono, in March 1989, requested a
validation of Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) policy on Panama
Treaty implementation. The OSD confirmed American policy for the total
withdrawal from the Canal Zone in 1999 and reaffirmed the policy to
retain adequate forces in Panama until that date. The Chief of Staff,
through ODCSOPS, was responsible for executing the TIP. On 1
September 1989, the Under Secretary of the Army appointed the Assistant
Secretary of the Army (Civil Works) (ASA[CW]), chairman of the
Panama Canal commission, as the lead Secretariat official for oversight of
the Panama Canal Treaty implementation.

In the waning months of FY 1989 the situation in Panama remained
unchanged. A provisional government, headed by Francisco Rodriguos,
was arbitrarily installed by General Noriega, who retained real political
and military power. Noriega sought to turn regional opinion against the
United States by alleging American violations of the Panama Canal
Treaties, while President George Bush tried to wean the PDF from
Noriega’s control. On 2 October 1989, Noriega was able to quash a poor-
ly organized coup, staged by a handful of dissident PDF officers, which
the United States was reluctant to support. During FY 1989 the rapid
deployment of Army forces and their operation in Panama constituted the
most visible element of the administration’s determination to protect
American interests in Panama. Less visible, but equally prominent, was
the Army’s leading role within the joint military environment of planning
for the military operations that would soon ensue in Panama. American
military activities in Honduras again underscored the value of military
forces to further American interests through security assistance programs.
Approximately nine hundred Army personnel were stationed in Honduras
at the start of FY 1989 as part of USSOUTHCOM’s 1,200-man Joint Task
Force-Bravo (JTF-B). Headquartered at Soto Cano AFB (formerly
Palmerola), fifty miles northwest of the Honduran capital, Tegucigalpa,
JTF-B provided active and reserve component units that deployed to
Honduras for training through field exercises and other activities.

Active component units from the United States were rotated approxi-
mately every six months. The temporary duty (TDY) tour that Army units
served in Honduras was not without risk. Five members of the 2d
Battalion, 19th Aviation Regiment, XVIII Airborne Corps, from Fort
Bragg, North Carolina, were killed 8 December 1988 when their CH-47
helicopter crashed upon landing near the town of La Ceiba. On 11 April
1989, an Army convoy of eleven vehicles, mostly from the North Dakota
National Guard, was attacked in northern Honduras about 125 miles north
of Tegucigalpa while on a routine supply mission. Six of the twenty-two
American soldiers on the mission were injured. In Panama, on 15 June
1989, three servicemen were killed when the OH-58 helicopter that was
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escorting a convoy crashed. In June 1989 terrorists injured seven soldiers
of the 549th MP Company, on TDY from Panama, who were in a local
night club in violation of a dusk-to-dawn curfew.

In addition to several National Guard engineer units that were con-
structing a major road in Honduras, active component units conducted
mountain and jungle warfare training in remote arcas of northern
Honduras. Among the Army units that undertook this training were the 2d
Battalion, 22d Infantry, 10th Mountain Division, from Fort Drum, New
York, and the 2d Battalion, 7th Special Forces Group, from Panama. Rules
of engagement for units that trained in Honduras prohibited ground oper-
ations closer than five kilometers from the Nicaraguan border and
restricted aircraft to flights outside a twenty-kilometer border buffer zone.
Members of the joint task force also conducted extensive civic action.
During 1988, for example, Army medical elements at Soto Cano AFB
treated approximately 21,000 patients, immunized and gave dental care to
several thousand natives, and provided veterinary treatment to more than
15,000 animals.

Middle East

Since April 1982 the U.S. Army has contributed a battalion-size task
force to an approximately 3,000-man Multinational Force and Observers
(MFO) mission, supported by eleven nations, in Egypt’s Sinai Peninsula.
Army battalions were rotated every six months and were drawn from one
of four CONUS divisions: the 9th Infantry Division (Motorized), the 82d
Airborne, the 101st Air Division (Air Assault), and the 7th Infantry
Division (Light). On 23 March 1989, a 549-man task force comprising the
3d Battalion, 9th Infantry, 7th Infantry Division (Light), from Fort Ord,
California, replaced the 1st Battalion, 187th Infantry, 101st Air Division,
which returned to Fort Campbell, Kentucky. Near the end of FY 1989 a
task force from the 2d Battalion, 505th Parachute Infantry Regiment, 82d
Airborne Division, replaced the battalion from the 7th Division.

To maintain peace in this disputed region, Army units supported a
buffer zone between Israeli and Egyptian forces. American units patrolled
the southern sector of Zone C and maintained 24-hour surveillance of air,
land, and sea traffic across an area stretching along the Gulf of Agaba
from the southern Israeli port of Eliat to the southern tip of the Sinai
Peninsula. The main American base is at South Camp, twelve kilometers
from the remote airstrip at Ras Nasrani on the Gulf of Agaba. The
American task force also manned 13 remote sites, 4 check points, 4 sec-
tor control centers, and 5 observation points (OP). Elements of the task
force spend as long as twenty-one days at a remote site, followed by twen-
ty-one days at South Camp. While there, soldiers perform one week of
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perimeter guard duty, a week as a quick reaction force, and then a week of
rest and recuperation. During FY 1989 the Army task force located at the
OP 3T in the vicinity of Taba, a previously disputed area at the northern
end of the Gulf of Agaba, was withdrawn after Egypt and Israel resolved
outstanding territorial and property claims that required MFO presence.

As FY 1989 began, Army elements continued to support Operation
SAFE PassaGE, a Central Command operation to secure unmolested pas-
sage of commercial shipping through the Persian Gulf. In November 1988,
as tensions in the area decreased, the number of Army OH