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ABSTRACT 

 

 This dissertation presents the U.S. Army Asymmetric Warfare Group (AWG) as 

an example of that service implementing successful change in wartime.  It argues that 

creating the AWG required senior leaders to adopt a vision differing from the Army’s 

self-conceptualization, change bureaucratic processes to permit that vision to produce an 

actual military unit, and then place the new unit in the hands of uniquely qualified leaders 

able to build and sustain it.  In the process, the dissertation will consider forces that 

influence change within the Army, arguing that the two most significant are its self-

conceptualization and institutional bureaucracy.  Only determined senior leaders can 

overcome these barriers, and then only by deep personal engagement.  Such engagement 

extends to manipulating the bureaucracy by placing like-minded subordinates in positions 

where they can sustain the tenets of change long after the visionaries retire.  The 

dissertation also posits effective leadership as critical to building and sustaining 

organizations able to consistently meet their founders’ vision.   

 To effectively tell the story, the dissertation explores three major subject areas 

that provide historical context.  The first is the Army’s institutional history from the early 

1950s through 2001.  This period begins with the Army seeking to validate its place in 

America’s national security strategy and ends with the Army trying to chart a path into 

the post-Cold War future.  That section includes the major bureaucratic changes brought 

about by Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara in the early 1960s as these changes 

created processes the service still uses.  It also addresses the Army’s post-Vietnam War 
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focus on re-establishing itself as a technologically sophisticated force optimized to defeat 

similar opponents.   

This dissertation also looks at several episodes further in the past.  Prior to World 

War I, the Army’s history is largely one of asymmetric warfare.  The dissertation thus 

examines several campaigns that offered lessons for subsequent wars.  Some lessons the 

Army took to heart, others it ignored.   

Finally, the dissertation chronicles the AWG’s creation in 2006.  The AWG was a 

direct outgrowth of the failures and frustrations that the Army experienced in Afghanistan 

and Iraq.  The dissertation examines these campaigns and identifies the specific problems 

that led senior Army leaders to create the AWG.  It also chronicles the organizations 

growth and re-assignment from the Army staff to a fully-fledged organization 

subordinate to the U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command in 2011.  This 

reassignment placed a now mature AWG in the Army’s standard force structure, a place 

it held until its 2021 deactivation.   This deactivation did not result not from the unit’s 

failure to adapt to a post-insurgency Army focusing on technical modernization.  Rather, 

it resulted from the Army’s inability to realize that while the AWG originated as a 

response to counterinsurgency, it provided a capability to support the Army during a 

period of great strategic and institutional uncertainty. 
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DEDICATION 

 A small number of exceptional men and women served in one of the Army’s most 

unusual units as soldiers, government civilians and as contractors from 2006 through 

2021.  Many of these individuals undertook multiple deployments to some of the world’s 

most dangerous places in the belief they could contribute to the success of Army units 

serving in those areas.  One individual did not return, four others sustained wounds.  

Others remained in the United States performing the “back end” work essential to their 

unit’s success.  That unit was the U.S. Army Asymmetric Warfare Group, and it is to that 

organization I respectfully dedicate this work.   
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GLOSSARY 

 Official definitions for many terms are ponderous, and often generate as much 

confusion as they resolve.   The definitions provided for military terms are simplified 

versions of official terms.   

Additional Skill Identifier (ASI): A digraph awarded soldiers after completing specific 

courses that allows the Army’s Human Resources Command (HRC) to assign soldiers to 

designated positions.   

Air Assault: A type of operation in which assault troops are flown onto an objective area 

by helicopter and then either land on or rappel onto the objective. 

Airborne: A type of unit trained to conduct parachute assaults onto an objective in 

enemy territory. 

Aircraft Survivability Equipment (ASE): Systems carried aboard aircraft to limit the 

effectiveness of air defense weapons.  It includes electronic countermeasures, warning 

systems, and infra-red jammers. 

Area of Interest (AI): The location of all enemy activities which might affect the 

friendly force.   

Area of Operations (AO): The area in which a commander has the authority and 

responsibility for military operations. 

Army Acquisition Executive (AAE): The AAE’s primary function is developing, 

acquiring, fielding, and sustaining equipment and services to meet Army needs.   
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Army Asymmetric Warfare Office (AAWO): An agency within the Army G-3/5/7 that 

both formulated Army policy and supervised the Asymmetric Warfare Group. 

Army Campaign Plan (ACP): The Army’s plan for realizing its overall operational and 

modernization objectives. 

Army Combat Uniform (ACU): An Army camouflage uniform introduced in 2005 to 

replace the multiple camouflage uniforms the Army then used.  Its defining characteristic 

was its pattern, termed Universal Camouflage Pattern (UCP).   

Army Pre-Positioned Stocks (APS): A fleet of tanks, infantry fighting vehicles, self-

propelled artillery, engineer, and support vehicles positioned either in a foreign country 

or on vessels to facilitate the rapid deployment of units in a contingency.  The APS model 

means soldiers fall in on such equipment rather than having to deploy it from the United 

States.  This significantly reduces the time required to bring a unit to combat readiness 

during a deployment. 

Al Qaida in Iraq (AQI): That branch of the fundamentalist Islamic terrorist organization 

operating in Iraq.  Virtually all foreign fighters in Iraq had an affiliation with the group. 

Army Regulation (AR): A regulation published by Headquarters, Department of the 

Army and applying to the Army as a whole.   

Army of the Republic of Vietnam (ARVN): The regular Army of the Republic of 

Vietnam.   

Army Requirements and Resourcing Board (A2RB): A weekly forum replacing the 

Army Strategic Planning Board (ASPB). 
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Army Strategic Planning Board (ASPB): A weekly forum conducted at Headquarters, 

Department of the Army for adjusting the Army’s resource priorities.   

Army Test and Evaluation Command (ATEC): The command responsible for testing 

and evaluating equipment the Army seeks to procure. 

Assistant Secretary of the Army for Manpower and Reserve Affairs (ASA M&RA): 

The senior political appointee responsible for the Army’s personnel and reserve policies. 

Asymmetric Warfare Regiment (AWR): The original concept for what became the 

Asymmetric Warfare Group. 

Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC): A Congressionally executed process of 

identifying installations either no longer needed or suitable for receiving additional 

organizations.   

Basic Combat Training (BCT): The initial period of military training all enlisted 

soldiers complete upon entering the Army. 

Battle Dress Uniform (BDU): The Army’s standard field uniform from 1982 through 

the 2005. 

Battlefield Framework: A means of describing and visualizing operations.  It includes 

such things as the area of operations, main and supporting efforts, and decisive, shaping 

and sustaining operations. 

Big Five: The Army’s five major weapon systems fielded in the 1980’s.  These are the 

M1 Abrams main battle tank, the M2/M3 Bradley infantry/cavalry fighting vehicle, the 

AH-64 Apache attack helicopter, the UH-60 Blackhawk utility helicopter, and the Patriot 
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air defense missile system.  All these systems remain in use and provide the backbone of 

the Army’s maneuver, aviation, and air defense forces. 

Boyevaya Mashina Pekhoty (BMP): Soviet-designed infantry fighting vehicle produced 

in several variants and used primarily used by former Soviet republics and client states. 

C-17 Globemaster III: A long-range strategic airlift aircraft used by the U.S. Air Force 

and several allied countries.  The airplane is capable of supporting parachute assault 

operations. 

C-130 Hercules: A long-range tactical airlift aircraft used by the U.S. Air Force and 

several allied countries.  Like the C-17, it is capable of supporting parachute assault 

operations. 

Center of Gravity (COG): The primary source of a force’s power.  Successfully 

attacking the COG should result in a force’s collapse. 

Combined Forces Land Component Command (CFLLC): Headquarters of U.S. Army 

Central and Third U.S. Army controlling ground operations in the Central Command’s 

area of responsibility.  It includes Army, Marine Corps, and foreign units. 

Combined Forces Land Component Command, Forward (CFLCC-F): The forward 

headquarters of U.S. Army Central controlling ground operations in Afghanistan.   

Chemical, Biological, Radiological, Nuclear, Explosives (CBRNE): Abbreviation for 

chemical weapons, biological weapons, radiological weapons, nuclear weapons, and 

explosives of mass effect.  CBRNE weapons may also be Improvised Explosive Devices 

(IEDs). 
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Combined-Joint Special Operations Task Force (CJSOTF): A command consisting of 

Special Operations Forces from the United States and its foreign partners. 

Claymore: A type of anti-personnel mine.  Electrically fired, the mine discharges 

hundreds of high-velocity ball bearings across the target area.   

Coalition Partner: A nation that participates in military operations while not formally a 

member of an alliance.  Examples include Georgian and Mongolian units serving in Iraq 

and Finnish and Swedish units serving in Afghanistan. 

Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA): The civilian body exercising government 

authority over Iraq from the disestablishment of the Office of Reconstruction and 

Humanitarian Assistance on May 16, 2003 through June 28, 2004.  The CPA was 

subordinate to the U.S. Department of Defense.  Lewis Paul Bremmer served as CPA 

head and served as Iraq’s chief executive authority. 

Comanche: Also known as the RAH-66, the Comanche program sought to provide the 

Army a replacement for its OH-58 reconnaissance helicopter fleet.   

Combat Arms: Those arms performing direct combat missions.  In the United States 

Army these are Air Defense Artillery, Armor, Aviation, Cavalry, the Corps of Engineers, 

Field Artillery, and Special Forces. 

Combat Support Arms: Those arms that directly support the combat arms.  In the 

United States Army these are the Chemical Corps, Civil Affairs, Military Intelligence 

Corps, Military Police Corps, Psychological Operations, and the Signal Corps. 
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Combat Service Support Branches:  Those branches with the primary role of providing 

logistical or administrative support to the Army.  In the United States Army these include 

the Adjutant General’s Corps, the Finance Corps, Logistics, the Army Medical 

Department (Dental, Medical, Medical Specialist, Medical Service, Nurse and Veterinary 

Corps), Ordnance Corps, the Transportation Corps, and the Quartermaster Corps. 

Combatant Command: A joint command with a broad and continuing mission.  They 

may be geographic (Africa Command, Central Command, European Command, Pacific 

Command, Southern Command) or functional (Special Operations Command, Space 

Command, Strategic Command). 

Combatting Terrorism Technical Support Office (CTTSO): A Department of 

Defense office conducting research and development on issues related to defeating 

terrorist threats. 

Combined Arms Center (CAC): Located at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, and subordinate 

to the Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), CAC’s duties developing doctrine 

and supervising the Army’s schools. 

Combined Force Land Component Commander (CFLCC): The officer commanding 

all ground forces in a combat theater.  These include Army, Marine Corps, and coalition 

forces. 

Combined Operations: Operations involving the military forces of the U.S. and one or 

more foreign countries together. 
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Command Sergeant Major (CSM): The ranking non-commissioned officer in an Army 

unit of battalion or larger size. 

Commercial Off-the-Shelf Solutions (COTS): Materiel available commercially and 

procured outside the normal acquisition process.  COTS provides the ability to reduce the 

time between identifying a requirement and obtaining the equipment. 

Component Command: A joint or combined command responsible for controlling 

functions within a combatant command.  The Land Component Commander has 

responsibility for controlling all actions within his area of operations.  The Air 

Component Commander has similar responsibilities for all fixed-wing operations within 

the combatant command.  The Maritime Component Commander controls all seaborne 

actions. 

Courses of Action (COA): A concept or plan to accomplish a mission or task. 

Crusader: An advanced long-range field artillery system planned as a replacement to the 

long-serving M109 155mm howitzer system. 

Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV): The communist Vietnamese state created 

north of the 17th parallel following the French withdrawal from Indochina in 1955.   

Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel (G-1): The Army staff’s principal human resources 

officer and staff section. 

Direct Fire: Weapon’s fire aimed directly at the target.  This means the firer is observing 

the target and employing a weapon with a very flat trajectory.  Rifles, tanks, and machine 

guns are most often employed in such a role. 
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Doctrine: Fundamental principles conducting operations and guiding the actions of 

operating forces. 

Doctrine, Training, Logistics, Organization, Materiel, Personnel and Facilities 

(DTLOMPF): Most often applied to the acquisition process and intended to ensure these 

elements are properly considered in developing new or organizations and equipment. 

Explosively Formed Penetrator (EFP): A type of improvised explosive device 

employing a shaped charge to defeat armored vehicles. 

Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD): The term applied to the controlled destruction of 

munitions, including IEDs. 

Fast Obscurant Grenade (FOG): A hand grenade rapidly emitting a smoke screen to 

protect against snipers. 

Field of Fire:  The area over which a direct fire weapon may be effectively employed.  

They are determined by a weapons range and the terrain and vegetation between the 

weapon and its maximum effective range. 

Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias de Colombia (FARC): Translated as Revolutionary 

Armed Forces of Colombia, a Colombian communist-inspired insurgent movement 

heavily involved in the production and distribution of cocaine. 

Full Operational Capability (FOC): The term applied when a unit or capability is fully 

capable of conducting all its assigned functions.  Units normally achieve initial 

operational capability (IOC) and then undergo a period of training to integrate personnel 

and equipment and then demonstrate specific levels of collective proficiency. 
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Flying Banana: The Piasecki HH-21 Shawnee helicopter.  It acquired this unofficial 

nickname because of its physical shape.  The aircraft could carry 20 combat loaded 

troops and was extremely vulnerable to ground fire.  Used in the early days of Vietnam, it 

played a critical role in the battle of Ap Bac. 

Fragmentary Order (FRAGO):  An order communicating a change from a previously 

issued order or plan.  An operations order consists of five paragraphs and may contain 

multiple annexes.  A FRAGO consists only of changes to those paragraphs or annexes.   

Former Regime Element (FRE): Iraqi insurgents who previously served in the military, 

security services or Ba’ath Party of Saddam Hussein al Tikriti. 

G-3/5/7: The Headquarters, Department of the Army staff section responsible for 

operations, plans and training.  This office originally had responsibility for the AAWO, 

AWG and REF. 

General Order (GO): An order published by a command applying to all its subordinate 

elements.  General orders published by the Department of the Army/War Department 

apply to all Army units. 

Global War on Terror (GWOT): The name applied to contingency operations against 

terrorist entities since September 11, 2001.  This includes operations in Afghanistan, Iraq, 

the Horn of Africa, the Philippines, and various parts of sub-Saharan Africa. 

Ground Surveillance Radar (GSR): A portable radar that detected the movement of 

personnel or vehicles.   
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Hazardous Duty Incentive Pay (HDIP): Additional pay received by soldiers 

performing hazardous duty. 

High Explosive Anti-Tank (HEAT): A type of munition employing a shaped charge to 

defeat armored vehicles such as tanks.  The munition creates a high-velocity jet that 

penetrates the armor.   It is one of the two most widely used forms of anti-tank 

ammunition. 

High Intensity Combat: The term applied to battles between forces employing tanks, 

infantry fighting vehicles or similar equipment that allow for both the massing of targets 

and a volume of fire.  Brief but violent encounters characterize high intensity combat, and 

in the case of such action between similar forces, high casualty rates are common.  

Examples include the 1967 and 1973 Middle East wars and 1991’s OPERATION 

DESERT STORM. 

High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled Vehicle (HMMWV): An un-armored, all-

wheel-drive vehicle that replaced the Jeep in military service in the 1980’s.  Commonly 

used as patrol and supply vehicles in Afghanistan and Iraq, they proved vulnerable to 

IED strikes.  The Army fielded both MRAPs and armored versions of the HMMWV in 

response to the IED threat. 

Honest John: An unguided rocket employed by the Army from the 1950’s through the 

1970’s.  The Honest John could carry conventional, chemical, or nuclear warheads. 

Humanitarian Assistance (HA): The term applied to military efforts to provide civilian 

populations assistance with food, and medical care.   
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Human Resources Command (HRC): The Army’s personnel command whose 

responsibilities include assigning/re-assigning soldiers to units. 

Improvised Explosive Device (IED): Explosive devices deployed in 

unconventional/non-military ways.  They may be military explosives repurposed, or 

constructed of locally produced components. 

Improvised Explosive Device Task Force (IED TF) Task Force: An Army 

organization created to centralize counter-IED efforts.   

Indirect Fire: The most common mean of firing artillery, indirect fire means the weapon 

fires its rounds in an arced trajectory with the round detonating or coming down on top of 

the target rather than through the target as in direct fire.  

Individual Body Armor (IBA): Protective equipment worn by soldiers to protect the 

head, neck, torso, and groin.  Attachments extend protection to the upper arms. 

Infantry Fighting Vehicle (IFV): An armored fighting vehicle normally armed with 

both a cannon and anti-tank missiles and capable of carrying infantry.  Examples include 

the American M2 Bradley and the Soviet BMP. 

Information Operations (IO): Operations taken to affect adversary information and 

information systems while defending one's own information and information systems.  

Included in IO are psychological operations and propaganda. 

Initial Operational Capability (IOC): The term applied to a new unit determining when 

it can first conduct operations in a limited form. 
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Institute of Heraldry (TIOH): The Army agency responsible for the design and 

approval of Army insignia including those associated with specific units. 

Insurrectos: Filipino insurgents who battled the U.S. Army during the Philippine War. 

Intelligence Preparation of the Battlefield (IPB): An analytical model used by 

intelligence personnel and commanders to both visualize and explain the interaction 

between the terrain, weather, and forces. 

Iraqi Interim Government (IIG): The government of Iraq exercising sovereign 

authority following the termination of the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) on June 

28, 2004. 

Iraqi Security Forces (ISF): The post-invasion military and police services of Iraq. 

JN-3: A military training aircraft developed by the Curtiss corporation.  Employed by the 

Army during the Mexican Expedition in 1916. 

Joint Improvised Explosive Defeat Organization (JIEDDO): An agency originally 

created by the Army to counter Improvised Explosive Devices as the IED TF.  The name 

change reflected control passing from the Army to the Department of Defense. 

Joint Improvised Explosive Device Defeat Organization (JIEDDO) Army 

Asymmetric Warfare Office (AAWO), Asymmetric Warfare Group (AWG) and 

Rapid Equipping Force (REF) Review (JAAR): The JAAR was a recurring conference 

created by Gen. Richard Cody, Vice Chief of Staff, to review the activities of the three 

participating organizations. 

Joint Operations: Operations involving two or more U.S. military services together. 
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Joint Special Operations Areas (JSOA): A geographic area within a combatant 

command’s area of operations in which the Special Operations Commander maintains 

responsibility for operations.   

Joint Staff Anti-Terrorism Directorate (J34): The staff office of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff responsible for anti-terrorism planning and policy, targeting support, and training. 

Killed-in-Action (KIA): A soldier killed because of hostile action.   

Master Breacher: An individual specially trained to conduct the forced entry of 

buildings or rooms using explosives or other techniques.   

Mere Gook Rule (MGR): An informal rule of the Vietnam War identifying the local 

population as inferior.  Misconduct against civilians frequently reflected individuals 

applying this rule. 

Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG): A U.S. military command established 

in a country to assist in the delivery of materiel and training to the host nation’s military 

services. 

Military Assistance Advisory Group-Vietnam (MAAGV): The American military 

mission in Vietnam.  Originally created in September 1950 as Military Assistance 

Advisory Command-Indochina. 

Military Assistance Command Vietnam (MACV): Command created in 1962 as the 

replacement to MAAGV.  

Military Information Division (MID): The intelligence organization created in the 

Philippines in 1903 as a more capable replacement to the Bureau of Insurgent Records in 
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Manila.  The MID integrated information obtained from provost courts, combat units, and 

staff intelligence officers across the archipelago. 

Mine Resistant Ambush Protected Vehicle (MRAP): A family of wheeled vehicles 

specifically designed to reduce the effects of mines.  The Army fielded several versions 

of these vehicles to improve the protection provided soldiers traveling along roads and 

trails where the IED threat was greatest.  These largely replaced the HMMWV in 

Afghanistan and Iraq. 

Mission Essential Task List (METL): A document created by a unit’s commanding 

officer identifying the specific tasks in which a unit must establish and maintain 

proficiency.  Commanders use the METL to plan unit training.   

National Capital Region (NCR): The geographic area of Washington, D.C.; northern 

Virginia, and eastern Maryland.   

Northern Alliance (NA): A group of anti-Taliban Afghan resistance groups.  American 

forces worked with the Northern Alliance to topple Afghanistan’s Taliban government in 

2001. 

Objective Force: First appearing in the late 1990’s, the Objective Force was the 

envisioned Army of the year 2020 with equipment reflecting the technological promise of 

the Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA). 

Officer Candidate School (OCS): A course that produced Second Lieutenants in most 

of the Army’s branches.  Conducted at Forts Belvoir, Benning, Eustis, Gordon, Knox, 
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and Sill, the program provided most of the junior officers who served in World War II 

and Vietnam. 

Office of Reconstruction and Humanitarian Assistance (ORHA): The civilian body 

exercising authority over Iraq from April 21, 2003 through the creation of the Coalition 

Provisional Authority on May 16, 2003.   

Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO): Military operations conducted in response 

to unforecast events.  Additional funding allocated the Department of Defense covers the 

costs of designated operations.  These included ENDURING FREEDOM and IRAQI 

FREEDOM. 

Operations and Maintenance-Army (OMA): A designated funding line within the 

Department of the Army budget.  It essentially covers the cost of operating and 

maintaining equipment to maintain a required state of readiness. 

Operation DESERT FOX: A four-day-long air campaign conducted against Iraq in 

December 1998. 

Operation DESERT THUNDER: A show-of-force conducted against Iraq in 1998 in 

response to threat against coalition air activity by Saddam Hussein.   

Operation INTRINSIC ACTION: A series of deployments of Army units from the 

United States to Kuwait beginning in 1992.  These deployments saw units deploying 

from various installations and then drawing APS equipment stocks. 

Operational Advisor (OA): The principal duty position within the AWG’s operational 

squadrons.  OA’s advise commanders and units on both training and combat operations 
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and also provide commanders with feedback on unit strengths, weaknesses, and ways to 

enhance performance. 

Operational Detachment Alpha (ODA): The standard team employed by Special 

Forces units.  An ODA consists of one commissioned officer, one warrant officer, and ten 

non-commissioned officers and includes intelligence, weapons, communications, 

engineering, and medical specialists. 

Operational and Organization Concept (O&O): The document that provided the initial 

blueprint for the AWG’s mission, activities, and structure. 

Operations Plan (OPLAN): A plan prepared by a combatant command to guide 

operations in a contingency.  Such plans provide the basis for operations.   

Operational Tempo (OPTEMPO): The pace of battlefield operations.  A high 

OPTEMPO can magnify the effects of fires and maneuver by reducing the time available 

to an enemy to respond. 

OV-1 Mohawk: The Army’s primary fixed-wing battlefield reconnaissance and 

surveillance aircraft from 1959 through 1996.  Significantly improved over the course of 

its service life, the Mohawk was the Army’s primary multi-sensor, fixed-wing 

reconnaissance aircraft used from Vietnam through the Persian Gulf War.  Sensors 

included aerial cameras, infra-red detection systems and a side looking airborne radar. 

People’s Army of Vietnam (PAVN): The Army of the Democratic Republic of 

Vietnam. 
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Pentomic: The name applied to a major Army reorganization of the 1950s that replaced 

large regiments with smaller battle groups and assigned nuclear capabilities to armored 

and infantry divisions. 

Philippine Constabulary (PC):  A paramilitary law enforcement and security 

organization created under Army supervision. 

Philippine Scouts (PS): A unit of the Army consisting of Filipino soldiers and American 

officers.   

Program Budget Decision (PBD):  A means of reallocating funds after the Secretary of 

Defense approved the POM as part of the Department of Defense’s budget review 

process.   

Program Evaluation Group (PEG): A group of senior officers considering specific 

elements of the POM. 

Program Executive Officer (PEO): The military officer or senior government civilian 

responsible for the cost, schedule, and performance of an acquisition program.  

Program Objective Memorandum (POM): A service’s recommendations to the Office 

of the Secretary of Defense on how it will spend funds to meet mission requirements.  

The POM essentially spends the service’s budget by aligning funds with programs or 

requirements.  It is the most powerful arrow in the Defense Department’s bureaucratic 

quiver. 
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Program Manager (PM): Designated individual with responsibility for and authority to 

accomplish program objectives for development, production, and sustainment to meet 

operational needs. 

Pusher: A type of airplane with the propellers located to the rear of the wings with the 

propellers “pushing” the plane through the air.  

Quds Force: A part of Iran’s Revolutionary Guards responsible for international 

terrorism in pursuit of Iranian political objectives. 

R2: A type of airplane produced by the Curtiss corporation and deployed to Mexico as a 

replacement for the JN-3. 

Rapid Equipping Force (REF): An organization created by the Army to expedite the 

fielding of equipment to soldiers in combat theaters. 

Remotely Emplaced Sensors (REMS): Unattended ground sensors that would transmit 

information when triggered.  Such sensors could be seismic (vibration), magnetic or 

acoustic.  Deployed along boundaries and suspected infiltration routes, these sensors 

allowed a receiving station to identify when personnel or vehicles transited a given area. 

Republic of Vietnam (RVN): The non-communist Vietnamese state created south of the 

17th parallel in 1955 following the French withdrawal from Indochina. 

Request for Forces (RFF): A request made by a military commander to the Department 

of Defense for specific forces to support operations.  An RFF includes an explanation as 

to why a commander requires either a specific unit or capability. 
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Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA): A perceived major change in the nature of 

warfare brought about by the innovative application of new technologies, doctrine, 

operational and organizational concepts.  

Roundout Brigade: An Army National Guard or Army Reserve combat brigade 

intended to bring a Regular Army division to full combat strength.  The roundout 

program allowed the Army to reduce the strength of its U.S.-based divisions and use the 

personnel savings to maintain a larger number of divisions than would otherwise be 

possible. 

Salafist: The term applied to a branch of Sunni Islam that emphasizes traditional beliefs 

and also seeks to remove Western influence from Islamic societies. 

School of Advanced Military Studies (SAMS): Conducted at Fort Leavenworth, KS, 

SAMS is a graduate course for field grade officers.  Graduates receive a master’s in 

theater operations and an initial assignment to division or corps staffs as plans officers. 

Service Component Command: The Army, Air Force, Marine Corps or Navy 

headquarters responsible for service-specific functions within a combatant command.  

These include administration and supply of units. 

Separate Brigade: An armored or infantry brigade capable of fighting as a separate 

formation.  Unlike a divisional brigade, the separate brigade has its own support and 

service units and thus is not reliant on a division’s support structure for sustained 

operations. 
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“Shake and Bake NCO:” A non-commissioned officer who received his appointment 

after completing a non-commissioned officer candidate’s course at a training center in the 

United States.  12 weeks service as an instructor followed course graduation.  Most such 

NCO’s then saw service in Vietnam. 

Side Looking Airborne Radar (SLAR): An intelligence collection system that creates a 

radar map of both the terrain and moving objects perpendicular to the aircraft’s flight 

path.  SLAR allowed target detection at extended ranges.  The OV-1B Mohawk carried 

the AN/APS-94 SLAR as its primary sensor. 

Special Operations Aviation Regiment (SOAR): A specialized aviation unit that 

support Special Operations Forces.  The unit specializes in night-flying and operates a 

variety of highly modified versions of the UH-60 Blackhawk, CH-47 Chinook, and OH-6 

Cayuse helicopter. 

Special Operations Forces (SOF): Specially designated, organized, trained, and 

equipped forces manned with selected personnel.  Such units employ unconventional 

tactics, techniques, and modes of employment.  They include the Special Forces, the 

160th SOAR, the 75th Ranger Regiments and both Psychological Operations and Civil 

Affairs units. 

Soldier Load Program (SLP): A study conducted by the AWG focusing on the items 

and overall weight soldiers carried on operations. 

Special Duty Assignment Pay (SDAP): An additional monthly pay received by soldiers 

occupying designated positions.   
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Special Mission Units (SMU): Special operations units organized for highly sensitive 

missions. 

Special Operations/Special Operations Forces (SOF): Operations requiring 

unconventional forces/forces trained and organized for unconventional operations 

including counter-terrorism, strategic reconnaissance, or raids against strategic targets.   

Special Operations Command-Central (SOCCENT): The Special Operations 

component of the U.S. Central Command, responsible for the employment of Special 

Operations Forces in the Middle East and Southwest Asia. 

Special Operations Command-South (SOCSOUTH): The Special Operations 

component of the U.S. Southern Command, responsible for the employment of Special 

Operations Forces in Latin America and the Caribbean.  

Special Forces Operational Detachment-Delta (SFOD-D): A highly specialized team 

of Special Force soldiers specializing in high-risk missions against strategic targets.  

Commonly referred to as “Delta,” or “the Delta Force.” 

Special Warfare Airplane Detachment (SWAD): A type of Army aviation unit 

equipped with the OV-1A/B Mohawk.   

Starlight Scope: The AN/PVS-2 image intensification device.  This device greatly 

improved a soldier’s ability to see targets at night by amplifying available light. 

Stryker:  A family of lightly armored wheeled vehicles and the units that fight from 

them.   
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Suppression of Enemy Air Defense (SEAD): Actions taken to suppress air defense 

weapons.  They include artillery fire, aerial bombardment, or the disruption of radars or 

communications. 

Table of Distribution and Allowances (TDA): The document specifying the 

organization and equipment for units or elements that do not routinely deploy. 

Table of Organization and Equipment (TO&E): The document specifying the 

organization and equipment for deployable units. 

Tactical Air Control Party (TACP): An Air Force team attached to ground forces for 

the purpose of controlling close air support by communicating targets and tactical 

information to attacking aircraft. 

Tactics, Techniques and Procedures (TTP): Methods for accomplishing a given 

mission or task. 

Tasking Order (TASKORD): A formal order from the Department of the Army directly 

assigning a specific action to an organization. 

Time-Phased Force Deployment List (TPFDL): Produced by the Joint Operations 

Planning and Execution System (JOPES), the TPFDL is a document describing the 

details of a unit’s deployment.  It includes dates, ports of embarkation/debarkation, 

modes of travel, and associated details.   

TRADOC Systems Managers (TSM): Individuals responsible for managing 

DTLOMPF elements associated with specific equipment items.   
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Traverse: The movement of a weapon’s muzzle (front end) to change its direction of 

fire. 

Unguided Rocket: An unguided rocket is one that does have any guidance after launch.  

Also called a “free rocket.”  Fire control essentially consisted of firing the weapon on a 

target’s azimuth.  

Universal Camouflage Pattern (UCP): A digital camouflage pattern consisting of 

shades of gray, olive and tan intended to provide effective camouflage in all 

environments. 

U.S. Army Central Command (ARCENT): The highest-level Army headquarters in the 

Central Command area of operations.   

U.S. Army Forces Command (FORSCOM): The Army command responsible for the 

operational readiness of deployable Army forces within the United States.  FORSCOM 

provides the corps’, divisions, brigades or non-SOF regiments the Army assigns to a 

combatant command. 

U.S. Army Futures Command (AFC):  A major command established in 2018 focusing 

on modernization.  With its establishment, AFC assumed some functions of the existing 

Training and Doctrine Command.  With the AWG’s deactivation, it also assumed 

responsibilities for portions of the AWG mission. 

U.S. Army Materiel Command (AMC): The Army command responsible for acquiring 

and sustaining equipment, AMC is the Army’s largest logistical organization.  It is also 

responsible for operating all Army installations. 
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U.S. Army Special Operations Command (ARSOC): The command to which the 

Army administratively assigned all Special Operations Forces.  From ARSCOC, SOF 

work for a joint special operations command.   

U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC): The Army command 

responsible for developing and delivering training and doctrine.  The Army’s second 

largest command, it operates the Army University, all the Army’s service schools and 

training centers. 

U.S. Joint Forces Command (USJFCOM): A combatant command that also maintained 

responsibility for developing joint doctrine, training, and interoperability. 

U.S. Volunteer: An officer or unit serving for a designated, short-term period of service 

during wartime.  U.S. Volunteer units did not count against the congressionally 

authorized strength of the Regular Army.   

Viet Cong (VC): The communist insurgent movement in the Republic of Vietnam.  The 

term applies to both the movement itself and its members. 

Warfighting Functions: All tasks performed by a unit fall into one of functions.  As of 

2021, these are intelligence, mission command, movement and maneuver, fires, 

protection, and sustainment. 

Warrant Officer:  In the U.S. Army, a warrant officer is a type of commissioned officer 

performing technical duties.  Army warrant officers rank between the Sergeant Major of 

the Army and Second Lieutenant.   
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Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD): Weapons intended to cause significant numbers 

of casualties.  They include chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear, and mass blast 

effect weapons. 

Wounded in Action (WIA): The classification of a soldier sustaining wounds resulting 

from combat.  For soldiers in the U.S. armed forces, being WIA results in an award of the 

Purple Heart Medal. 
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INTRODUCTION 

“If you dislike change, you’re going to dislike irrelevance even more.”1 
 

General Eric K. Shinseki, Chief of Staff, United States Army 
 
 

This dissertation examines the history of the Army’s Asymmetric Warfare Group 

(AWG).  It chronicles the circumstances surrounding the AWG’s development and 

describes how a small group of individuals successfully challenged both a long-held self-

conceptualization (how the Army saw itself and envisioned its future) and bureaucratic 

structures to create a new organization.  It places their efforts in historical context, and 

explores both the dynamics of change and the actions required to realize and sustain new 

objectives.  The AWG gave the Army capabilities previously lacking and played a major 

role in improving unit performance and reducing casualties in Afghanistan and Iraq 

between 2006 and 2020.   

This is a story of change, specifically that of an army evolving in response to the 

requirements of a long and largely unanticipated conflict waged on two continents.  On 

September 10, 2001, the United States Army was transforming itself following the Cold 

War’s end, the outcome of the 1991 Persian Gulf War, the lessons learned in Balkans 

peace enforcement, and a perceived revolution in military affairs.  That latter 

development lay in the power of rapidly developing information technologies capable of 

providing combat units with heretofore unimagined access to information.  The 

envisioned outcome of its transformation was a smaller, more strategically deployable 

force leveraging cyberspace’s potential to deliver overwhelming power to defeat an 

opponent.  Built primarily around two distinct fleets of combat vehicles—the Future 

Combat System and the Stryker family of vehicles—and possessing a high degree of 
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digital connectivity, this force would guarantee the Army’s ability to act under any set of 

circumstances.  Wedded to high-technology approaches, the Army’s transformational 

thinking sought to ensure that its ability overmatched any conventional military threat 

anywhere in the world. 2 

 All this changed the morning of September 11, 2001.  When the World Trade 

Center’s towers fell that morning, the Army’s existing blueprints for change fell with 

them.  Not fully recognized at the time, the attacks on New York City and the Pentagon 

imposed fundamental changes on the Army’s planning, procurement, recruiting, training, 

organization, and operations.  To deal with the problems posed by a new and capable 

enemy, the Army ultimately created several new institutional structures tasked with 

identifying and defeating new threats.  The institutional Army--that part of the Army that 

recruits, trains, organizes, equips, and then deploys forces—did something rare in its 

wartime history by creating and implementing top-down, holistic, and effective solutions 

to the battlefield’s challenges.  The focus of this dissertation, the AWG, is historically 

relevant for two reasons.   

First, it represents a rare example of successful change imposed from the top 

down on an army in combat.  The Army’s history shows that successful changes in 

wartime generally come from the bottom up.  The most effective problem solvers were 

those most intimately familiar with them: the soldiers experiencing them.  The creation of 

hedgerow cutting tanks in Normandy, France, in 1944 and the use of helicopters to 

evacuate wounded soldiers in Korea in 1950 are examples of this historical trend.  The 

record credits the former to Sergeant Curtis G. Cullen of the 102nd Cavalry 

Reconnaissance Squadron and Lieutenant Steve Litton of the unit’s maintenance 
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company.  The latter began with the United States Eighth Army periodically requesting 

support from the U.S. Air Force’s 3rd Air Rescue Squadron, a unit whose primary mission 

was retrieving downed aircrews in enemy territory.  The success of the ad hoc use of Air 

Force aircraft led to the Army ultimately creating several helicopter detachments for use 

in Korea and the ultimate creation of new types of medical units that continue to serve 

today.   These grassroot successes contrast with Vietnam-era efforts mandated from above 

by the Department of the Army. These included the Tunnel Explorer, Locator and 

Communications System (TELACS) and the XM-2 Personnel Detector Set, also known 

as the “people sniffer.”  TELACS sought to give soldiers clearing enemy tunnels the 

ability to communicate while the XM-2 would help them find hidden enemy soldiers.  

TELACS proved infeasible, while the XM-2 required specific environmental conditions 

(temperature, wind speed, terrain, vegetation) to detect the enemy reliably.  Even when 

those conditions existed, the system made so much noise that it alerted the enemy to the 

user’s presence.   

Secondly, the AWG is historically important owing to both its focus on 

asymmetric warfare and by its concurrently addressing current problems while 

identifying future threats and solutions.  The United States Department of Defense 

defines asymmetric warfare in these terms: “In military operations the application of 

dissimilar strategies, tactics, capabilities, and methods to circumvent or negate an 

opponent’s strengths while exploiting his weaknesses.”3  An important part of this 

responsibility resides in the AWG providing comprehensive solutions to asymmetric 

warfare’s problems.  Comprehensive solutions incorporate doctrine, training, leader 

development, organizations, material, personnel, and facilities.  The Army uses the 
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abbreviation “DTLOMPF” to capture these elements.  Title 10, United States Code, 

defines the Department of the Army’s responsibilities.  DTLOMPF represents a simple 

way of capturing the Title 10 responsibilities associated with introducing a new 

capability, the ability to complete a task or execute a course of action under specified 

conditions and level of performance, into the Army.4   

DTLOMPF Explained 

 Fully employing a capability is impossible without sound doctrine describing its 

most effective employment.  One example of this is the fundamental doctrine introduced 

with the AH-64 Apache helicopter: cross the enemy’s forward line and attack a tank or 

motorized rifle regiment while it was still on the march.  In conducting a deep attack in 

this manner, the helicopter unit would destroy a sizable enemy force before it could 

engage a defending ground force.   Another example is the engagement priorities of a 

defending M1 tank platoon: command and control vehicles, air defense weapons, 

engineer assets, tanks, other armored vehicles, dismounted infantry.  When combined, 

this doctrine would separate the parts of an attacking Soviet force to prevent it from 

overwhelming a defending U.S. Army division.  It would also allow the most effective 

destruction of forces by denying the attacking force its ability to control its subordinates, 

engage attacking aircraft, or reduce the obstacles that would keep the attacking force in 

the desired engagement area—the area where the defending commander sought to kill it.  

The doctrine facilitated “picking apart” the enemy to destroy its ability to realize its own 

objectives.   
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 Irrespective of the capability introduced, doctrine exists to provide the larger 

Army a common framework for operations.  When applied, doctrine ensures a common 

understanding of how to employ units to their fullest potential.  Doctrine is most useful 

when it describes, rather than prescribes, action. 5   

 Training is arguably more important than doctrine.  Considered holistically, there 

are two training components: technical and tactical.  Technical training primarily focuses 

on how to operate and maintain capabilities.  Most of this takes place in the Army’s 

different service schools, where soldiers learn the basic skills associated with their 

specific specialty.  Armor soldiers undergoing training at Fort Benning, Georgia, learn 

how to operate the M1 family of tanks, while some of their Ordnance counterparts learn 

how to repair them.  Aviation officers at Fort Rucker, Alabama, learn how to fly specific 

aircraft under various conditions while enlisted soldiers at Fort Eustis, Virginia, learn 

how to repair either the aircraft itself or its various systems.  When a soldier completes 

his or her initial training, he or she possesses the ability to perform specific tasks in an 

operational unit.  Tactical training, on the other hand, focuses on performing tasks in a 

field environment.  The private learns how to drive the tank at Fort Benning, but he or 

she learns how to really operate the tank through repeated field exercises that replicate 

battlefield conditions.  Tactical training, in turn, provides two benefits.  First, it gives a 

unit the ability to perform its “go-to-war” mission.  Second, it informs doctrine as units 

develop new solutions to solve the myriad problems that crop up on the battlefield, 

whether real or simulated. 

Leader Development equips officers and non-commissioned officers with the 

knowledge to effectively deploy and employ capabilities, which is essential to creating 



xliii 
 

effective combined arms teams.  As an example, leader development ensures that Armor 

or Infantry company grade officers (lieutenants and captains) can both employ their own 

weapons and integrate their efforts with the other units (artillery, engineer, intelligence, 

etc.) to accomplish the mission.  An infantry company defending a position is much more 

effective if it integrates forward reconnaissance and turning, fixing, and blocking 

obstacles into its defensive scheme and then integrates indirect fires into its surveillance 

and obstacle plans.  To facilitate deeper critical thinking appropriate with an assignment 

to positions of increased responsibility, the Army revised its formal training regulation, 

Army Regulation 350-1, in 2014.  A major part of the revision was formalizing leader 

development with this realized through the “lifelong synthesis of knowledge, skills, and 

experiences gained through the training and education opportunities in the institutional, 

operational and self-development domains.”6 

Organizations—most significantly the specific capabilities derived by their 

structure—provide the means of physically expressing doctrine, training, and the 

outcomes of leader development on the battlefield.  These have historically represented 

the most dynamic aspect of DTLOMPF.  One way to consider organizations and their 

malleability is to visualize a Venn diagram.  In the center of a piece of paper, one could 

have groups of tanks, infantry fighting vehicles, engineer equipment, fire support systems 

(guns, howitzers, rockets, and missiles), air defense systems, and a host of supporting 

items such as intelligence, signal, chemical, and logistics units (Figure 1).  One could 

draw lines in a variety of ways to include or exclude specific elements based on the 

capabilities desired even as identical equipment items could exist in the different units 
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represented by the diagram.  For the career soldier, organizational change represents the 

doubled-edged sword that never sees the scabbard.  

 

Figure 1.  Changes in organization change battlefield capabilities, even as 
equipment remains the same. 

 

Materiel most often represents the physical expression of a solution to a problem.  

The need to defeat attacking Soviet tank and motorized rifle formations led to 

development of the AH-64 Apache helicopter.  The prospect of fighting more numerous 

Soviet tanks in all weather, illumination, and chemical conditions in central Europe led to 

the M1 Abrams tank.  The need to provide tanks with necessary infantry support led to 

the M2 Bradley infantry fighting vehicle.  In introducing new materiel, the issues of 

doctrine, training, leader development, and organization once again required 

consideration.  Given this, materiel arguably is the costliest element of DTLOMPF as the 

Army historically has sought equipment solutions to tactical problems.  Even apparently 

“low tech” materiel solutions carry DTLOMPF implications.  The introduction of new 
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body armor in the early 2000s provides an example of this.  Before 2002, the Army’s 

body armor consisted of spun Kevlar, an aromatic polyamide material combining 

strength, flexibility, and relatively lightweight.  Starting in 1999, the Army began 

replacing its Kevlar armor with Interceptor body armor. Interceptor armor provided not 

only better protection, but the need to train soldiers on its care and handling.  Its 

introduction concurrently introduced new training and equipment for maintenance 

specialists to allow for its repair as well as the training of supply specialists on fitting.  

For leaders, the new armor introduced the requirement to reconsider the configuration of 

a soldier’s physical load how and how to distribute a soldier’s equipment as a unit 

moved.   With few exceptions, introducing any new equipment includes the incorporation 

of DTLOMPF requirements. 7 

 Personnel raise questions of complexity perhaps even more significant than 

doctrine or material.  For the Army, the issue is not just the “number” of people assigned 

to a unit or a specific piece of equipment.  It is also a matter of identifying individuals 

with the skills and attributes required to satisfy the requirements at hand.  It also presents 

issues of management, particularly challenging in an institution that sees a great deal of 

personnel turnover annually.  Some of this stems from soldiers completing their terms of 

service and leaving the ranks, the impact of maintaining a large school system, and the 

need to re-assign individuals to broaden their professional and technical experience.   

Finally, there are issues associated with facilities.  The Army is inherently 

expeditionary in that it does not intend to conduct combat operations from its home 

stations in the United States.  Despite this, the Army has significant facilities 

requirements.  Training centers require the living and working spaces needed to train 
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soldiers effectively.  For combat arms soldiers, this includes the ranges necessary for 

weapons firing, which requires a lot of land.  Improved weapons and fire control systems 

mean soldiers now expect to engage an opponent at extended distances under virtually all 

climatic and illumination conditions.  Firing ranges must provide realistic moving or 

animated targets capable of engagement by both ground and air systems to enable this.  

Highly developed ranges, however, are not the only facilities required.  Maintenance 

facilities including vehicle parks, hangars, repair shops, and depots as well as areas for 

conducting unit training also require development.  Most of these same requirements 

exist at the posts hosting the Army’s deployable units or large-scale exercises.   

In developing DTLOMPF-based solutions, the AWG touched large portions of 

the institutional Army to include the Army’s four major commands and multiple 

administrative agencies.  Developing doctrine, training, leaders, and organizations 

required the AWG to interact with its parent headquarters, the Training and Doctrine 

Command.  In providing operational advisors to deploying/deployed units, the AWG 

closely coordinated with the Forces Command.  In developing or validating equipment 

solutions, the AWG engaged both the Army Futures Command and the Army Materiel 

Command.  Properly executed, the DTLOMPF approach allowed the AWG to provide 

feasible solutions to asymmetric warfare’s unusual problems.  

Tasked with the DTLOMPF responsibilities associated with the institutional 

Army and the requirement to support the operational Army, the AWG represented both a 

genuinely unique organization as well as an approach to military change.  One can 

consider the AWG as the outcome of three co-existing, and at times competing, problem 

sets facing the Army in 2001.  The first was transforming the post-Cold War Army for 
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the expected challenges of the future.  The second was the practical outcome of the 

ongoing terrorist attacks by groups such as Al Qaida that led to a significant change in the 

United States’ response to this threat.  This change shifted American options from 

isolated strikes against terrorist targets to focused operations that ultimately included not 

only precision weapons, but both special operations and conventional forces conducting 

combat operations against them.  In putting “boots on the ground,” or “BOG,” the United 

States dramatically escalated its response and entered a period of consistent conflict in 

which it remains engaged.  The third problem set, closely intertwined with the second, 

was the enemy’s exploiting asymmetric means to counter American efforts.  In opting to 

fight on their terms, leveraging their resources to the maximum extent possible, and 

recognizing and exploiting American vulnerabilities, adversaries such as Al Qaida and 

the Afghan Taliban largely defined the War on Terror for a global audience.  This had 

profound implications for the United States and its allies as the former sought to defeat 

what amounted to a global insurgency whose effects resonated far beyond the battlefields 

of Afghanistan or Iraq.   In framing the AWG’s creation, this dissertation examines the 

Army’s history of transformation, its experiences with asymmetric warfare, and the war 

in Afghanistan and Iraq.  This framework facilitates an understanding of historical trends 

within the Army as well as the ability of external forces to drive institutional Army 

decision making in unexpected ways.    

Literature Review 

Just as asymmetric warfare, transformation, and combat operations since 

September 2001 require consideration, so too does the literature of military change.  

There is an extensive corpus of writing on the subject.  Some works possess biting satire 
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while others seriously consider both change’s expression and the full range of underlying 

political, technical, organizational, and cultural factors driving the process.  An example 

of the former is a quotation frequently seen in U.S. Army offices and most often falsely 

attributed to Gaius Petronius Arbiter, 

 We trained hard, but it seemed that every time we were beginning to form up 
into teams, we would be reorganized. I was to learn later in life that we tend to 
meet any new situation by reorganizing; and a wonderful method it can be for 
creating the illusion of progress while producing confusion, inefficiency, and 
demoralization.8   

 

Perhaps owing to the frequency of change within the Army, many soldiers accept the 

alleged ancient origins of this maxim and both the inevitability of organizational change 

and the frequent failure to adequately explain to all concerned the associated reasons and 

benefits. 

 More serious scholarship tends to focus on the questions of “why” change is 

necessary or on “how” to bring about desired change.  Scholars considering the question 

of “why” include Giulio Douhet and Andrew J. Bacevich.  One can group the authors 

considering “how” to change into two groups: one focused on operational aspects, and 

one focused on institutional ones.  The first group includes Richard Downie, John A. 

Nagl, and Barry R. Posen with their writings emphasizing doctrine’s role.  The second 

group includes J. F. C. Fuller, J.P. Clark, Robert T. Davis, Robert Doughty, Steven 

Rosen, Benjamin Jensen, Harold Winton and David Mets, and David Barno and Nora 

Bensahel.  The works of this last group most directly shape this dissertation.  

Technology’s impacts shaped their works, but they placed greater emphasis on civilian-
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military relationships or on the service’s own ability to see, understand and act in 

changing circumstances.    

 Giulio Douhet’s scholarly efforts pre-date World War I, but his most important 

work, Command of the Air, appeared in 1921.  A work of theory, Douhet argued airpower 

was revolutionary by its operating in the third dimension—that the medium and not the 

tool represented the key to its potential.  For Douhet, a force able to operate in this 

medium possessed the ability to strike deep into an adversary’s state and inflict such 

damage on the most important objectives to destroy his war-making potential.  Douhet 

argued against old models of organization, doctrine, and strategic thinking and advocated 

a new force capable of neutering existing ones.  He grounded his thinking in his own 

wartime experiences, and this reflected his position as a combatant.  Unlike some 

theoreticians, most notably Fuller, Douhet’s ideas gained broader acceptance with a 

generation of officers in both Europe and the United States that pushed for the creation of 

strategic bombardment forces as part of independent air forces not bound by the thinking 

or requirements of ground commanders.  Change thus took the form of shattering the pre-

existing model and starting afresh.  This represented both an extreme and expensive 

model.  The unique characteristics of domains on transformation still find expression 

today in the creation of specific commands and organizations intended to operate in 

space, cyberspace, and within the electromagnetic spectrum. 9 

 In 1986, then-Lieut. Col. Andrew Bacevich explored transformation’s dynamics 

in The Pentomic Era: The U.S. Army Between Korea and Vietnam.  While Bacevich 

noted the limited  scope of his work, he nevertheless touched on two key themes that 

appear in other literature relevant to the AWG’s history.  The first is a “revolution in 
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military affairs” while the second is self-conceptualization.  In this case, the advent of 

nuclear weapons and the ability to effectively deliver them represented the revolution.  

While atomic weapons development began during World War II, the reality is that the 

United States lacked a credible nuclear capability following the war’s end.  All the 

billions of dollars spent on development yielded three devices by August 1945 with 

delivery options limited to the capabilities of modified B-29 bombers.  When Dwight 

Eisenhower assumed the presidency in 1953, the revitalized Air Force possessed far 

greater capabilities and provided for a new strategic approach in dealing with the Soviet 

Union. 10 

 For the Army, this revolution proved devastating to its place in the defense 

structure, and its own sense of purpose.  Multiple officers questioned the Army’s 

evolving role with then-Maj. (and later Lieut. Gen.) John Cushman observing, “At a time 

when new weapons and new machines herald a revolution in warfare, we soldiers do not 

know where the Army is going and how it is going to get there.”11  Against this 

backdrop, the Army undertook a massive re-invention that sought not only to resolve the 

“crisis of purpose,” but also drive a change in national strategy to return the Army to a 

more central position.12 

 The Army’s re-invention as a “Pentomic” force with a vastly different 

organization reflected both self-conceptualization’s power as a transformative force and 

the centrality of senior leadership in driving transformation.  Largely the results of Gen. 

Maxwell Taylor’s vision, the Pentomic Army with its novel Battle Group force structure 

came into being despite the nagging concerns of many charged with making it function. 

Bacevich recorded an unintended cost associated with trying to force transformation in a 
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contentious strategic environment—that of detaching military talent to resolve 

fundamentally bureaucratic concerns.  He quoted then Col. George A. Lincoln and Col. 

Richard G. Stillwell, who claimed the Army spent “too much of the talent of our best 

minds to inter-Service debate and to the battle of the budget.”13  Regrettably, navigating 

bureaucratic processes is as important an ability as crafting doctrine or designing new 

organizations when it comes to effecting change.14 

 Col. Richard Downie placed his focus on institutional culture, most specifically 

the capacity to learn from experience, in Learning from Conflict: The U.S. Military in 

Vietnam, El Salvador, and the Drug War.  Downie argued that any theory considering 

how doctrine (and thus the service) changes must account for both external influences 

compelling change and the institution’s response to those influences.  The institution’s 

response reflected what it learned—or failed to learn—from hard-won experience. 15    

 The core of Downie’s argument lay in what he termed “the Army learning 

cycle.”16  This cycle contains six elements: individual action or attention to events, the 

identification of organizational performance gaps, the search for alternative 

organizational actions, developing a consensus, publishing doctrine, and changing 

organizational behavior.  Failing to perform any step—essentially failing to learn—

means any institutional response to external pressures will not materially enjoy the 

benefits of past involvements.  Implicit in this is failing to satisfactorily perform the next 

time the service must perform a given mission.   

 Downie used Vietnam and operations in Latin America as case studies.  He noted 

the Army failed to complete the learning cycle following Vietnam as it did not publish 
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any changes to its counterinsurgency doctrine until 1986, some thirteen years after ending 

operations there.  Despite the presence of external pressures, most notably the Nixon 

Doctrine, the Army’s early efforts in El Salvador reflected the failure to complete the 

learning cycle as there was no real consensus on how to approach counterinsurgencies.  

The doctrine available reflected what tried and failed in Vietnam, not what failed and 

how to avoid repeating it.  Downie asserted this contrasted with subsequent efforts in the 

War on Drugs with new doctrine reflecting the learning cycle’s full execution.17 

 Doctrine is not the only indicator of institutional change, but it is the best.  From 

doctrine flows the requirements for training, leader development, organizations, materiel, 

personnel, and facilities.  All these represent what the Army values as it asks for and then 

expends the resources necessary to function.  The first step in the learning cycle, 

however, is individual action and attention to events.  Self-conceptualization includes 

these elements.  One reason the Army did not publish any new counterinsurgency 

doctrine until 1986 was its pronounced focus on the Soviet threat in Europe.  The Army 

did not feel it needed to be concerned about counter-insurgency and thus invested little 

effort in improving its ability to perform that mission.  Instead, it focused its energy and 

resources elsewhere. 

 The Global War on Terror also spurred thinking on change as seen in John A. 

Nagl’s Learning to Eat Soup with a Knife: Counterinsurgency Lessons from Malaya and 

Vietnam.  Nagl affirmed that armies can prepare to fight the next, rather than the last war, 

by becoming learning organizations.   Systems theoretician Peter Senge, whom Nagl 

referenced, defined learning organizations as those where “people continually expand 

their capacity to create the results they truly desire, where new and expansive thinking 
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patterns are nurtured . . .  and people are continually learning how to learn together.”18  

At the core of this was understanding how to think: specifically, the ability to think not in 

terms of “each” but in terms of systems or relationships.  In advocating the learning 

organization as the desired model of organizational culture, Nagl posited this ability—the 

ability to apply systems thinking—as making the difference in attempts to change. The 

Army’s general purpose forces possessed a mixed record when it came to demonstrating 

this ability in the early stages of the conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq.  This record 

reflected two trends: the ability to learn during collective training events before 

deploying, and the challenges of applying that ability to combat’s unexpected 

circumstances.  The speed with which a unit developed the ability to adjust to battlefield 

realities made the difference between tactical success (achieving its objectives) and 

strategic failure (sustaining the casualties that fueled debates at home over the propriety 

and conduct of the war itself). 19 

 Nagl acknowledged the intellectual debt owed Downie and concurrently observed 

that if the units engaged in fighting in Afghanistan and Iraq did not demonstrate the 

characteristics of a learning organization, they merely reflected the larger Army.  The 

Army’s Vietnam experiences filled historical volumes, but somehow its participation did 

not present itself in revised counter-insurgency doctrine.  There were several reasons for 

this, but the single most significant is the simple fact that the Army did not believe it 

would find itself again facing the demands of counterinsurgency.  Its self-

conceptualization as a highly mechanized force intended to destroy Soviet forces in 

Europe coupled with the belief that Special Forces would handle any counter-insurgency 

chores provided an insufficient impetus for change.20 
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 The dynamics of doctrinal innovation provide much of the focus for Barry R. 

Posen’s The Sources of Military Doctrine.  Posen stressed the importance of doctrine in 

military transformation.  He also noted that while doctrine is important, external 

pressures—most notably tactical or strategic failure or dissatisfied actors outside the 

service—also drive transformation.  Tightly connected to this, however, is what Posen 

termed “political-military integration.”21  That means the complex task of setting 

priorities.  A difficult endeavor under the most benign conditions, priorities reflect 

multiple internal and external inputs.  Structural changes within the Army and 

Department of Defense dating back to the tenure of Secretary of Defense Robert 

McNamara make priority setting a very deliberate and bureaucratic process.  While 

funding may appear as the heart of this process, that is not quite the case.  Funding 

reflects the institutional consensus over how the service sees itself and its roles and 

missions.  If one peels the proverbial onion, one finds that self-conceptualization is at its 

core.  The service’s ability to persuade Defense Department and congressional leaders 

plays an important role in setting and funding priorities, but it is not the decisive one.  

Funded priorities reflect both the Army’s understanding of itself, its roles, and its 

missions but also those—and the political priorities--of the Defense Department and 

Congress.  When these entities’ priorities differ from those of the Army, the service must 

accept what they direct. 22    

 Posen’s observation of failure driving transformation is particularly interesting 

with respect to the AWG’s creation.  The Army’s original missions in Afghanistan and 

Iraq were removing the Taliban and Saddam Hussein regimes.  The Army completed 

these tasks and then found itself involved dealing with widespread insurgencies inflicting 
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far higher numbers of casualties than suffered in the original missions.  The casualties 

incurred as the Army dealt with the difficulties of an unexpected and enduring conflict 

recast public perceptions of both campaigns and that exerted a powerful transformational 

pressure.  While casualties as a percentage of the force remained low, they were highly 

visible to the Army, the Defense Department, and the Congress.   Ultimately, the Army 

created over 160 different organizations to try and meet previously unforeseen battlefield 

requirements with these having roots both inside and outside the Army.23 

 In The Foundations of the Science of War, J. F. C. Fuller argued that serious 

scholars of war’s nature had yet to produce any scientific study of its essence.  Fuller, a 

British Army officer, noted two primary reasons for this lacuna: the “worship of 

traditions,” and the “incapacity to see world forces in their true relationship.”24  The 

power of traditions to impede necessary change is one frequently mentioned by 

subsequent authors.  This is hardly surprising considering the tendency amongst all 

military forces to memorialize their past experiences.  Every campaign streamer or battle 

honor represents a past chapter and most organizations resist distancing themselves from 

past glories until forced to do so by a variety of pressures or impulses. 25 

 For Fuller, the solution to effectively transforming a military organization lay in 

placing transformational efforts on a firm scientific basis.  The most critical aspect of 

change was thinking in terms of scientific principles and then acting upon them.  Here 

Fuller proved himself a trailblazer by articulating a set of enduring principles still applied 

by many armies.  The adherence to traditional ideas of organization and doctrine would 

disappear by default as modern ideas grounded in scientific inquiry supplanted them.  In 

an institution such as the U.S. Army, one where even the clothing worn spoke strongly to 
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long-held norms, discarding traditions proved more easily said than done.  Multiple 

reasons account for this.  One of the strongest exists in the Army’s fundamental 

composition: distinct arms and services.  Historically, the chiefs of the branches exercised 

control over what did—or equally important—did not change within the branch.  World 

War II and the Army’s postwar organizational changes largely eliminated that dynamic, 

but a strong degree of parochialism remains within the service through the present day. 26    

 Although focused on an earlier period of the Army’s history, Lieutenant Colonel 

J.P. Clark’s Preparing for War: The Emergence of the Modern U.S. Army, 1815-1917 

offered yet another explanation for how the Army changes.  Clark believed the 

scholarship of military transformation offered three broad theories of change: external 

impetus overcoming military conservatism; internal forces (competition for resources or 

prestige as examples) cause change from within; or, external shocks (defeat, new 

technologies, etc.) compel adaptation.  Clark argued that while armies might be too 

complex and subject to too many diverse forces to allow for a definitive model of change, 

one can create conceptual order by grouping those influences into three broad categories.  

The first is institutional mechanisms such as officer selection policies, school curricula.   

The conditions and experiences of service outside formal control represent the second.  

These include such things as unwritten standards and norms and the unique subcultures 

of branches, regiments, and smaller units.  Clark rightly acknowledged the power of these 

informal sources of control.  The American service branch most like the Army, the 

Marine Corps, sees the fundamental difference between the services residing in culture.  

The Marine Corps thinks it possesses a single cohesive culture, thus Marine officers 

frequently view the Army as a bunch of tribes with highly varied norms between 
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branches and units.  The values, concepts, and outlooks inherited from civilian society 

comprise the final category.  Implicit in this is understanding contemporary society to 

untangle the inner workings and character of an army and the power of both formal and 

informal sources of control to mediate them.27  

 Robert T. Davis also considered issues of transformation and adaptation in The 

Challenge of Adaptation: The U.S. Army in the Aftermath of Conflict, 1953-2000.  

Published in 2008, Davis’ book looked back at transformative efforts following the 

Korean, Vietnam, and Cold Wars.  The central question considered was how the US 

could best shape of its military establishment to attain a balance between near-term 

operational demands and long-term transformation.  A pressing question when the work 

appeared, these issues were the subject of considerable discussion even before September 

11, 2001.  Ultimately, Davis sought to determine the ways by which the US Army, 

through internal and external initiatives or pressure adapted to the perceived needs of the 

future through the impact of recent experience.  Unstated in the work is the single most 

significant impact of recent experience on the Army: its self-conceptualization.  The 

Army’s successes and failures in the three periods Davis studied profoundly shaped how 

the Army saw itself, and how it visualized its future—even if that vision lacked full form.  

The military and political stalemate in Korea gave rise to the New Look security strategy.  

This strategy gave the newly created Air Force the primary role in national defense and 

represented a significant blow to the Army’s understanding of itself, its missions, and its 

future.  Similarly, Vietnam caused years of soul-searching and a full-bodied effort to re-

establish the Army as a credible institution.  The Cold War’s sudden and peaceful end 

meant the Army perceived the need to change, even if it was not entirely sure what 
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changes were necessary.  While the Army fully embraced the concept of the revolution in 

military affairs and dove head-first into cybernetics, there remained a broad lack of 

understanding as to what change should provide.  Cybernetics represented a means to an 

end, but the end itself remained fuzzy as the Army sought to understand its new strategic, 

operational, and tactical environments.28   

 Davis noted that if the Army is to gain insight from previous periods of adaptation 

following long campaigns it should remember what “full-spectrum” operations are.  He 

stated they are not merely a “buzzword” to mask prioritizing some requirements in favor 

of the types of conflicts on which the service prefers to focus, which is essentially what 

happened between the Soviet Union’s collapse and September 11, 2001.29 

 Major Robert A. Doughty considered a brief yet dynamic period in modern Army 

history in Leavenworth Papers Number 1: The Evolution of US Army Tactical Doctrine, 

1946-76.  Published in 1979, Doughty chronicled significant changes in doctrine as the 

Army bounced from World War II’s end to Korea to the Cold War to Vietnam.  He 

opined that all those changes reflected fundamental shifts in national security policy 

while the Army’s transformational efforts too often nested with technical efforts.  He 

argued that it was not until the 1970’s that the Army’s efforts to revise doctrine received 

the same emphasis as developing equipment.  Before that, doctrine sought approaches 

beyond the Army’s abilities to employ it while weapons development often focused on 

technical performance rather than more practical aspects of tactical employment.  The 

challenge in creating effective change lay in linking these efforts.  Doctrine without 

technology served no purpose beyond esoteric debate while technology without doctrine 

simply wasted resources.30  
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 More profound, however, was Doughty’s observation that intellectual change 

is often more difficult to realize than materiel changes and he cited the conflicted nature 

of consensus as a reason.  A consensus is essential to developing useful doctrine in an 

institution as complex as the Army.  There is also organizational inertia to overcome.  

Failing to do so results in doctrinal changes that are feeble at best--and dangerous at 

worst.  At the core of Doughty’s argument are the power of personality and the ability of 

individuals to visualize a change and then persuade others of change’s need, form, and 

utility.  How individuals see themselves and the institution determines how they go about 

the task of driving change, and he noted that these efforts always reflect previous 

experience. 

 In Winning the Next War: Innovation and the Modern Military, Stephen Rosen 

posited significant change occurred when a handful of senior officers actively engaged in 

the process.  By advancing the careers of younger officers sharing their ideas and re-

defining the fundamental way the service conducts operations, transformation efforts 

succeed.  A branch or service’s culture profoundly shaped an officer’s ability to identify, 

recommend and advocate change.  For the Army, culture introduces an element of 

complexity reflecting both the service’s internal composition of different branches and 

the need for the Army to integrate into both joint (other U.S.) and combined (allied) 

forces.  Self-conceptualization and service culture both reflect and reinforce each other 

and have historically provided both a motivation for and a brake on change.  The Army 

benefitted from the post-Vietnam period because there was a broad-based consensus 

within the service that wholesale changes were necessary.   The post-Cold War period 

saw differing ideas about change’s direction with this resulting in a series of unsuccessful 
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programs competing for resources and degrading the Army’s ability to operate.  Two 

noteworthy examples include the RAH-66 Comanche reconnaissance-attack helicopter 

and the “Crusader” self-propelled artillery system.  Together, these two programs 

consumed over $6.62 billion before their termination with the Comanche’s share 

representing almost 40% of the Army’s total aviation budget. For the senior officers and 

their like-minded subordinates, change’s challenge resides in convincing others of a 

vision’s validity to allow the necessary DTLOMPF investments. 31 

 In Forging the Sword: Doctrinal Change in the U.S. Army Benjamin Jensen 

placed responsibility for doctrinal change—and all that flows from it--with the 

institution’s imaginative officers.  Possessing the ability to think about war, communicate 

those thoughts and then move the institution towards adopting their ideas, these officers 

provide the motive force for doctrinal change.  At the heart of these efforts are two 

critical components: incubators, what Jensen called “safe spaces” enabling the free 

expression of ideas and advocacy networks enabling the communication of those ideas.32  

Fundamentally, Jensen described a dynamic process undertaken by intellectually creative 

individuals—literally the opposite of the prevailing view of professional soldiers as 

“unimaginative bureaucrats trapped in an iron cage.”33   Jensen reinforced Rosen’s 

argument that senior leader support of those vigorously advocating fundamental change 

is vital if the service seeks to preserve the tolerance for dissent and discussion essential 

for productive debate.  He also noted two additional forces: bureaucratic power and its 

ability to inhibit change, and personality’s power to influence both the essential advocacy 

networks and the bureaucratic processes facilitating the Army’s day-to-day business. 

Bureaucratic processes touch on all aspects of DTLOMPF development.  Even more 
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importantly, these processes impact how the Army resources those DTLOMPF factors.  

How the Army invests its funds ultimately determines both change’s physical expression 

and its tempo.  How the Army invests its funds also illustrates both how it sees itself, and 

how it sees its future. 34 

  In Adaptation Under Fire: How Militaries Adapt in Wartime retired Army 

Lieut. Gen. David Barno and Nora Bensahel focused on the difficulties of adaptation 

once wartime realities override peacetime norms.  Published in 2020, the work drew 

extensively on the Army’s experiences in Iraq and Afghanistan.  The authors observe 

ground forces have the most difficultly in adapting to new circumstances.  This reflects 

land warfare’s detailed complexity: it engages large numbers of people, equipment items, 

decisions, and control nodes working harmoniously.  The effects of weather, terrain, and 

time add further complications.  Barno and Bensahel identify five elements influencing 

change in wartime.  They named doctrine, technology, and leadership as the three critical 

components of wartime adaptability, but these do not exist in a vacuum. Also present are 

bureaucratic structures and what the authors termed “the gray zone.”35 The “gray zone” is 

that nebulous area existing between peace and war contested by both state and non-state 

actors seeking to realize political objectives.  Optimized to fight major wars, the gray 

zone provides the Army a daunting challenge.  Together, bureaucracy and the gray zone 

still influence the components of doctrine, technology, and leadership. 36    

 Barno and Bensahel observed military organizations are bureaucratic by 

design.  Bureaucracies perform multiple functions, including eliminating or reducing 

uncertainty.   They are change resistant in part “because change increases the uncertainty 

that they are deliberately designed to avoid.”37  Exacerbating the tendency towards stasis 



lxii 
 

are two additional considerations.  First, many within the structure internalize its norms.  

Second, some within the bureaucracy seek to preserve the power membership provides.  

Bureaucratic power and inertia explain, in part, why some of the Army’s most successful 

wartime adaptations reflect “bureaucratic bypasses and workarounds.”38 

 In exploring the adaption’s critical components, the gray zone and 

bureaucracy, Adaptation Under Fire addressed several of this dissertation’s recurring 

themes.  These include DTLOMPF (the elements of doctrine, leadership, and materiel), 

self-conceptualization (the gray zone and the Army’s limited ability to act within it), and 

the bureaucracy’s ability to either motivate or inhibit action. 

 The works of these authors span almost 100 years and touch on several of 

change’s main facets.  Most appeared peacetime.  While drawing heavily on historical 

events, they nevertheless reflected peace’s greatest gift to the military profession—time.  

The pressures of conflict shaped much of their thinking, but the ideas presented in most 

of these works did not reflect ongoing combat operations.  Except for Nagl, Barno, and 

Bensahel, these authors did not focus on contributing to the discourse over then-current 

combat operations.  While some might find that an esoteric point it is nevertheless an 

important one, time is always a factor in military change, but combat’s demands greatly 

magnify time’s effects.   

 A second commonality among many of these works is their describing a future 

that never came to pass.  Fuller’s scientific approach to war never saw its full fruition, 

even if many of the world’s armies adopted some variation of his principles of war.  

Douhet’s Command of the Air proved imperfect.  Despite’s Douhet’s claim, “Nothing 
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man can do on the surface of the earth can interfere with a plane in flight,” neither the 

German blitz on London and the corresponding American and British strategic bombing 

campaigns against Germany failed to bring the war to a rapid close.39  One could argue 

that the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagaski proved Douhet right by precipitating 

Japan’s surrender, but this took place after Japan had lost virtually all its wartime gains 

outside of China and seen its naval and air forces destroyed.  The long-running air 

campaign against North Vietnam caused the country’s leadership to bend, but not break, 

and the war ultimately ended on their terms.  In Iraq and Afghanistan, America only 

realized its original strategic objectives after it committed ground forces.  Only in Serbia 

did an aerial campaign prove decisive—and then the objectives sought were very limited.   

 The Pentomic formations described by Bacevich essentially disappeared with 

the Eisenhower administration and the Army’s acknowledging its inability to fight a 

major war with such units.  The jury is still out on Nagl and the U.S. Army’s ability to 

truly embrace the concept of the learning organization within its institutional culture.  

Barno and Bensahel noted small units successfully adapting to requirements in 

Afghanistan and Iraq, but opined the larger Army continues its struggle to recognize 

when it needs to change.  If they are correct then the Army is still not a learning 

organization.40 

 That there are so many different theories, models, and explanations for military 

change is not surprising: changes take place in different times against highly varied 

political and strategic circumstances.  Harold Winton and David Mets drew several 

conclusions with respect to how armies change in their 2002 book, The Challenge of 

Change: Military Institutions and New Realities, 1918-1941.  The first was that change is 
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contextual with no fixed rules.  The second was that armies (as opposed to other services) 

reflected the dynamics and anxieties of their societies and governments.  The third was 

that internal interest groups and their unique culture played a major role.  Finally, change 

represented a complex process with intersecting variables defying easy characterization.  

The last point is likely the only one on which scholars may find agreement.41  

Dissertation Organization 

 The Asymmetric Warfare Group was ultimately the product of a unique set of 

circumstances, and this dissertation’s organization reflects them.  Chapter 1 will explore 

the Army’s transformation efforts from the mid-1950s through 2001.   This period began 

with a reappraisal of the Korean War and saw significant changes in both the Army’s 

self-conceptualization and its efforts to respond to those changes.   This chapter will also 

illustrate the Army responding to internal and external forces with new bureaucratic 

processes, most notably the budget process, representing the most powerful among them.   

Finally, this chapter will describe the impact that a vision of the future had on the Army’s 

ability to understand and act on new and pressing requirements absent from that vision.   

 Chapter 2 will consider the Army’s previous experiences with asymmetric 

warfare.  This history goes back to the Army’s colonial roots and comprises the greater 

share of the Army’s combat history.  Even when focused on conventional military 

operations, the Army has often found itself dealing with asymmetric threats.  Nineteenth-

century examples of this include operations against partisan and guerilla groups during 

the American Civil War and the Boxer Rebellion.  Twentieth-century examples include 

the Philippine War and the 1916-17 expedition into Mexico, unconventional operations in 
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Asia during the Second World War, postwar counterinsurgency efforts in Greece, 

counter-guerilla operations in Korea, and the campaign against the Viet Cong during the 

Vietnam conflict.  Following Vietnam came an extended period of involvement in Latin 

America driven by both political and criminal concerns with operations in El Salvador 

and along the Andean Ridge.  The Army’s role in these varied from conventional 

combatant to guerilla to counterinsurgent.  All these experiences imparted lessons about 

asymmetric warfare.  The Army internalized some of these and largely ignored others, 

often due to focusing on a conflict’s differences rather than its similarities to past 

campaigns. 

 Chapter 3 will examine the Global War on Terror, specifically operations in 

Afghanistan beginning in 2001 and Iraq in 2003 from both the strategic and tactical 

perspective.  The strategic is critically important in considering the AWG’s creation as 

the impact of insurgent tactics manifested themselves not only in the combat theater but 

also in the United States.  Taliban and Al Qaida reliance on improvised explosive devices 

(IED’s) and other asymmetric methods created increasingly difficult strategic challenges 

as the country came to question the conflicts’ real costs.  The tactical level is important 

because the AWG’s efforts hinged on understanding and providing practical solutions to 

the problems encountered at this level.  

 Chapter 4 will explore the creation of the Asymmetric Warfare Group as the 

institutional response to the challenges posed by resilient insurgencies possessing a high 

degree of both tactical and technological skill.  Insurgents’ access to modern technology 

manifested itself most dramatically in the ability to create and employ the improvised 

explosive devices that quickly became effective casualty-producing weapons.  Employing 
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a range of sophisticated technologies and tactics became the distinguishing characteristic 

of the insurgent groups that the Army faced and helped shape its responses to them.  The 

chapter will describe the impact of the insurgencies and the need for unconventional 

thinking and novel approaches to problem-solving to provide the Army’s operational 

forces solutions to the threats they faced.   

 Chapter 5 will examine the AWG’s activation and its early operations.  The 

unit’s early days found its early members building a new organization with a unique 

culture.  Even as the unit leadership undertook this task, it simultaneously dealt with 

challenges of establishing a home station, manning the unit, and supporting combat 

operations overseas.  This early period saw several critical milestones achieved.  These 

included validating key operational and organizational concepts, establishing the AWG’s 

selection course, and resolving administrative questions that might inhibit soldiers from 

seeking assignment to the organization.  

 Chapter 6 will chronicle a maturing AWG and ends with the Group’s 

permanent placement under the Army’s Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC).  

With that administrative change, the Army the AWG ceased operating as a unit under the 

auspices of the Army’s Vice Chief of Staff and G3 (Operations).  This new alignment 

benefitted the AWG by placing it within an established chain of command better 

facilitating its long-term growth.  Its placement under TRADOC also improved its ability 

to communicate with the Army’s various schools.  This shortened “flash-to-bang” time—

the time interval between the AWG observing new threats and the average soldier having 

the ability to understand and respond.  In an environment characterized by rapidly 

evolving threats, such an expedited process proved valuable. 
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 The concluding chapter will tie together the previous chapters and presents 

some final analysis on the Army’s successes (and failures) in creating, sustaining, and 

ultimately deactivating the AWG.  The AWG’s creation illustrates the interconnections 

between the Army’s self-conceptualization, its bureaucratic processes (turning self-

conceptualization into resources), and its ability to adjust these to fit changed 

circumstances.  It will illustrate that the AWG, despite its unconventional birth and 

unusual mission statement, embodied a successful example of military transformation 

during a time of conflict.  The analysis supports a key argument: that the AWG 

represented a largely unknown, yet highly successful unit that materially contributed to 

blunting the effectiveness of many insurgent tactics.  Even as debates raged in and out of 

government about the conduct of combat operations in both Iraq and Afghanistan, the 

AWG demonstrated its value.  Units working with the AWG experienced both fewer 

casualties and a concurrent improvement in their ability to operate.  The dynamics of 

America’s small unit wars began to change for the better.  In Iraq in particular, writers 

often cite the so-called “surge” as making the critical difference and taking momentum 

away from the insurgents.  The surge proved decisive, but without the changes enabled 

by the AWG, it would have been more expensive in blood and treasure.  

Conclusions 

  A review of the Army’s history shows it spends more time confronting change 

than battlefield opponents.  While managing change is always a challenge, effecting 

change against the backdrop of combat makes it even more difficult.  As the Army 

entered the Global War on Terror in the wake of September 11, 2001, its challenge was 

really the latest appearance of the old one: sustaining the transformational processes that 
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worked while avoiding the glittering traps of those that did not.  The record shows the 

Army did some things exceptionally well while it failed to achieve desired results in other 

areas.  These successes (and failures) illustrate an institutional reality: to successfully 

adapt, the Army must maintain the ability to change its self-conceptualization and 

bureaucratic processes as the world in which it operates changes.  Losing this ability, 

failing to consider itself critically, its environment, and its options means the Army will 

forfeit the voice that matters most—its own—as it undergoes the next inevitable 

transformation. 
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CHAPTER 1 

A CHANGING ARMY 

 
“A great institution like the Army always is in transition.”1 

 
Col. Andrew J. Bacevich 

 
 Andrew Bacevich summed up things nicely: the U.S. Army always is in 

transition.  To understand why this is the case it is necessary to recognize the significant 

forces acting on the Army and their interaction with that force and each other.  These 

forces are both external and internal.  One may group external forces into those over 

which the Army exerts some influence and those over which the Army has little or no 

control.  The former includes presidential directives, the National Security Strategy, and 

Defense Department policy.  The latter includes foreign interaction, emerging threats, and 

the pace and pathways of technological change.  Among the internal forces are the 

Army’s self-conceptualization, its bureaucratic processes, its institutional norms, and its 

culture.   This chapter argues that the forces exerting the strongest influence on change 

within the Army are self-conceptualization and bureaucratic processes.  These translate 

concepts into actual equipment, organizations, and capabilities.  They also reflect the 

power of the other forces and determine when, how, what, and why the Army pursues 

change.  

 In considering the Asymmetric Warfare Group’s (AWG) creation, a review of 

Army transformation from the mid-1950s through 2001 is useful.  This half century saw 

the U.S. Army assume five different iterations: the Pentomic, the ROAD, the Vietnam, 

the late-Cold War, and the post-Cold War.  The Pentomic Army considered atomic 
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weapons as the centerpiece of organization and tactics as the Army sought relevancy in a 

period of great technical change and institutional angst.  The Vietnam Army gave 

primacy to mobility and firepower.  The late Cold-War Army emphasized high-intensity 

conflict in a defined locale—Central Europe—while the post-Cold War focused less on 

locations and more on understanding emerging capabilities.  Examining all of them 

illustrates both transformation’s various pathways and the need for the AWG.  This will 

also illustrate the interaction of the major forces, most notably the budgeting process, 

upon one another as well as upon the Army. 

The Pentomic Army 

 The Pentomic Army illustrates the power of both the budgeting process and self-

conceptualization on the Army.  The Korean War did not start out well for the Army, and 

its negotiated end following three years of bitter fighting and diplomatic wrangling left 

political leaders looking for new approaches to ensure national security.  On January 12, 

1954, Secretary of State John Foster Dulles articulated the “New Look” national security 

strategy.  The New Look declared that the United States would “depend primarily upon a 

great capacity to retaliate instantly, by means and places of our own choosing.  That 

permits of a selection of military means instead of a multiplication of means.  As a result, 

it is now possible to get, and share, more basic security at less cost.”2  This approach 

affirmed the centrality of the Air Force, strategic nuclear weapons, and massive 

retaliation and forced the Army to move on two distinct axes to reassert itself as a vital 

institution.  The first axis changed the Army’s field organization to facilitate operations 

on a nuclear battlefield, even if national security strategy saw the service having only a 
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minor role, while the second carved out a role in continental air defense.  Both of these 

fully engaged the Army in both offensive and defensive nuclear planning efforts.  

Perhaps just as important, they provided a means of restoring the morale of an Army 

struggling mightily to define its role in an era where many believed the ground soldier 

represented an anachronism.3  

 A major step undertaken by the Army was reorganizing its divisions to remain 

effective in a possible nuclear war.  Within the infantry division, the existing “triangular” 

structure of three regiments represented a tactical liability on a nuclear battlefield.  The 

problem’s origins stemmed from three areas—communications, firepower, and mobility.  

The triangular infantry division depended heavily on short-range radio and wire 

communications, did not possess any organic weapons larger than 155mm howitzers, and 

could not make rapid tactical movements.  The Army sought a division that eliminated 

those liabilities, generated more firepower, and reduced the number of administrative and 

support troops required to sustain it.  Initial work began under the supervision of Army 

Chief of Staff Matthew B. Ridgway with 1954’s “Atomic Field Army” or ATFA studies.  

ATFA wanted greater mobility and a better balance between combat and support units, 

and while it failed to provide the Army a new division structure, it provided a foundation 

for further analysis. 4 

  Starting in 1956, the triangular infantry and airborne divisions gave way to a new 

“Pentomic” structure, based in part on ATFA analysis.  Five battle groups composed of 

five rifle companies and a mortar battery replaced the three infantry regiments.  Armored 

divisions retained their existing organization of three combat commands.  The MGR-1 
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Honest John, an unguided rocket possessing a range of 38,000 meters, provided the 

division’s primary nuclear punch.  The M28/M29 Davy Crockett recoilless rifle gave 

each battle group its own nuclear weapons.  Reinforcing the Honest John were the 

280mm howitzer and liquid-fueled MGM-5 Corporal Missile.  Assigned to a corps 

artillery group, these weapons possessed far greater range and provided additional 

nuclear fires as required.  The Pentomic model theoretically allowed a greater dispersion 

of units, thus providing them with increased protection while also allowing the offensive 

employment of nuclear weapons.  For Army Chief of Staff Maxwell Taylor, this was the 

key to battlefield victory—combining soldiers with mobility and firepower.  The 

Pentomic model meant radical changes in Army doctrine, training, leader development, 

and equipment.  It also placed the Army in the position of trying to implement a 

warfighting approach far beyond its technical and tactical abilities.  It is perhaps more 

than mere historical curiosity that the Army never published an updated edition of FM 

100-5, Operations between 1954 and 1962.  The Army published three interim changes 

to the 1954 manual during the period emphasizing atomic considerations, but none 

referenced Pentomic structures.  It appears the Army itself could not satisfactorily resolve 

the questions the Pentomic division raised.5 

 Defensive nuclear planning efforts represented the second axis and saw the Army 

assume a highly visible role in continental air defense.  This mission represented a 

transformation of the Army’s coast defense mission rather than an extension of the 

tactical anti-aircraft artillery role performed by the Coast Artillery during World War II.  

The coast defense mission was a historic one that consumed much of the Army’s budget 
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and manpower through 1941.  Less romantically, air defense represented the payoff on 

investments going back to 1945 and the first tentative steps towards an effective surface-

to-air missile and improvements in anti-aircraft gun systems.  That mission also firmly 

placed the Army at the center of strategy debates over the Soviet threat.  The Army might 

have lacked the ability to deliver a nuclear weapon inside the Soviet Union, but it would 

soon possess one of the most effective means of preventing the Soviets from delivering 

one to North America.  Additionally, air defense also expressed Taylor’s oft-stated 

position that the nation needed balanced military forces with the Army operating as part 

of a joint team.  This expression of “jointness” was farsighted since Army doctrine would 

not fully embrace this concept for decades to come.  Finally, it reinforced Army efforts to 

project itself as a technologically sophisticated force as it sought to change the perception 

of it being backward because of the extended stalemate in Korea.  The effort to present a 

technologically sophisticated force even extended to the opening of each week’s edition 

of the Army’s public affairs television program, The Big Picture.  Episodes opened with 

footage of Nike missile launch, a nuclear artillery round detonation, and the Army’s 

newest helicopters.  Reinforcing the Big Picture’s message were the models of Nike 

missiles found atop the vehicles used by Army recruiters.6   

 The 1950s presented the Army with multiple challenges, with several rooted in 

resolving the nagging question of its strategic role.  The decade began with questions 

over the efficacy of ground forces at a time when many Americans placed primacy on 

airpower and nuclear weapons.  This development sparked efforts to reinvigorate the 

service and develop new battlefield methods.  The existing budgeting process--one that 
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set a cap on the spending but allowed tremendous freedom to expend its allocated 

funds—aided the Army’s efforts.  A vignette from 1958 illustrates the budget process’s 

flexibility during a period of loose bureaucratic controls.  When told to cut the Army 

budget from $11 billion to $9 billion, a marathon meeting resulted in one general losing 

$50 million when he left the meeting to relieve himself.  The Army lacked a recognized 

process for establishing and sustaining priorities and there was no significant external 

review.  It is useful to ponder this period because the Army would again experience 

concerns over relevance and repeatedly strive to both prove its utility and demonstrate its 

capabilities—a process that received unexpected aid from foreign engagements following 

the Cold War’s end.7 

The Reorganization Objective Army Division (ROAD) Army 

By the time John F. Kennedy assumed the presidency, the underlying strategic 

thinking behind the New Look and massive retaliation had fallen from favor as improved 

Soviet capabilities exposed its many fallacies.  Taylor, now retired, advocated a different 

approach modeled on the National Military Plan he articulated while serving as chief of 

staff.  Publicized in his 1960 book, The Uncertain Trumpet, his thinking resonated with 

the incoming administration.  Concurrent with this was the realization within the Army 

that a Pentomic organization would not only fail on a nuclear battlefield, it severely 

limited the Army’s ability to deploy forces to support other contingencies.  The 1958 

deployment of forces to Lebanon, OPERATION BLUEBAT, validated this concern. To 

restore organizational sanity to the force, the Army sought a new divisional structure.  

Almost simultaneously with this, the Army undertook some bold initiatives regarding its 
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aviation component and its expanding battlefield role.  These two actions would radically 

alter all the DTLOMPF (doctrine, training, leader development, organization, materiel, 

personnel, facilities) elements in providing the Army with new ways to organize and fight 

while concurrently creating new administrative, logistics, and training requirements. 8 

 Efforts to redesign the Pentomic infantry and airborne divisions began in 1959 

with the Modern Mobile Army (MOMAR) study, a short-lived effort to overcome two of 

the Pentomic division’s most pressing problems: defeating enemy armor and insufficient 

mobility.  MOMAR’s failure to provide a suitable path for reorganization led to a second 

effort, known as Reorganization Objective Army Division (ROAD) starting in December 

1960 under Continental Army Command (CONARC) direction.  By March 1961, 

CONARC completed a plan somewhat radical in its basic design: eliminating the 

armored division combat commands and infantry division battle groups and replacing 

them with a brigade headquarters company.  Reorganizing the infantry and airborne 

divisions, at least on the surface, appeared as a giant step backward as the five battle 

groups gave way to three brigades that, at least superficially, strongly resembled the pre-

Pentomic triangular organization.  There were two significant changes, however, between 

the proposed organization and the older triangular structures.  The brigades in the new 

ROAD division retained the same flexibility of the older armored division combat 

commands—they were command and control units only with no organic subordinate 

units.  This structural change meant that a commander could attach or detach units as 

required for operations providing an exceptional level of tactical flexibility.  The second 

change lay in the organization of the division’s support command and, over time, 
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engineer, aviation, military intelligence, signal, and air defense elements with all 

divisions possessing the same basic elements.  The specifics of equipment and density 

would vary depending on the division type, but there existed a high degree of 

commonality.  ROAD proved successful as a concept and ultimately continued as the 

Army’s basic organizational structure through the early 2000s. 9 

 As the operational Army underwent another transformation with the Pentomic 

division’s conversion to the ROAD template, the institutional Army sought to streamline 

itself.  While the motive for reorganizing operational forces was the realization that the 

structure was ultimately unworkable, the driver for institutional change came from 

Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara.  McNamara embodied the activist manager in 

outlook and action.  Bringing new management concepts and a willingness to invoke 

authority provided by a 1958 Department of Defense reorganization, the Secretary 

quickly centralized operations and emplaced radically new procedures within his 

department.  In doing so, McNamara believed he could generate efficiencies in 

procurement, operations, and oversight.  One of the most significant changes to that end 

lay in the Planning, Programming and Budgeting System (PPBS) and its requirement for 

the Program Objective Memorandum (POM).  The POM lay at the heart of McNamara’s 

efforts and effectively created a Defense Department budget ensuring the resourcing of 

required military capabilities as opposed to the existing system of each military 

department (Army, Navy, Air Force) budgeting independently.  The POM took 

something of a long view by funding for the current year and the next four. This process 

eliminated unnecessary redundancies, but it also tended towards stasis as various 
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elements of the Army sought to preserve their submissions.  The POM could (and still 

does) change from year to year, but the process possessed a bias towards caution as 

opposed to bold change, particularly when it came to primary (and costly) weapons or 

systems procurement. 10   

For the institutional Army, McNamara’s service as Secretary of Defense meant 

significant changes to meet his requirements.  McNamara aided the Army’s efforts by 

commissioning a study known as “Project 80.”  This project once again considered a vital 

component of the institutional Army’s organization: the Technical Services.  These 

branches—Army Medical Department, Chemical Corps, Corps of Engineers, Ordnance 

Corps, Quartermaster Corps, Signal Corps, Transportation Corps— essentially sustained 

the Army.  Each of these had a general officer serving as the branch chief (the Surgeon 

General, the Chief of Engineers, etc.) who presided over the branch and its functions.  

These, in turn, had their roots in the War Department’s original bureau system.  Through 

the Army’s long history, these services generally possessed a high degree of autonomy, 

and while the Army Service Forces structure checked this during World War II, postwar 

reorganization restored it. 11 

 Officially titled “Study of the Functions, Organization, and Procedures of the 

Department of the Army,” Project 80 resulted in a committee tasked with identifying new 

organizational structures within the Department of the Army.  The Hoelscher Committee, 

named after Army Deputy Comptroller Leonard A. Hoelscher, recommended changes in 

both the Army and Continental Army Command (CONARC) staffs in October 1961.  

These included altering the relationship between technical service branch chiefs and the 
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Army’s coordinating staff, creating a Force Development Command, creating a Combat 

Developments Command, and an Army Materiel Command.  All these changes 

represented fundamental breaks with existing practice and, in some cases, long-held 

traditions, such as the submergence of most branch chiefs in other organizations the most 

visible.  Institutional angst notwithstanding, McNamara approved the final changes 

recommended and the Army saw a new structure take hold on February 17, 1962.  The 

revised structure saw most of the technical service functions transferred to the newly 

created Army Materiel Command with only the surgeon general of the Army and the 

chief of engineers retaining their positions.  The newly created Combat Developments 

Command assumed responsibility for force organization and design without concurrent 

responsibility for a key DTLOMPF factor—the training required to empower the 

organizations created. This new structure would serve as the Army’s institutional 

background for the next decade. 12 

 The ROAD period introduced several enduring structures to the operational and 

institutional Army.  The ROAD division, with flexible brigades and a robust base, 

remained the Army’s primary organization through the remainder of the 20th century.  It 

grew over time as the Army reassessed the best way to provide intelligence, aviation, and 

engineer support; however, the basic structure and governing principles remained 

unchanged.  The Army Materiel Command became the central component of the Army’s 

massive logistics bureaucracy, a position it retains through the present.  The most 

important structure, however, was the Program Objective Memorandum.  The POM 

changed how the Army funded its requirements for research, procurement, equipment 
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fielding, operating organizations and agencies, and training.  The POM’s need to program 

funding five years into the future coupled with the Defense Department’s ability to 

change Army submissions ensured the service carefully considered its requests, 

particularly for its most expensive items.  Requests that failed to align with Defense 

Department requirements or perspectives risked disapproval and thus tempered changes 

in the Army’s vision of itself and its needs.  The POM rationalized defense spending, but 

in so doing it also moderated change by determining what received funding—and what 

did not. 

The Vietnam Army 

 As the Army moved through the Pentomic and ROAD periods, it became 

involved in the growing conflict in Vietnam.  Beginning with advisors and ending with 

full combat units, the Army’s roles and missions continuously evolved during its service 

there.  Within Vietnam, the most important changes for the operational Army were 

deployment and expansion of advisors and Special Forces, the proliferation of aviation 

units, and the creation and deployment of separate infantry and armored brigades.  

Operational units in Vietnam were not, however, the only units impacted by the war.  The 

need to maintain units in Vietnam profoundly impacted the U.S. Seventh Army in Europe 

as it increasingly served as a bill payer to ensure adequate strength in Vietnam.  Units 

within the United States, both Regular and Army National Guard, found themselves 

increasingly involved in civil disturbance duties generated by both the civil rights and 

anti-war movements.  The demands of the war and civil disturbance operations also 

impacted the institutional Army and its expanding bureaucracy as it provided operating 
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forces with the doctrine, training, and equipment these diverse missions required.  The 

demands of jungle fighting meant the Army needed to field a wide variety of equipment 

items for both its ground and air elements with each equipment item bringing DTLOMPF 

requirements.  Changes in reconnaissance and surveillance systems, target acquisition 

equipment and aircraft—both add-on systems and new types—were among the most 

significant.13  

 Historians do not agree on a specific date for America’s entry into the Vietnam 

War.  Mark Lawrence’s The Vietnam War makes the case for 1955.  Francis J. Kelly’s 

Vietnam Studies: U.S. Army Special Forces cites the year 1957, while Gabriel Kolko’s 

Anatomy of a War argues for 1961.  Finally, Fredrik Logevall argues for the “long 1964” 

in Choosing War.  What all these scholars agree upon, however, is the fact that of 

American advisors played a critical role in the war’s early stages and that Special Forces, 

popularly known as “the Green Berets,” filled critical advisory and combat roles.  For 

Infantry, Armor, Field Artillery and other conventional force advisors, service in Vietnam 

offered responsibilities and opportunities not found in American units, particularly for 

company grade officers who frequently found themselves coordinating myriad battlefield 

activities.  For Special Forces, Vietnam presented the opportunity to apply all they had 

theorized concerning organizing partisan movements and counter-insurgency.  Green 

Beret units provided vital links between a South Vietnamese militia, the Civilian 

Irregular Defense Group (CIDG), and the Army; performed strategic reconnaissance; 

conducted unconventional operations in previously denied areas; and supported 

conventional operations.  More significantly, however, the war elevated the status of 
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Special Forces within the larger Army.  For the first time, it gave them a central role in a 

large-scale conflict. This represented a challenge to those wearing the green beret since 

much of the larger Army’s leadership tended to distrust them owing to perceptions that 

Special Forces did not consider themselves part of the Army.  While multiple reasons 

existed for these understandings, a major one stemmed from a 1963 Army Regulation 

that separated their administrative, logistical, and financial management from the larger 

Army.  To facilitate Army Special Forces’ large-scale presence in Vietnam while 

sustaining capabilities in countries both adjacent and distant, the population of that elite 

component required rapid growth.  Ultimately, the Army created six Regular Army 

Special Forces groups with an additional two in the Army National Guard, two in the 

U.S. Army Reserve, and a number of separate detachments operating outside the standard 

group structure.  This meant Special Forces grew from approximately 2,000 soldiers in 

1961 to more than 12,000 by decade’s end.  Expanding Special Forces was a difficult 

task owing to the strict selection and training standards the Army applied and the high 

casualty rates associated with such duty. While the Green Berets saw reductions in their 

size following the war, their performance in Vietnam (and elsewhere) ensured the Army 

retained a robust special operations capability into the future.  This capability included 

the ability to both organize or support insurgencies in support of American political 

objectives. 14 

 Vietnam’s demands saw the Army massively expand its aircraft fleet and with it, 

the organizations required to employ it.  Between 1962 (the year the first Army aircraft 

operated in Vietnam) and 1970 the size of the Army’s aircraft fleet more than doubled 
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with over 10,000 aircraft serving in country.  Aircraft distribution and organization varied 

between units.  The 1st Cavalry Division possessed four helicopter battalions to perform 

its airmobile mission.   The 1st Aviation Brigade, operated more than 4,000 aircraft, 

including all the fixed-wing Army aircraft in Vietnam.  The Army fully exploited its 

aviation capabilities during the war; however, there were several unintended 

consequences.  The first was further erosion of the manpower pool available for ground 

combat units since aviation units competed with the Army’s other high-technology, high-

skill units for the highest quality soldiers.  The second was a massive investment in 

facilities, training, and maintenance at a time when President Lyndon Baines Johnson’s 

administration sought to limit military spending to fund other priorities.  These 

DTLOMPF elements significantly impacted the larger Army, particularly in Europe, 

where units suffered the effects of fewer soldiers, fewer spare parts, and fewer dollars for 

training. 15  

 Creating separate infantry brigades, units containing not only infantry but also fire 

support, reconnaissance, and support units, provided the Army with a way of to 

economize resources.  For the Regular Army, it provided an on-call capacity to perform 

missions not requiring full divisions by substituting units with the ability to deploy more 

rapidly, a highly desirable quality under the so-called Flexible Response doctrine.  The 

Army had lacked this capability during OPERATION BLUEBAT in 1958. For the 

Reserve Components, separate brigades represented a way to simultaneously improve 

quality while reducing costs by reducing demands for competing resources, most notably 

the funding required for division-level training.  In the Panama Canal Zone and Alaska, 
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the separate brigades assigned—the 196th, 171st, and 172nd—provided tailored forces 

capable of performing essential defense missions without making unnecessary claims on 

increasingly scarce money and manpower.  The Army National Guard’s newly created 

separate brigades benefitted from the reduced pool of maneuver units as it allowed the 

earlier introduction of new equipment.  The Army Reserve saw similar benefits stemming 

from the deactivation of Reserve infantry divisions.  The deactivation of Reserve 

divisions reflected a more substantial transformation affecting the Army Reserve—the 

virtual elimination of its combat role and conversion to a support/service support 

organization.  Concerns over cost, equipment, and manpower efficiencies drove all these 

changes.  The approach proved both innovative and enduring.16    

 For the Army, Vietnam represented a period of accelerated change driven by the 

competing demands of combat, the need to retain capable forces in Europe and Korea, 

and concerns over the difficulties of maintaining capable active and reserve forces.  A 

series of highly publicized events fueled the discussion.  These included the 1968 Tet 

Offensive in which Viet Cong attacks across Vietnam included both the U.S. military 

headquarters at Tan Son Nhut and the American Embassy in Saigon.  The 1969 

disclosure of the My Lai Massacre called both discipline and command competence into 

question.  The results of the U.S. Army War College’s 1970 Study on Military 

Professionalism sent shock waves throughout the Army as the officer corps articulated 

serious criticism of existing norms.  Such episodes led to another crisis in confidence and 

once again caused the Army call its relevance into question.  Ultimately, the challenges 

of Vietnam exposed profound weaknesses within the institutional Army.  This exposure 
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spurred another round of headquarters reorganization rivaling the changes made to the 

operational force and placed the Army on a new azimuth in the post-Vietnam era. 17 

The Late-Cold War Army 

An unattributed quotation heard through the Army in the early 1980’s attested that 

“the United States entered the Korean War with a terrible Army and came out with a 

good one and then entered the Vietnam War with a good one and came out with a terrible 

one.”  There is much truth in these words.  From 1973 through the Cold War’s end, the 

Army focused on exorcising the ghosts of Vietnam and creating an Army once again 

capable of meeting the demands awaiting it.  To do this, the Army entered a long period 

of steady change.  Some changes were dramatic while others proved more prosaic.  

Taken together, however, they restored the Army to its pre-Vietnam War position as a 

well-equipped, well-trained, well-disciplined, and well-led force.  To achieve this, the 

Army required a new focus and an increasingly capable Soviet Army in Europe provided 

one.  

General Creighton Abrams succeeded Gen. William Westmoreland as Army chief 

of staff in 1972 and held that office through his death in 1974.  Abrams possessed an 

exceptionally clear understanding of the Army’s most pressing problems.  He served as 

the commanding general, Military Assistance Command Vietnam (MACV), before his 

elevation to the Pentagon and saw first-hand both that war’s problems and their roots.  

Broadly speaking, Abrams had to undertake two major transformations to fix the Army.  

First, he had to change the Army’s fundamental culture amid a period of tremendous 

social ferment.  Second, he had to develop a generation of weapons capable of defeating 
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a growing Soviet military that showed increasing levels of technological progress and 

tactical sophistication.  Abrams recognized that investments in more modern weapons 

systems were of little use without fixing the underlying cultural problems (drug use, 

racism, indiscipline, low morale, and the conversion to an all-volunteer force) resulting in 

ineffective units.18 

 Through the course of his career, Abrams remained focused on the soldier.  

Perhaps more than any other senior officer of his day, he tended to view the lowest Army 

member not as a serial-numbered item but as a feeling and thinking individual.  In a 

largely conscript Army, operating with tremendous monthly turnover and experiencing 

crises of confidence, morale, and even purpose, Abrams’ focus on meeting his troops’ 

expectations represented an unusual position.  The prevailing sentiment in the Army was 

that careerists placed their personal concerns before those of the soldiers they led.  

Abrams noted the 1970 US Army War College Study on Military Professionalism and its 

finding that officers “perceive a significant difference between the ideal values and the 

actual or operative values of the officer corps.”19  The study also identified a focus on 

short-term objectives and the tendency of senior officers to look upward to ensure 

supervisor satisfaction rather than downward to meet the legitimate needs of 

subordinates.  Comments from the study’s participants included the unfair treatment of 

those leaders trying to maintain high standards and officers more concerned with their 

careers than their soldiers.   

 Abrams had little difficulty in turning the study’s comments into observable 

changes.  The Army’s most significant institutional and cultural change—the end of 
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conscription—occurred on his watch.  The last draft call took place on December 7, 

1972, with the final authority for induction expiring June 30, 1973.  If Abrams could not 

reorient the Army’s operative culture and values, soldiers would pay the price.  This 

meant that retention rates would likely crumble and recruiting would suffer.  To prevent 

this, Abrams focused on meeting soldier expectations for leadership and service support.  

“People aren’t IN the Army, they ARE the Army” epitomized Abrams’ position.20  He 

communicated it frequently to impress upon his military audiences the need to change the 

institutional focus and ground it again in discipline, trust, integrity, and competency—

especially in leadership.  Correctly doing this satisfied soldier expectations and began the 

long road of once again rebuilding the Army as a competent and relevant force.21   

 If the Project 80 changes met Robert McNamara’s requirements, they did not 

adequately meet the Army’s needs.  Budget reductions following the end of hostilities in 

Southeast Asia coupled with a realization that the Army’s overall headquarters structure 

had grown bloated meant further changes were necessary to ensure maximum 

performance.  The 1962 reorganization left CONARC in place.  CONARC encompassed 

a massive organization with diverse responsibilities.  These included directing most 

Army training programs, ensuring unit combat readiness (Regular, National Guard, and 

Reserve) in the United States, overseeing the operation of major installations, and serving 

as the Army component command for two different joint combat organizations—Strike 

Command and Atlantic Command.  As a massive consumer of manpower and money, 

CONARC was an obvious subject for critical examination.  Beginning in 1970, 

CONARC began an internal study of its organization in response to Westmoreland 
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directing a reexamination of the institutional Army’s organizational structure.  Follow-on 

studies by the Defense Department, the Army, and CONARC considered CONARC’s 

structure, roles, and missions with a view towards making the command more efficient.  

CONARC possessed two core functions—training the individual soldier and providing 

trained and ready units.  The logical action was thus to cleave CONARC into two 

different commands—one focusing on training and one on readiness.  This action, 

however, created a new problem: redundancy between part of the CONARC training 

mission and the mission of the existing Combat Developments Command.  The solution 

to this issue was also, at least superficially, a simple one—merging the Combat 

Developments Command into the new training development and management 

organization.  On July 1, 1973, the Army simultaneously deactivated CONARC and 

activated the U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) and the U.S. 

Army Forces Command (FORSCOM). The task was enormous and involved over one 

million soldiers, forty installations, and hundreds of millions of dollars.  The Combat 

Developments Command ceased operations on December 31, 1973, with some functions 

moving to TRADOC headquarters and others falling under the various service schools. 22 

   As Abrams set about removing the rot within the Army’s human component and 

improving the institutional Army’s structure, he laid the foundation for developing a 

group of weapons and equipment ultimately known as “the Big 5.”  The M1 Abrams 

tank, the M2/M3 Bradley Infantry/Cavalry Fighting Vehicle, Advanced Attack 

Helicopter (fielded as the AH-64 Apache attack helicopter), the Utility Tactical Transport 

Aircraft System (fielded as the UH-60 Blackhawk utility helicopter), and the MIM-104 
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Patriot surface-to-air missile, the “Big 5” came to represent the Army’s warfighting 

future.  Designed for war in Europe, these systems performed successfully in 1983’s 

OPERATION URGENT FURY in Grenada (the UH-60), 1989’s OPERATION JUST 

CAUSE in Panama (the AH-64 and UH-60), the 1991 Persian Gulf War (all five 

systems), and through the present.  Despite plans to replace the ground combat vehicles, 

these still represent some of the most technologically advanced systems of their type.  It 

would be long after General Abram’s death before the first of these weapons entered the 

Army’s inventory, but the criteria developed under his supervision reflected both his own 

experience and that of recent armored conflicts and established a firm path for 

modernization for the next 40 years.23 

Abrams’ successor as chief of staff, General Frederick Weyand, favored 

transformational challenges residing in the human domain.  If there was the proverbial 

elephant in Weyand’s room, it was converting the Army to the All-Volunteer Force 

(AVF).  Weyand became the first chief of staff whose entire tenure coincided with the 

All-Volunteer Force, to include coming to terms with effectively recruiting it.  As 

important as filling the ranks, however, was effective employment.  Under Weyand, the 

Army changed its approach to training soldiers by moving to performance-oriented 

training. Performance-oriented training established specific tasks, conditions, and 

standards for a soldier to perform to demonstrate proficiency in his or her duties.  In 

codifying task standards, the Army changed its approach to training management.  This 

change established the foundation for the operational Army’s enduring post-Vietnam 

training focus: readiness through realistic training.24    
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Of equal importance to the new training model was a new overarching doctrine, 

revealed in the 1976 edition of FM 100-5, Operations.  Rooted in the lessons of the 1973 

Arab-Israeli War and the vision of Gen. William E. DePuy, Maj. Gen. Donn Starry, and 

Brig. Gen. Paul Gorman, the new doctrinal method became known as “active defense.”  

Active defense posited rapid and violent combat by soldiers who knew both what to do 

and why to do it to win the first battle against the Soviet Union in central Europe.  At the 

center of this were two elements—mechanized combined arms formations employing the 

tank as the centerpiece and “training under conditions approximating battle.”25  As a 

doctrine, active defense proved short-lived.  It indelibly marked the path of future 

transformation, however, ensuring the ability to defeat a highly mechanized, modern 

force. 26 

Replacing General Weyand in 1976, Gen. Bernard Rogers saw his tour focus on 

organizational issues as the equipment decisions of his predecessors continued their 

movement towards fielding.  Looking forward to the time when these systems entered 

service, Rogers oversaw the Division 86 project.  Starting in 1978 and continuing through 

October 1979, Division 86 had the task of visualizing the future when full fielding of the 

“Big 5” was well underway and determine the optimum structure for the successful 

employment of these weapons.  The idea behind the project was simple: ensure that the 

coming increases in firepower, protection, and maneuver did not exceed the average 

commander’s ability to employ them.  Division 86 considered a variety of changes to the 

Army’s heavy division and ultimately proposed several significant changes intended to 

improve command and control, facilitate greater tempo, extend the division’s tactical 
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reach, and generate greater lethality.  Those changes included tank platoons of four tanks 

each, tank and mechanized infantry battalions of four companies each, anti-armor 

companies in each mechanized infantry battalion, eight artillery pieces in each field 

artillery battery, and the creation of a combat aviation brigade for each heavy division 

with attack helicopters as the primary weapon.27 

General Rogers completed his tour as the Army’s chief of staff in June 1979.  His 

successor, Gen. Edward C. Meyer, oversaw a second round of Division 86 studies.  This 

effort reflected the realization that the heavy division construct so desirable in central 

Europe was not necessarily the right model in other parts of the world.  Meyer wanted to 

ensure the Army could successfully meet threats outside of Europe without 

compromising efforts there. The challenge for Meyer was creating an effective light 

infantry division, an effort that would extend long beyond his tenure as chief of staff. 28 

Meyer’s watch also found the seeds of Abrams’ procurement efforts bearing fruit.  

The “Big 5” began entering service with the first UH-60As reaching the 101st Airborne 

Division (Air Assault) in August 1979, the first M1 tanks reaching the operational Army 

in February 1980, and the M2/M3 Bradley’s appearing in 1981.  All these weapons 

systems originated in an atmosphere of controversy owing to concerns over technology, 

expected performance, and increasing cost.  The initial fielding saw teething problems, 

both expected and unexpected, reigniting long-standing debates over need, cost, and 

utility.  Despite the early challenges, the Army achieved initial operational capability 

with the M1, M2, the Apache attack helicopter and the Patriot missile system before 

Meyer’s term ended.  The Army had the tools it thought necessary to win in Europe.  
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Significantly, it also now possessed the tools that would dominate or influence POM 

submissions for decades to come.29   

 Even as fielding was underway, the Army moved forward with a bold experiment 

in organizational training—a National Training Center (NTC) that facilitated training 

with most of these systems against an uncooperative opposing force using Soviet-styled 

equipment and employing Soviet doctrine.  At remote Fort Irwin, California, the newly 

Multiple Integrated Laser Engagement System, or MILES, enhanced simulated combat.  

MILES enabled soldiers and vehicles to inflict or become simulated casualties, which 

represented a quantum leap in tactical realism as soldier actions determined an 

engagement’s outcome.30  With battles followed by after-action reviews, or AAR’s, units 

identified strengths and weaknesses across the warfighting functions.  A cadre of 

observer-controllers facilitated these AAR’s, and the Army soon realized the advantages 

of expanding the distribution of lessons learned.  Starting in 1984, the Army began 

capturing and disseminating lessons learned with the NTC Lessons Learned Team at Fort 

Leavenworth’s Combined Arms Training Activity.31   

Meyer also oversaw a profound change in Army tactical and operational doctrine.  

August 1982 saw the unveiling of a new edition of FM 100-5, Operations.  This edition 

discarded the active defense approach that constituted the Army’s first attempt to create a 

post-Vietnam doctrine suitable for operations in Europe and replaced it with a 

fundamentally new approach: AirLand Battle.  AirLand Battle represented a quantum 

leap in Army thinking as it completely revised the Army’s battlefield framework and 

sought to exploit the full capabilities of all its new weapons.  The new doctrine 
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represented the full expression of the Army’s self-conceptualization of itself: technically 

sophisticated, tactically proficient, and able to decisively defeat any modern opponent.32 

Meyer’s 1979-1983 tour as chief of staff was the most consequential since 

General Abrams due to the long-term impact his changes had on the Army.  The NTC 

remains the model for highly realistic unit training, while the systems fielded during this 

period constitute most of the Army’s warfighting and support vehicle fleets. In the 

aggregate, these accomplishments gave the post-Vietnam Army revitalized tactical and 

technical foundations that extended well beyond Meyer’s tour as chief of staff. 33 

Iterative technological improvements to the Army’s new weapons continued 

under General John Wickham’s service as chief of staff.   More significant than these 

modifications were two new publications and two structural changes occurring between 

1983 and 1986.  The publications were the 1983 Army of Excellence study and the 1986 

edition of FM 100-5, Operations, while the structural changes were the creation of a 

force of five light infantry divisions and the Battle Command Training Program (BCTP).  

Taken together, they reshaped the Army’s approach to warfighting by creating a new 

vision grounded in evolving capabilities and in providing a better mix of forces to meet 

operational requirements.  The BCTP provided a means to improve training further and 

develop the capacity to effectively employ a revitalized operational force built around the 

“Big 5.” 34 

Rooted in the earlier Division 86 studies, the new Army of Excellence reflected 

several unfortunate realities.  These included the high cost of some Division 86 

proposals, concerns over a commander’s ability to control the division’s subordinate 
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brigades, delays in providing new capabilities, and the lingering questions over light 

divisions.  These questions included how many to create and how to structure them.  In 

contrast to the problems with Division 86 was the revised edition of Field Manual 100-5, 

Operations, published in 1986.  This document reflected both lessons learned, and 

developing concepts related to conducting joint operations.  These would prove vital over 

the next decade.35 

In creating the BCTP, the Army markedly improved its ability to train divisions 

and corps in critical warfighting tasks.  It achieved this by focusing on senior leaders and 

their staffs.  The BCTP provided division and corps-level command post exercises 

allowing commanders and staffs to respond to an opposing force operating in cyberspace.  

When coupled with the combat-training experiences for battalions and brigades provided 

by the National Training Center and subsequent training centers at other locations, the 

BCTP gave the Army a unique training capability.  Collective training—the training of 

units—in a realistic environment was now possible from echelons ranging from fire team 

or tank crew to corps commander.   

There is one other event related to transformation that took place during 

Wickham’s tenure as chief of staff that is also particularly noteworthy, the 1983 U.S. 

invasion of Grenada, better known as OPERATION URGENT FURY.  This represented 

the first major American military effort since the aborted American hostage rescue in Iran 

in 1979.  As forces attained their strategic objectives, senior leaders and critical observers 

realized URGENT FURY exposed multiple institutional weaknesses within the American 

defense structure.  Most disturbing among them was the inability of the various services 
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to work together effectively.  Some weaknesses were essentially technical.  Others 

included an imperfect understanding of joint planning, doctrine, and employment.  These 

were significant issues as they led to both American casualties and delays in conducting 

operations.  The United States Senate examined the military organizational structure in 

the aftermath of URGENT FURY with the resulting Locher Report recommending 

changes.  The most enduring outcome of the invasion proved to be the Goldwater-

Nichols Act, which strengthened the authority of commanders and sought to replace 

service-centric approaches with joint ones.  To realize the desired joint approach, the act 

created new promotion requirements for senior officers by mandating service in joint 

assignments, directed the resourcing of joint headquarters, and firmly placed the 

chairman of the Joint Chiefs in the position of primary military advisor to the president 

and secretary of defense.  This last provision worked a profound change in the 

chairman’s previous role as “first among equals” and with no special authority over the 

uniformed service chiefs.  Furthermore, Goldwater-Nichols mandated a series of changes 

within the Department of the Army’s organization and required the chief of staff have 

joint experience as a general officer.  It also established joint service policies requiring 

the Army provide both officers for joint duty assignments and ensure a promotion rate 

equal to that of their non-joint peers. 36   

More revealing than the law’s provisions, however, was Goldwater-Nichols’ 

impact on Army doctrine and culture.  Chapter 15 of the 1982 edition of FM 100-5, 

Operations stated, “The Army will seldom fight alone . . . joint operations will be the rule 

rather than the exception.”37  It then offered 13 broad paragraphs that said little about 
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operating in a joint environment with most of the discussion oriented toward delineating 

chains of command and the distinctions between unified commands, specified 

commands, and joint task forces.  In contrast, the 1986 edition stressed the “imperative 

that Army units fight as part of a joint team” and addressed broader constructions of joint 

operational art, campaign planning, and joint, combined, and multi-national operations.38  

Goldwater-Nichols did not alter the fundamental trajectory of Army transformation 

efforts, but it grounded them within a broader joint structure and kept them linked to that 

structure in the succeeding years. 

Gen. Carl Vuono assumed the chief of staff’s duties in June 1987.  As he assumed 

the duties, the elephant in his office was the Goldwater-Nichols Act and its requirements 

to reorganize several Army headquarters organizations and staff and concurrently reduce 

headquarters personnel strength by 15 percent.  One of the law’s provisions ultimately 

changed one of the institutional Army’s three major commands.  FORSCOM became a 

specified command.  The organization retained its original mission of controlling all 

Army combat forces in the United States and providing a dedicated Army component to 

the U.S. Central Command.  Its new missions included the joint training of designated 

forces, assisting civil authorities within the United States, and the land defense of the 

continental United States and Canada.39   

Goldwater-Nichols also directed the formation of the U.S. Special Operations 

Command (USSCOCOM), an action that provided the impetus for the Army to create the 

Special Forces branch.  Concurrent with this, the Army established the 1st Special 

Operations Command to serve as the Army component command to USSOCOM.  
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Creating this command provided a single headquarters for some of the Army’s most 

unique units as the Army consolidated Special Forces, Psychological Operations, and 

Civil Affairs units under the new organization.  Although Special Forces and their unique 

capabilities (including supporting insurgencies) garnered great attention, the Army’s 

“corporate” focus remained on the “Big 5” and winning in Europe.40   

The transformation underway in Army training continued under Vuono.  Nineteen 

eighty-eight brought the publication of Field Manual 25-100, Training the Force.  

Prepared by TRADOC, Training the Force opened with a foreword by Vuono 

emphasizing the need to “develop and enforce high standards in combat readiness 

through tough, realistic multi-echelon combined arms training . . . to challenge and 

develop individuals, leaders and units.”41  Doctrine now called for commanders to 

develop a mission essential task list, or METL, based on the unit’s wartime mission and 

then practicing to achieve proficiency in those tasks.  The manual specifically referenced 

FM 100-5, Operations, and its supporting manuals as providing common procedures and 

methods.  Mission training plans published by various Army schools provided 

commanders guidance for developing unit training and assessing task proficiency.  This 

tightly connected training to doctrine and empowered commanders to train their soldiers 

based on their own assessments.42   

While all these changes reflected actions within the Army, two signal events also 

took place during Vuono’s tour that spurred intense debate over that service’s 

composition, roles, and doctrine.  The first was the collapse of communism in eastern 

Europe and the subsequent German reunification and collapse of the Soviet state.  The 
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second was the 1990 Iraqi invasion of Kuwait and OPERATION DESERT 

SHIELD/DESERT STORM to restore Kuwaiti sovereignty.  With the Soviet threat 

eliminated and with the Army decisively demonstrating its mastery of high-intensity 

combat in southwest Asia, many outside the Army called for massive reductions in force 

structure. Concurrent with this, the institutional Army sought to determine how best to 

adapt the force to new strategic realities.  Much had gone right in rebuilding the Army 

after Vietnam.  The new challenge resided in sustaining what was good as the service 

entered a new era of uncertainty.43   

The Post-Cold War Army 

Gen. Gordon L. Sullivan replaced Vuono as Army chief of staff in June 1991.  

Upon taking office, Sullivan faced challenges not seen since the end of World War II as 

he sought to adapt the Army to a markedly altered strategic environment.  With no power 

comparable to the United States on the horizon and expectations of a peace dividend 

facilitated by the Soviet Union’s collapse, Sullivan had to guide the restructuring of an 

army that met the nation’s needs even as the strategic environment became more complex 

and unstable.  As he assumed his duties in June 1991, the Army was conducting 

humanitarian assistance operations in Iraqi Kurdistan while maintaining a presence in 

Kuwait.  Instability in the Middle East only represented one problem set with crises in 

both the United States and the Caribbean placing demands on Army resources.  The 1991 

Haitian coup resulted in a slowly escalating crisis culminating with an American landing 

on the island in September 1994 to help return the country to civilian rule.  The April 

1992 Los Angeles riots resulted in more than 13,500 soldiers of the Regular Army and 
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Army National Guard establishing a joint task force with a Marine Corps infantry 

regiment to assist civil authorities in restoring order.  In August 1992, Army units 

deployed to Somalia to assist in international relief efforts with this mission rapidly 

shifting to a combatant one.  August also saw Hurricane Andrew strike Florida.  This led 

to more than 23,000 soldiers deploying to Florida to again aid civil authorities. These five 

deployments found Army units performing markedly different missions, largely outside 

the scope of those the Army considered its primary function.  They also provided visible 

public reminders that while the Army might desire a particular environment and 

associated mission, it could not create them.  Finally, the five deployments demonstrated 

both the variety and power of external forces on the Army.44    

Against this backdrop of deployments, Sullivan approved a new edition of FM 

100-5, Operations and undertook several initiatives intended to better inform the Army 

regarding the changes it needed to make and the best way to make them.  The 1993 

edition of FM 100-5 reflected the Army’s 1991 Desert Storm experience.  While 

OPERATION DESERT STORM validated much of the AirLand Battle doctrine, the 

Army recognized the end of the Soviet threat called for significant doctrinal revisions.  

DESERT STORM dramatically demonstrated the power of joint and combined 

operations.  In the future, the Army would not only fight jointly, but with the armies of 

other nations.  This realization led the Army to a relatively rapid review and revision of 

its capstone doctrine.  Important changes in the 1993 edition included fuller discussions 

of operations other than war (OOTW), full dimension operations, joint and combined 

operations, and greater flexibility in establishing the battlefield framework.  As with 
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previous editions, the new 100-5 affected the institutional Army as it responded to the 

cascading changes in the other DTLOMPF elements.45 

While 100-5 provided guidance to the current force, the institutional Army moved 

towards the future with the creation of Battle Labs, Force XXI, and the Louisiana 

Maneuvers.  Sullivan possessed a strong sense of Army history, and he intentionally 

selected the name “Louisiana Maneuvers” to invoke the 1940-41 exercises in the same 

state that shaped World War II organization.  In a 1992 chief of staff message, Sullivan 

noted his “intellectual debt” to World War II Army Chief of Staff Gen. George C. 

Marshall and Army Ground Forces Commanding General, Lieut. Gen. Lesley J. McNair, 

who orchestrated the original 1940-41 maneuvers that enlightened Army thinking on the 

eve of war.  The Battle Labs, created at the various Training and Doctrine Command 

branch centers and schools, represented an effort to simultaneously introduce new 

technologies and equipment upgrades even as pressures to realize the “peace dividend” 

meant fewer resources for transformation.  Concurrent with this, the Battle Labs (in 

conjunction with the Louisiana Maneuvers) also informed Force XXI.  In conjunction 

with the Louisiana Maneuvers, Force XXI expressed the Army’s understanding of a new 

environment, one in which the volume, accuracy, and speed of information available to a 

commander would significantly increase.  This new environment was one in which 

networked elements would function in both hierarchical and peer relationships.  In the 

words of Lieut. Gen. Paul E. Menoher, then commanding the Intelligence Center at Ft. 

Huachuca, Arizona, Force XXI represented “both a vision and a process: a vision of what 

the Army of the early 21st century will look like . . . and a process through which we . . . 



   

32 
 

achieve this vision.”46  This corresponded with the then much-discussed revolution in 

military affairs, or RMA.  Retired Brig. Gen. John S. Brown provided a good working 

definition of RMA in Kevlar Legions: The Transformation of the U.S. Army, 1989-2005.  

Brown termed it “a major change in the nature of warfare brought about by the 

innovative application of new technologies which, combined with dramatic changes in 

military doctrine and operational and organizational concepts, fundamentally alters the 

character and conduct of military operations.”47          

In this case, the new technology resided in the cyber domain with theorists 

envisioning a future of networked leaders, soldiers, and combat systems provided with a 

common operational picture of both themselves and the enemy.  In tactical terms, this 

technology offered the ability to compress time while concurrently giving commanders at 

all levels high-quality information facilitating rapid and sound decision making.  

Compressing time when the enemy did not enjoy that capability and substantially 

reducing decision making risk would give the Army tremendous advantages in time of 

conflict.  The effort to fully realize the potential of cybernetics adjusted transformation’s 

arc as the Army began thinking about both upgrades and replacements for some of the 

“Big 5” and other major equipment items.   The ambitious plans included a new stealth 

helicopter, the RAH-66 Comanche, and the Advanced Field Artillery System known as 

Crusader.  Both programs reflected the Army’s belief that conflict with a technologically 

sophisticated opponent possessing sizable numbers of armored vehicles represented the 

greatest threat.   Both programs also consumed increasing amounts of money in POM 

submissions between 1983 and 2004, even as POM’s continued resourcing the “Big 5.”48 
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Force XXI became virtually synonymous with the battlefield’s full digitization.  

The Army’s objective was full connectivity between combat, combat support, and 

combat service support units.  Digitization profoundly affected each DTLOMPF element 

as well as the Army’s budget as the service embraced the so-called “revolution in military 

affairs” and boldly made its first large-scale strategic, operational, and tactical 

deployments into cyberspace.  One of the Army’s first major initiatives in support of this 

goal was fielding a “digital division.”  The Army assigned the 4th Infantry Division 

(Mechanized) the mission of digitizing its subordinate elements and demonstrating the 

improved command and control, intelligence, communications, fire support, maneuver, 

and logistical capabilities flowing from a fully networked organization employing new 

operating methods.  Implicit in full digitization was an almost complete change in some 

of the most basic procedures the division employed.  Most standing operating procedures, 

the codified ways in which units operated and managed the myriad details of a unit with 

over 16,000 soldiers and 811 combat vehicles and aircraft and the training associated 

with them, would change to reflect new capabilities.49  

With Sullivan’s June 1995 retirement, uniformed leadership of the Army passed 

to Gen. Dennis Reimer. The breakup of communist Yugoslavia into five (later six) 

sovereign states resulted in the worst ethnic violence in Europe since World War II and 

the deployment of American units into Bosnia-Herzegovina starting in 1995.  For the 

Army, this originally envisioned one-year deployment turned into an open-ended mission 

continuing through the present.  For Reimer, the deployments to Bosnia and the inter-

related crisis in Kosovo meant the existing Army was committed to another high-profile 
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mission featuring most of the “Big 5” weaponry even as the Army sought the optimal 

path to its future. 

Building on Sullivan’s Force XXI construct, Reimer’s tenure saw refinements in 

the “Army After Next” (AAN).  AAN reflected, in part, the observations of two white 

papers—1996’s “Force of Decision” and 1998’s “One Team, One Fight, One Future.”  

“Force of the Future” emphasized technological advances in changed organizations 

employing new doctrine while operating as part of a joint force.  A paradigm shift lay at 

the heart of “Force of the Future” with its operative thesis arguing the need to develop a 

capabilities rather than threat-based Army.  Whereas past efforts first considered likely 

opponents and the threats they posed, this new mental model centered on technological 

possibilities.  In other words, the Army would develop a range of capabilities and then 

selectively employ them as circumstances required.  This new approach made sense in a 

world of changing political and economic relationships between countries and the 

associated wide dissemination of military technologies.  It considered the need to both 

defeat enemy capabilities and concurrently integrate those of both allies and coalition 

partners.  Significantly, Reimer set a long-term planning horizon, the year 2020, and the 

Army worked backward from that point to develop realistic characteristics, objectives, 

and concepts.  Key among these was a force joint by design, possessing the ability to 

leverage emerging communications technologies fully, and logistically unencumbered.  

Implicit in this was building into the force a higher degree of strategic and operational 

agility, even as it upset long-held understandings of who, what, and how the Army would 

fight.   “One Team, One Fight, One Future” spoke of the need to ensure that all three 
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Army components—the Regular Army, the Army National Guard, and the Army 

Reserve—enjoyed full integration as the Army adapted to the new technological and 

operational environments.  For Reimer, “One Team, One Fight, One Future” reflected 

two pressing realities—the poor relationship between the Regular Army and the Army 

National Guard and the need to maximize the Army’s return on decreasing resources.  

The poor relationship with the National Guard reflected the minimal role that Guard 

combat units played in OPERATION DESERT SHIELD/DESERT STORM.50    

  Regaining the Guard’s trust required significant work on the institutional Army’s 

part that included establishing “enhanced brigades,” an early action initiated by Sullivan 

but brought to fruition by Reimer.  These brigades enjoyed higher resourcing and training 

support priorities to ensure their availability in the event of another crisis.  Simply 

“throwing money” at the problem, however, was insufficient.  The most efficacious—and 

more difficult--requirement was an honest effort to reestablish bonds of trust, and this 

was something Reimer diligently pursued.  One initiative lay in creating smaller, more 

deployable forces within all three components to enhance agility and reduce the need for 

long, post-mobilization training periods.51  

Effective transformation required careful consideration of insights gleaned 

through experimentation and combat simulations.  Reimer noted in a May 11, 1998, e-

mail to the Army’s general officers that overwhelming American capabilities would 

likely drive foes to seek asymmetric responses to offset existing or developing 

advantages.  While he specifically noted nuclear, biological, or chemical responses, he 

also touched on transnational actors and enemies attempting to disrupt capabilities within 
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the United States.  To describe this new environment, Reimer used the acronym 

“VUCA”: volatile, uncertain, complex, and ambiguous.  This construct represented a 

quantum shift from Cold War thinking and the clearly defined friendly, neutral, and 

hostile actors that provided the Army a reliable threat against which it could plan.  

Reimer observed all the technological elements associated with transforming the Army 

but also maintained a keen awareness of one element technology could not fundamentally 

change—a high degree of personal character in the Army’s leaders and soldiers.  As he 

sought to ensure the Army capitalized on developing capabilities, he emphasized the need 

to remain anchored in the Army’s values and traditions.  At the core of his thinking was 

his conviction that technology was only an end to a means and belief that “the ultimate 

weapon on the battlefield will always be the individual soldier.”52  While the white 

papers, emails, and articles are significant for providing both visions of the Army’s future 

and concrete steps to realize them, the consequences of deploying to the troubled Balkans 

ultimately proved both more long-lived and influential.53 

Reimer handed off the duties of Army chief of staff to General Eric R. Shinseki 

on June 21, 1999.  Like Reimer, Shinseki was a Vietnam veteran who had seen the 

modern Army hit its nadir.  Unlike Reimer, Shinseki had several years’ personal 

experience with the challenges of operating in the Balkans.  Prior assignments included 

serving as the Army’s operations officer during the first transfer of authority between 

Army units serving in the Implementation Force in Bosnia in November 1996.  He 

followed this by serving as Commanding General U.S. Army Europe and as 

Commanding General of the Stabilization Force in Bosnia-Herzegovina.  He served as 



   

37 
 

the Army’s vice chief of staff during 1999’s OPERATION ALLIED FORCE, the air 

campaign against Serbia, and experienced the drama of deploying Task Force Hawk.  

Task Force Hawk consisted of an AH-64 battalion (24 aircraft), a multiple launch rocket 

system (MLRS) battalion, a mechanized task force (tanks and infantry fighting vehicles), 

and the support troops necessary to support them.  Task Force Hawk’s envisioned 

mission was attacking the highly mobile targets the NATO air forces struggled to destroy.  

Owing to a combination of changing priorities, difficulty in joint interoperability with the 

Air Force, diplomatic concerns, and the need to develop an operating base where there 

was no American presence, the Task Force ultimately failed to perform its original 

mission.  The Army faced criticism over Task Force Hawk’s failure and concurrently 

faced an unsettling reality: a military campaign against a foreign state succeeded without 

any Army units involved in the fighting.  For Shinseki, this raised two fundamental 

questions: how did the Army remain relevant in a changing age where airpower finally 

appeared to be capable of delivering on the promises of Giulio Douhet, and how could 

the Army develop credible strategic agility?  The questions harkened back to the 1950s—

the Army’s internal angst under the New Look national security strategy and its efforts to 

redefine itself.  For Shinseki, the answers lay in undertaking a bold transformation of the 

Army, announced in 1999, and one that when complete would posture the Army for 

battlefield success in any environment and against any foe.54   

Shinseki inherited both the “Big 5” and the modernization efforts instigated by 

Reimer and Sullivan.  On this foundation, he sought to develop a new “objective force” 

possessing capabilities far greater than those of what he called the “legacy force.”  The 
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legacy force, built around the “Big 5,” represented a massive investment not only in 

equipment, but also in doctrine, training, leader development, organizational 

development, personnel, and facilities and would take years to replace. The objective 

force would possess seven characteristics: responsive to the full spectrum of combat, 

deployability, agility, versatility, lethality, survivability, and sustainability.  Immediately 

jumping to the objective force was a technical and fiscal impossibility—the means of 

addressing all the DTLOMPF elements, not to mention sufficient funding, did not exist.  

Between “legacy” and “objective” the Army required an interim force that represented a 

step forward while not jeopardizing its ability to accomplish its wartime mission.  It also 

required that this interim force inform objective force development efforts and engage in 

any contingency operations since the Army lacked the resources to sustain a large, purely 

experimental organization.  The Army engaged in parallel efforts to develop the two new 

forces.  At the heart of this effort were two different families of ground combat 

vehicles—one representing an interim solution with the other representing the final 

objective.  The conceptual model of the legacy force, the interim force, and the objective 

force defined Shinseki’s approach and framed virtually all presentations of his 

modernization and transformation efforts.  These efforts resulted in two markedly 

different outcomes with results that shaped the Army through the present. 55   

The M1 tank and M2 infantry fighting vehicle provided the legacy force’s core.  

While still capable, these vehicles required attention not only in resourcing, but in 

rethinking their employment.  On June 14, 2001, the Army released a new capstone 

doctrinal manual, FM 3-0, Operations.  The new number, 3-0, brought the Army in line 
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with the Defense Department’s publication system.  More importantly than the new 

number, however, were two concepts: full spectrum operations and unified action.  Full 

spectrum operations included offense, defense, stability, and support and recognized that 

the mission’s unique nature dictated the proportion and relationship between these four 

types.  The attention to stability and support recognized the experiences of the Balkans, 

Somalia, Haiti, and the short-lived humanitarian effort in Rwanda in 1994.  It also 

acknowledged military operations other than war that included both conflict resolution 

and the promotion of peace.  The Army classified the latter as peacetime military 

engagement with this encompassing such actions as combined exercises with other states.  

Unified action recognized the Army’s position as a member of the joint service team and 

the requirement to synchronize action with that of the other services, allies, or other 

partners. Published just two months before the attacks of September 11, this was the 

doctrine the Army took into Afghanistan and Iraq.56   

The objective force was the main effort—it was where the Army invested most 

heavily and reflected the Army’s broadest ambitions.  Conceptually it reflected concepts 

developed under Sullivan and Reimer, especially leveraging advanced communications 

and computer technologies.  It also reflected Shinseki’s reflections on the Army’s 

Balkans experience, especially the difficulties encountered in both deploying and 

operating in an area with very restricted terrain and poor ground lines of communication.  

For Shinseki, the objective force required a new vehicle: despite his background as an 

Armor officer, he believed tanks would not work in the future.  He sought a new vehicle 

that was smaller and lighter; possessed greater mobility, lethality, and survivability; and 
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was more sustainable.  Ideally, he sought a wheeled vehicle 50-70% lighter than the 

M1A2 tank.  Shinseki did not believe armor’s mission had disappeared, but he believed 

the tank had reached its limit of development and that the mobility and agility required of 

the mission required a new approach in vehicle development.  Shinseki thus visualized a 

Future Combat Vehicle (FCV).  The FCV, possessing a common chassis, would have 

various mission configurations.  When procured, these vehicles would serve in the 

objective force as elements of the Future Combat System (FCS).  Fundamentally, the 

Army’s self-conceptualization was largely unaltered: as envisioned, FCS provided the 

Army new tools to use against technologically sophisticated opponents.57   

Sometimes described as “18+1+1,” FCS consisted of 18 systems—eight different 

combat vehicles, two “unattended munitions,” four classes of unmanned aerial vehicles 

(UAV), three classes of unattended ground vehicles, and a multifunction 

utility/logistics/equipment vehicle.  Connecting these various equipment items was a high 

capacity communications network, +1, and the individual soldier, the second +1.  While 

conceptually simple, making FCS work presented the Army—and its sister services—

with many technical challenges.  The mission statement of a briefing the Program 

Manager, Future Combat Vehicle presented to industry representatives interested in 

working on the program gives some idea of the anticipated problems.  It stated, “The FCS 

must provide the Army with significant combat overmatch against all foreseeable 

enemies on the battlefield in 2010 - 2025.  The system must use smaller combat 

formations capable of very high OPTEMPO, yet have a significantly reduced logistical 

support requirement.”58 
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 In the abstract, the enemies envisioned existed at all points on the spectrum of 

conflict and might avail themselves of a variety of weapons and tactics.  In concrete 

terms, that meant FCS needed to defeat targets ranging from powerful combined arms 

formations using the most modern weapons and equipment to guerillas employing 

unsophisticated tactics and using relatively simple weapons.  Between these two poles 

lurked such threats as nuclear, chemical, and biological agents; long-range artillery fires; 

manned and unmanned aircraft; man-portable air defense missiles; organized infantry; 

robust reconnaissance forces; and mines.  As a practical matter, there existed a 

pronounced bias towards the higher end of the spectrum of conflict characterized by the 

armored, infantry, and air defense units found in technologically sophisticated armies.  

To effectively perform, FCS had to simultaneously collect, communicate, process, and 

present intelligence information from imagery, signal, electronic, measurement and 

signature, and human intelligence sources.  Implicit in the mission statement was the 

need to address these threats across vast distances with little room for error.  This meant 

engineering new ground and air-based systems capable of operating under all weather, 

temperature, and terrain conditions.  It also meant developing the way to securely pass all 

this information between the widely dispersed FCS elements.  A daunting technical 

challenge lay in the communications requirements alone as the systems employed had to 

not only work amongst themselves, but remain safe from enemy exploitation.  Also 

implicit in this were monumental changes in doctrine, organizations, leader development, 

and training. 59 
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 The mission statement’s second sentence described a daunting challenge: 

employing smaller, faster, and more easily sustained formations to defeat any enemy.  

Smaller formations require more capable vehicles and weapons to compensate for 

reduced numbers.  This means developing vehicles able to engage the enemy at longer 

ranges while possessing the ability to survive both known and emerging threats.  A faster 

operational tempo necessitates not only improving the ability to deliver the intelligence, 

operational, and logistical information required for operations, but also developing the 

human capacity to act on that data.  A reduced logistical footprint meant reducing the 

requirement for all types of supply including maximizing commonality of components 

between the various systems constituting FCS.  Taken together, the two short sentences 

of the mission statement presented a long list of DTLOMPF issues to solve.  They also 

provided a massive budget item—one that would grow over time.60 

 While the Army possessed a great deal of technical expertise in a wide variety of 

areas, producing FCS required capabilities not resident in the Army and introduced a 

requirement to develop both new partnerships and systems development methods.  Early 

on, the Army partnered with the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA).  

A February 2000 memorandum of agreement (MOA) between the Army and DARPA 

gave the lead for early FCS development to DARPA with the Army having a supporting 

role.  One early outcome of this arrangement was DARPA selecting Boeing Corporation, 

which had teamed with Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC), as the 

program’s lead system integrator (LSI).  The LSI had responsibility for making the 

constellation of systems work together and by 2003, they had selected 21 different firms 
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to work various aspects of FCS.  Between signing the DARPA MOA and the LSI 

selecting the firms responsible for turning FCS from concept to reality, one completely 

unanticipated event took place that would ultimately redirect FCS efforts: the attacks of 

September 11, 2001.  Before the attacks, Shinseki personally involved himself in driving 

transformation and hosted weekly meetings with principals involved in moving FCS to 

completion.  Following the attacks, Shinseki and the Army staff had to adopt new 

priorities and devote their attention to the demands of wartime.  Shinseki remained 

engaged in transformation, but the day-to-day supervision of the prior main effort, FCS, 

transitioned to the Director, Objective Force Task Force, Lieut. Gen. John M. Riggs.  Not 

fully appreciated at the time, relegating the task of shepherding FCS to “second chairs” 

was one of several issues that put the program on the road to ultimate cancellation.61   

 Betting heavily on the objective force, the Army made several budgeting 

decisions in 2002 intended to accelerate the program.  These including investing more 

than 95 percent of its scientific and technological development funding and 20 percent of 

its research and development and acquisition funding to FCS critical items.  This was not 

the only area in which the Army invested heavily, but it is noteworthy that as fighting 

began in Afghanistan, the service remained committed to FCS and its ambitious 

capabilities suite.  It was in the ambitious suite of desired capabilities that a second FCS 

issue appeared.  Described as an all-encompassing “system of systems,” FCS had become 

something of the proverbial elephant.  In the words of retired Brig. Gen. Donald Schenk, 

former Program Manager for FCS, “what part you are feeling tells you what it is.”62  The 

Army’s different constituencies all saw FCS differently—for those from the Tank-
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Automotive Armaments Command it was all about vehicles, for those from the Signal 

Corps it was all about the network, for the aviation community it was all the unmanned 

aerial vehicles. Shinseki might have reconciled the confusion and misunderstandings, but 

Riggs lacked the ability necessary to do so—a task force director, no matter how good, 

lacked the chief of staff’s authority.  This supervisory change would haunt the effort in 

years to come. 63   

 While the efforts to develop the objective force encountered institutional 

difficulties in the wake of September 11 and revised priorities, the story was very 

different from the interim force that saw its position elevated.  Shinseki assumed the 

duties of chief of staff in June 1999 and by December had designated the interim force’s 

first unit as the 3rd Brigade, 2nd Infantry Division, and was evaluating 35 different light-

to-medium weight armored vehicles to determine the one best suited for Army service.  

Validating concepts for the objective force, however, required the interim force be more 

than just a medium-weight vehicle—it also called for having significant digital 

connectivity with other fighting vehicles as well as its commanding headquarters.  The 

interim force could not succeed if it just possessed connectivity or if it just possessed 

lighter weight vehicles—it had to possess them both in a tactically functional package 

capable of rapid deployment and effective combat when committed.  The Army reached a 

milestone for the interim force in November 2000 by selecting a version of the Canadian 

Army’s Light Armored Vehicle, Third Generation (LAV III), as the base vehicle for the 

interim force.  In making a vehicle decision and signing a procurement contract, the 

Army realized another major milestone with the interim force.  Two thousand and two 
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saw a symbolic accomplishment with the formal designation of the interim armored 

vehicle as the Stryker.  This effectively ended any references to the “interim force” 

within the Army: what was going to be the interim force now existed, at least in part, and 

was no longer a theoretical element on briefing slides.  By the time Shinseki’s tour as 

Army chief of staff ended, the Army had fielded one Stryker-equipped infantry brigade, 

was preparing it for combat, and had started the process of converting the 1st Brigade, 

25th Infantry Division, as its second, and designated three others for conversion.64   

 The Stryker represented a success for Shinseki.  Despite the considerable 

controversy that the idea generated from the beginning, Shinseki guided the program 

from concept to fielding in less than four years, a remarkable feat.  He accomplished this 

despite the need to make significant survivability improvements that made both strategic 

deployability and battlefield use more difficult.  He also overcame protests from industry 

and advocates, skepticism within the Army (to include the procurement bureaucracy), 

and at times Defense Department hostility.  Arguably, his efforts benefitted from the 

revision of priorities following September 11, 2001—it was much easier to build on a 

program that had more than a few concrete steps completed than one that was still mostly 

ethereal as was the case with FCS.  Most significantly, he proved a fundamental truth 

about transformation—if the visionary does not create something on his watch it likely 

will not come to fruition as intended.  The differences between Stryker procurement and 

the procurement cycles of the M1 tank and M2/M3 infantry/cavalry fighting vehicle 

which spanned over a decade are remarkable. 65 
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Transformation during Shinseki’s tenure went beyond re-envisioning operational 

force structure.  Changes took place within the Headquarters, Department of the Army 

and with the reserve components.  The changes to the reserve component were among the 

most important in their history.  In the first 90 days following the attacks of September 

11, 2001, the Army mobilized over 50,000 National Guardsmen for a variety of 

homeland and defense installation security tasks.  Following this were two major 

initiatives—expanding the number of National Guard Civil Support Teams capable of 

assisting in response to the effects of weapons of mass destruction and programming 

combat units for overseas service.  By 2003, more than 21 percent of the Army National 

Guard had deployed overseas with approximately 38,000 soldiers serving either in or in 

support of operations in Iraq with this including seven infantry battalions.  The Army 

Reserve experienced large-scale mobilizations with troops deploying to Afghanistan and 

Iraq and uncovered fundamentally weak administrative processes rooted in the strategic 

reserve/Cold War mobilization model rendered ineffective as a result of the attacks.  This 

mobilization led to internal changes within the Army Reserve to improve both its ability 

to mobilize and support combat operations globally.66   

The post-Cold War Army’s transformations reflect two paths, sometimes 

converging and sometimes diverging.  The early post-Cold War found the Army fighting 

a war that validated both its self-conceptualization and the investments made in the “Big 

5.”  It subsequently found itself engaged in a range of operations widely varied in 

purpose, scope, and location with some challenging long-held assumptions.  Juxtaposed 

against this background were the touted Revolution in Military Affairs and the major 
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reordering of the global institutions that clearly defined the Army’s understanding of its 

environment.  These experiences and the changing political and technical environment 

allowed the service to project a clear vision for change.  That image shattered on 

September 11, 2001, and the aftermath of that date forced the Army to redefine its ideas.  

It would not willingly abandon its original vision, but the realities of two major 

campaigns in Afghanistan and Iraq and a host of related engagements in other locations 

made clear previously un-envisioned changes were necessary. 

Conclusions 

For the United States Army internal and external forces influence change.  

Change, however, most reflects the Army’s self-conceptualization and bureaucratic 

processes.  The Program Objective Memorandum, dating to 1961, represented the most 

important of these as it translated all the Army’s ideas, plans, and aspirations (essentially 

its self-conceptualization) into actual monetary resources.  What the POM enabled; the 

Army possessed.  Before the POM, the budgeting process essentially fulfilled the same 

fundamental role.  That process lacked the POM’s rigor, but still determined in clear 

terms the activities the Army could undertake.  Irrespective of the rationale or importance 

of the desired change, the budget ultimately determined what would (or would not) 

happen. 

     What the Army sought reflected many needs.  To this day, the Joint Strategic 

Capabilities Plan (JSCAP), provided by the Secretary of Defense informs POM 

submissions by telling the Army what capabilities it will provide.  Equally important, 
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however, is the Army’s self-conceptualization as this translates JSCAP requirements into 

actual units with specific units and equipment items.   

     There is a clear correlation between the DTLOMPF factors and the POM.  While 

the most visible impacts are on equipment and facilities, the other elements both affect 

and reflect the POM.  As the Army visualizes its future, DTLOMPF factors provide the 

framework for translating rough concepts into concrete plans.  Those plans, however, are 

not able to drive any form of change unless the POM includes them and the service 

advocates for them.  It is not enough for the Army to document a requirement on the 

POM, it must act as the champion if that requirement is to receive the funding desired as 

the Army competes with the other services for resources.  The POM is the penultimate 

bureaucratic process as it brings life or death to doctrine, training, leader development, 

organizations, material, personnel, and facilities.   

To understand change is to understand the role of self-conceptualization, the 

POM, and their all-powerful influence within the Army.   
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CHAPTER 2 

THE ARMY’S HISTORICAL EXPERIENCE WITH ASYMMETRIC WARFARE 

 
“The conventional army loses if it does not win. The guerrilla wins if he does not lose.”1 

 
Henry A. Kissinger 

  
Asymmetric Roots 

 
 From its founding on June 14, 1775, the United States Army lacked an official 

flag until President Dwight D. Eisenhower signed Executive Order 10670 on the 

service’s 181st birthday in 1956.  This same order directed the flag display a streamer 

representing each campaign in which the Army participated.  By 2020, the number of 

streamers had reached 190.  Of these, sixty-five—over one-third--reflect actions against 

irregular or insurgent actors dating from the republic’s earliest days to the present.  The 

Army’s oldest combat battalions carry additional streamers recognizing punitive 

expeditions across the North American continent.  Not commemorated with streamers are 

additional operations inherently asymmetric in nature.  These include assisting emerging 

governments in Greece and Korea in response to communist insurgencies in the late 

1940s.  They also include creating Military Assistance Advisory Groups (MAAG) in 

friendly countries in the 1950s and 1960s to improve their ability to counter to emerging 

threats.  The late Cold War period saw continued operations, including combat, in Latin 

America and the Persian Gulf.  At the Cold War’s end, the Army conducted short-term 

operations in Somalia and Haiti.  More enduring efforts to both restore peace and capture 

war criminals began in the Balkans in the 1990s.  Not all these operations involved Army 

units in a combat role, but all required an investment of resources.  Each also provided 
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opportunities for the Army to learn lessons that might prove valuable on future occasions. 

Asymmetric warfare is thus as much a part of the Army's historical DNA as conventional 

campaigning.  Asymmetric warfare tended to involve arduous—and often frustrating--

efforts conducted over extended periods with frequently inconclusive results.2 

 Some of these operations offer little insight into effective strategy or tactics.  The 

Seminole Wars (1817-1831, 1835-1842, and 1845-1848) found an ill-prepared, ill-led, 

and often understrength force struggling in conditions utterly foreign to most troops.  

Locally decisive outcomes only (and infrequently) came about through tactics judged 

both immoral and illegal today: the outright destruction of Indian settlements and food 

supplies and ignoring the distinctions between combatants and non-combatants.  The 

same tactical approach appeared again in campaigns against the Comanches, Southern 

Cheyenne, and Kiowas (1867-1875).  Prevailing racial norms meant most white 

Americans had little regard for the indigenous population.  Many senior Army leaders 

shared that perspective.  Commanding the Military Department of the Northwest during 

1862 Dakota War, Maj. Gen. John Pope stated, “It is my purpose utterly to exterminate 

the Sioux.”3  In 1864, Col. John Chivington, commanding all Army units in the Colorado 

Territory voiced similar comments.  “I have come to kill Indians, and believe it is right 

and honorable to use any means under God’s heaven to kill Indians.”4  Unlike Pope, 

Chivington owed his appointment as an officer to the Army’s Civil War expansion.  

Chivington’s conduct during the March 1862 Battle of Glorieta Pass led Col. Edward 

R.S. Canby, then commanding all troops in New Mexico, to promote him to colonel, 

subject to the Territorial Governor’s approval.  Two years later, however, Chivington 

fielded a force of 800 soldiers and he possessed the will to pursue a war of extermination 
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against Colorado’s native population.  In his report following an engagement that became 

known as the Sand Creek Massacre, Chivington claimed his soldiers killed between 500 

and 600 members of the Cheyenne nation.5  

 If Pope and Chivington represented one point on the spectrum of attitudes towards 

the “Indian problem,” the positions adopted by Brig. Gen. George Crook represented the 

other end.  Crook held several commands across the West and justifiably acquired a 

reputation as a “relentless opponent of the Indian on the battlefield and a steadfast friend 

off it.”6  Records show Crook seeking accommodation with the natives.  His most 

significant effort is the case of Standing Bear v. Crook.  After the latter refused Ponca 

chief Standing Bear a writ of habeus corpus at Fort Omaha, Nebraska, Standing Bear 

filed suit.  Crook both assisted Standing Bear in preparing his suit and testified on his 

behalf at trial.  Standing Bear v. Crook ended with Judge Elmer Dundy finding for 

Standing Bear, and concurrently conferring on the Indians the legal status of American 

citizens.  The philosophical positions of Crook, Pope, Sherman, and those officers who 

shared their divergent opinions led to differing approaches to both combat and preserving 

peace once the battle ended.  Throughout the Indian Wars period, tensions existed 

between those seeking the destruction of the native and those seeking co-existence.  

These played out on the battlefield, on the reservation, and in Congress.  They would do 

so until October 5, 1898, and the Army’s last fight against an Indian tribe at Leach Lake, 

Minnesota.7  

If most of the Indian Wars campaigns are of limited utility in understanding the 

problems of twenty-first century asymmetric warfare, others offer valid lessons.  The 
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Army’s Civil War-era General Orders (GO) 100 provided a legal foundation for 

determining acceptable conduct by asymmetric actors.  It also provided the basis for 

responding to violations of those norms.  In the Philippines (1899-1913), establishing an 

American government led to conflicts that found a small Army simultaneously fighting, 

pacifying, and administering a diverse population.  The Punitive Expedition into northern 

Mexico (1916-1917) offers examples of the Army rapidly introducing new technologies 

to aid in operations—and discovering technology’s limitations.  Airpower, 

mechanization, and advanced communications all failed to meet expectations and 

contributed to the expedition’s ultimate failure.  The Vietnam War generated multiple 

challenges while the American military waged a simultaneous conflict against a 

conventional force and an asymmetric one.  These included dealing with difficult allies 

and disaffected populations, integrating technology, and conforming operations to legal 

standards.  An additional consideration was the impact of constant scrutiny by a news 

media increasingly disinclined to accept at face value all it heard from official sources.  

For the Army, this historical legacy demonstrates that it experienced the fundamental 

challenges that would confront it in Afghanistan and Iraq beginning in 2001.8 

The American Civil War and Reconstruction, 1861-1867 

 The Civil War conjures images of massed formations in blue or gray inflicting 

horrendous casualties on each other.  One day of fighting at Antietam, Maryland, on 

September 17, 1862, resulted in 12,401 Union casualties alone.  Adding Confederate 

casualties takes the number to over 24,000, a total exceeding the combined battle 

casualties of all of America’s preceding conflicts.  One out of every five soldiers engaged 
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at Antietam became a casualty.  The sites of large Civil War battles bristle with myriad 

monuments to individuals and units.  These are the battles that live in popular memory.  

Less well known, but just as important, was a concurrent asymmetric struggle.  

Conducted by a variety of actors, this fight created multiple challenges for the U.S. 

Army.  Meeting these challenges meant assigning troops to a variety of guerrilla fighting 

or security duties.  Such assignments sapped the Army’s ability to create the mass needed 

for decisive operations and helped prolong the war’s course.  Developing the means to 

defeat both large organized forces and multiple insurgencies resulted in the Army 

creating new legal and tactical doctrine.9 

 The asymmetric fight raised multiple issues for the War Department and field 

commanders alike.  At that time, the term “insurgent” did not exist in Army parlance.  

Irregulars received such labels as “bushwhackers,” “guerrillas,” “partisans,” “raiders,” or 

“rangers.”  The fundamental challenges for soldiers and commanders lay in determining 

an individual’s status and then dealing with the conduct in a way both supporting national 

policy and consistent with law.  Throughout the war, Union policy focused on inducing 

the Confederacy’s return.  President Abraham Lincoln believed a policy of reconciliation 

would heal the rupture and return the war’s underlying issues to the political sphere.  

Such a policy thus initially served as a restraint on the war’s prosecution.  As for 

insurgents, the existing corpus of military law, the Articles of War, was largely mum. 

Congress approved the version in use at war’s start in 1806.  Constructed in three 

sections, only Section 2 offered any insight on the issue.  This section stated 
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(T)hat in time of war, all persons . . . owing allegiance to the United States of 
America, who shall be found lurking as spies, in or about the fortifications or 
encampments of the armies of the United States . . . shall suffer death . . . by 
sentence of a general court martial.10  

 

The actions of insurgents went far beyond simple “spying.”  In requiring a trial of persons 

“owing allegiance to the United States,” the Articles inferred insurgent activity was as 

much a legal issue as a military one.  This lack of clarity framed the fundamental issue: 

an individual’s actual status and the actions the Army could legally take based upon it.11  

The combination of widespread insurgencies, differing perceptions of an 

insurgent’s legal status, and the steady erosion of military strength frustrated both 

soldiers and the War Department through 1863.  The individual soldier’s overarching 

concern was to end often-fruitless searches for insurgents and eliminate the physical 

threats they posed.  The War Department worried primarily about crafting a policy that 

would both define the limits of legal action by irregular forces and rationalize the Army’s 

response when confronted by such forces.  The War Department thought such a policy 

would influence Confederate behavior.  In contrast, Confederate leadership held varying 

ideas about guerrilla warfare’s propriety and how to respond to Union actions against 

guerrillas.  At the heart of this was the question of reprisals and concerns over an ever-

escalating level of violence that could make any post-war reconciliation impossible.12  

One officer concerned with both the guerrilla issue and its legal implications was 

Maj. Gen. Henry Halleck.  Known to the Army as “Old Brains,” Halleck gained some 

notoriety within the service for translating Antoine-Henri Jomini’s Vie Politique et 

Militaire de Napoleon (Political and Military life of Napoleon) and publishing a series of 
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lectures on military art and science in 1846.  Leaving active service in 1854, he settled 

into legal practice in San Francisco, California, and served in the California Militia 

before returning to active service in 1861.  After the outbreak of the Civil War, Halleck 

personally grappled with the problem of asymmetric warfare while commanding the 

Department of Missouri, an area teeming with Confederate guerrillas.  Replacing Maj. 

Gen. John C. Fremont, an officer whose actions against guerrillas tended to inflame the 

problem further, Halleck enjoyed sufficient success in command to come to Lincoln’s 

attention.  Following the relief of Maj. Gen. George B. McClellan as the Commanding 

General of the United States Army on March 11, 1862, Halleck replaced him in July.  

Halleck made the development of a policy governing the treatment of asymmetric actors 

applicable for Union commanders in all the war’s theaters one of his top priorities.13  

On August 6, 1862, Halleck wrote Francis Lieber, a noted jurist on Columbia 

College’s faculty, asking his views on a guerrilla’s legal rights.  Halleck noted the 

Confederate position that guerrillas should enjoy the same status and treatment as 

conventional combatants and the threat of reprisals if Federal authorities punished Rebel 

irregulars as “marauders or spies.”  In responding to Halleck, Lieber observed, “It is 

universally understood in this country . . . that a guerrilla party means an irregular band 

of armed men, carrying on an irregular war, not being able, according to their character as 

a guerrilla party, to carry on what the law terms a regular war.”14  Lieber followed this 

statement with a historical overview of European experiences, rooted mainly in the 

campaigns of Napoleon.  In Lieber’s opinion, the prevailing body of international 

thinking on the subject was that the “rising of the people to repel invasion entitles them to 
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the full benefit of the law of war . . . so long as they have risen in the yet uninvaded or 

unconquered portions . . . of the country.”15   The discussion between the two lawyers 

laid the foundation for the war’s most important military and enduring legal doctrine—

War Department General Orders (GO) 100, dated April 24, 1863.16  

Also known as “the Lieber Code”, GO 100 attempted to address the legal 

questions of war in their entirety through its 157 articles.  Articles 81 to 85 are 

particularly relevant as they focus specifically on partisans, armed enemies not belonging 

to the hostile army, scouts, and armed rebels.  Article 81 provided legal protection to 

partisans, defined as “soldiers armed and wearing the uniform of their army, but 

belonging to a corps which acts detached from the main body for the purpose of making 

inroads into the territory occupied by the enemy.”17  Articles 82 through 85 effectively 

denied those same protections to other actors committing acts of violence or espionage 

against Union forces.  Articles 149 through 157 focused on “Insurrection, Civil War, and 

Rebellion.”  While several articles dealt with legal definitions, Articles 156 and 157 are 

particularly noteworthy.  The first authorized a “stricter police” of disloyal citizens, while 

the second read, “Armed or unarmed resistance by citizens of the United States against 

the lawful movements of their troops is levying war against the United States, and is 

therefore treason.”18  With GO 100’s publication, the Army possessed the common legal 

doctrine necessary to support operations against both conventional and asymmetric 

forces.19  

GO 100, while important, did not provide the Union Army with all the tools 

needed to vanquish the asymmetric threat.  While guerrilla operations persisted to the 
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war’s end, the Army did undertake several initiatives to reduce its impact.  These 

reflected the unique characteristics of a given geographic region.  Along the Mississippi 

River, the Confederate tactic of shore-based ambushes and artillery strikes against vessels 

trafficking the river led to the creation of the Mississippi Marine Brigade, an initiative 

demonstrating the Army’s ability to adapt to new circumstances.  This organization, 

placed under the command of Brig. Gen. Alfred W. Ellet, gave the Army a force capable 

of both fighting aboard vessels and landing along the river to pursue and destroy 

guerrillas seeking to interdict river traffic.  The directive approved by Secretary of War 

Edwin M. Stanton called for a brigade consisting of one infantry regiment, four cavalry 

squadrons, and a battery of light artillery.  This force would serve aboard the vessels of 

the existing Ram Fleet, itself largely a creation of Charles Ellet, Jr., Alfred’s father, who 

had convinced Stanton that the Army needed new methods to protect navigation on the 

Mississippi. Authorized in March 1862, the Ram Fleet’s original mission was to ram 

Confederate naval vessels.  The disappearance of such vessels from the “Father of 

Waters” following the Union’s June 6, 1862, naval victory at Memphis forced the 

Confederates to rely on guerrilla attacks to impede Union shipping. That led to the Ram 

Fleet’s repurposing.20  

The issue of which service—the Army or the Navy—should exercise primacy on 

the Mississippi was one never fully satisfactorily resolved.  The Navy saw relatively large 

vessels, such as those of the Ram Fleet, as rightfully belonging to them.  In contrast, 

Stanton believed that the sort of operations conducted by the Marine Brigade should be 

the Army’s responsibility.  Ultimately, it took the intervention of President Abraham 
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Lincoln to resolve the issue. He decided that the Marine Brigade would remain under 

Army control with the Navy’s Rear Adm. David Porter directing its day-to-day 

operations.  This compromise was both unsatisfactory and short-lived with the Army 

assuming full control of the brigade on August 24, 1863.  While the brigade did not enjoy 

overwhelming success against guerrillas, it did exact a high price from local populations 

for not acting against them.  Citizens in Arkansas, Louisiana, and Mississippi 

experienced the destruction and confiscation of property as the brigade operated ashore.  

In so doing, it provided the Army an example of the harm specialized units could inflict 

on strategic objectives if they lacked effective supervision.  This was a lesson the Army 

would subsequently re-learn.21  

Away from the Mississippi, the Army took several different approaches.  In 

northern Missouri, Brig. Gen. John M. Schofield dispersed a combination of cavalry and 

infantry.  Deployed at multiple locations, such forces could keep possible insurgents 

under observation and quickly move to any location where they might concentrate.   This 

basic tactic saw use elsewhere, and with varying degrees of effectiveness.  Available 

Union manpower, a commander’s own initiative, and the relative balance-of-power 

between forces determined success or failure.  Col. Marcus L. Harrison grew frustrated 

with inconclusive outcomes and introduced a much more radical tactic: concentrating 

loyal citizens in colonies capable of defending themselves.  Creating fortified locations in 

northwest Arkansas, Harrison’s plan accomplished three critical tasks.  First, it reduced 

Union manpower requirements by reducing the number of locations requiring security.  

Second, it ensured the safety of Union loyalists and their crops.  A side-benefit of this 
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was participants selling their crops to the Army.  Third, it identified as irregulars non-

participants within ten miles of a location. 22     

This approach’s success caused other commanders to copy it across northern 

Arkansas. In other locations, the Army took a different approach—small posts to protect 

targets it deemed vulnerable to guerrilla attack.  To cover the space between these posts, 

a combination of infantry and cavalry patrols, armored trains, and even gunboats 

provided additional security and firepower.  In some cases, the Army relocated local 

populations believed supportive of irregular actors and defoliated locations to provide 

better observation and fields of fire. 23  

Fortifying positions and patrols were useful reactions to the problems of 

asymmetric warfare.  Ultimately, however, the Army needed to focus combat power 

against the insurgents it faced.  This was not possible without accurate intelligence.  

Patrols could gather some of the information required, but Provost Marshals could do 

more.  With duties including administering loyalty oaths, Provost Marshals maintained 

records of loyal and disloyal individuals.  Such information provided a foundation for 

identifying suspected insurgents and their associates.  When provided to units, such 

information made patrols and raids more effective and reduced insurgent effectiveness. 24 

The Confederacy’s collapse saw the Army assuming new duties.  Reconstruction 

meant the Army served as both governing authority and in support of civilian government 

as laws and circumstances changed.  The First Reconstruction Act of March 2, 1867, 

established five military districts across the former Confederacy.  The act also required 

“the President to assign to . . . said districts an officer . . . not below the rank of brigadier-
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general . . . and . . . sufficient military force to enable such officer to perform his duties 

and enforce his authority within the district to which he is assigned.”25  The force 

performing these duties, often included arresting suspected insurgents, was both small and 

diverse.  In January 1866, the Army’s strength in the South was just over 87,500 soldiers. 

By 1868, the number dropped to 17,765.  The numbers continued to decline through 1871 

when only 8,038 troops occupied the South.  Initially, troop strength included Blacks 

serving in U.S. Colored Troops units.  These units in particular enflamed Southern 

sensitivities.  Various militia units, to include units comprised of both former Union and 

Confederate soldiers and newly-freed blacks periodically augmented Army efforts—but 

not as part of a unified command.  Unsurprisingly, the most challenging missions involved 

safeguarding blacks and southern Republicans from violence.  Groups such as the Ku 

Klux Klan formed across the South as part of white efforts to maintain social and political 

control.  In some areas, as much as 75 percent of the white male population claimed 

membership.  The combination of a hostile populace and small numbers of troops 

available challenged the Army.  Exacerbating the problem was a lack of cavalry after 

1869.  The demands of the Western frontier took precedence over occupation.  This meant 

only a steadily decreasing number of infantry units were available after 1868.  These units 

occupied strategic locations, leaving much of the South devoid of a capable Army 

presence.  The result was a mixed performance by the Army as it sought to control the 

Klan and similar groups.  When the Army did enjoy success in enforcing the 

Reconstruction Act and subsequent legislation, it often reflected the contributions of state 

militia. In maintaining order, effective militia loyal to legal authority provided the force 

required to move against groups like the Klan.  Arkansas Governor Powell F. Clayton’s 
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organizing and deploying a large and loyal militia force played a major role in establishing 

public order.  A guerrilla hotbed during the war, Arkansas was largely free of such activity 

by 1869.  In North Carolina and Tennessee, militia results were less dramatic but 

nevertheless contributed to the Klan’s decline.26 

 The era’s asymmetric campaigns provided the Army a framework for 

understanding such contests.  The conflict established a clear legal framework for a broad 

range of actions in GO 100, a document still influencing international discussions on the 

law of war.  It also gave the Army a menu of tactics and lessons applicable in future 

conflicts.  These included the need for supervision of units conducting operations and 

collecting, assessing, and disseminating intelligence information.  Finally, it made clear 

the linkages between political and military actions in such conflicts.  Each shaped the 

other as they unfolded.27  

The Philippines, 1899-1913 

 The Army’s Philippine experiences sprang from two actions taken by Comm. 

George Dewey while commanding the U.S. Navy’s Asiatic Squadron during the Spanish-

American War.  The first was the sudden capture of Manila Bay on May 1, 1898.  The 

second was returning rebel leader Emilio Aguinaldo to the Philippines on May 19, 1898.  

Aguinaldo previously led an abortive rebellion against Spanish rule and accepted exile in 

Hong Kong as part of a peace settlement.  In returning Aguinaldo to his homeland, 

Dewey transplanted a nationalist leader who believed his return meant an independent 

Philippines.  Even as Dewey took control of Manila Bay, the U.S. government lacked a 



  

72 
 

long-term plan for the archipelago.   The subsequent arrival of American soldiers in June 

set the stage for four separate conflicts.28 

The first of these was a short and relatively bloodless battle against the Spanish to 

seize Manila, the seat of Spanish government in the islands.  In response to a request 

from Dewey, Army troops began arriving in Manila Bay at the end of June.  Almost six 

weeks of preparations culminated with on August 13, 1898, when the Army’s 8th Corps 

assaulted the city.  This brief battle saw American and Filipino troops working in concert 

to force a Spanish surrender.  It also resulted in American troops working against 

Aguinaldo’s Filipino forces by denying them access to the city.  The United States lacked 

a definitive plan for the islands, but keeping Aguinaldo and his troops out of Manila 

signaled any plans would prioritize Washington’s interests.   This paved the way for the 

Army’s second conflict in the islands: a fight against Aguinaldo’s conventionally 

organized Army of Liberation (February 1899-November 1899).   Aguinaldo’s failure to 

defeat the Americans or negotiate a settlement led to the third conflict: a guerrilla 

campaign against Aguinaldo’s insurrectos (November 1899-July 1902).  Largely 

composed of former Army of Liberation soldiers, the insurrectos would challenge the 

Army through 1902 and the conflict’s official end.  Even after the campaign’s end, 

however, remnants and brigands would pose problems as the Americans sought to govern 

the islands.  Finally, a fourth conflict against the Islamic Moro tribes of the archipelago’s 

southern islands meant the Army remained engaged in asymmetric operations through 

1913.  That the Moros would challenge the Army is unsurprising as they resisted Spanish 

rule for over 300 years.  Even as the Army fought, however, it found itself responsible for 
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civil administration.  This included not only actual governance for a short period, but also 

conducting tasks in such diverse fields as education, public health and sanitation, law 

enforcement, and infrastructure development.  To accomplish its many missions, the 

Army reviewed its experiences in the Civil War and Indian Wars while developing new 

approaches reflecting the unique situation in the Philippines.   Ultimately, a force of 

American soldiers and native auxiliaries employed the complementary policies of 

attraction (the carrot) and chastisement (the stick)—and technological and organizational 

developments--to end the insurgencies.29   

 Like the Mexican War, the Spanish-American War’s end found the Army 

establishing federal authority over a population lacking previous political ties to the 

United States.  In 1900, the Philippines possessed an estimated population of almost 

seven million people scattered across seven thousand islands.  Demographically, the 

population was a mélange of ethnicities, cultures, and religious faiths.  Catholicism 

dominated the northern islands with a considerable Muslim population in the Sulu 

Archipelago, Palawan, and Mindanao.  Spanish authority centered in Manila on the island 

of Luzon, and home of most of the country’s political and social elite.  Geographically, 

the islands displayed remarkable diversity. Some areas contained large agricultural 

plantations, while others remained wild.  Terrain features ranged from cinder cone 

volcanoes to rugged mountain chains to fetid swamps.  Rivers and poor roads were 

essential lines of communication, but their characteristics changed with the time of year 

as the annual monsoon brought heavy rains to some parts of the country.  The islands 

contained more than 22,500 miles of coastline and location, time, tide, and season all 
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affected movement along or over it.  The interaction of demography and geography 

shaped Army operations across the islands, but almost as important were domestic 

American political considerations.  The Spanish-American War might have been “a 

splendid little war,” but many Americans were uncomfortable with the country becoming 

a colonial power at its end.  Among the most vociferous were members of the Anti-

Imperialist League, a group arguing against colonial expansion on both moral and 

economic grounds.  As a result, the Army was as acutely aware of the political currents in 

Washington as it was in Manila through its service in the islands.30   

 The conventional campaign against Aguinaldo’s Republican Army began with the 

failure of its marriage-of-convenience with the U.S. Army following Spain’s surrender.  

Initially, both armies cooperated against the Spanish in Manila.  While the armies shared 

a common tactical objective (defeating the Spanish garrison), their divergent strategic 

ones meant this relationship was short-lived.  Tensions between the two forces grew after 

the battle for Manila.  A clash between American and Filipino soldiers on Manila’s 

outskirts on February 4, 1899, triggered general hostilities.  Casualties mounted as the 

fighting spread with growing intensity throughout the islands.   

On June 2, 1899, Aguinaldo lieutenant Pedro Paterno declared a state of war.  

Both sides faced a fundamental problem: weakness.  For the Americans, low troop 

strength meant they could only conduct limited operations.  For the Filipinos, the lack of 

expertise, modern weapons, and internecine conflict meant they did not possess any real 

offensive potential.  Decisive American action was not possible until newly raised 

regiments arrived in September.  The aggressive employment of fresh American troops 
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meant the Republican Army’s destruction by November.  Aguinaldo responded to these 

changed circumstances by proclaiming guerrilla warfare on November 13, 1899.31  

This decision marked the beginning of third campaign: operations against the 

insurrectos.  Aguinaldo’s insurrectos represented a new type of opponent for the Army—

one not seeking battlefield victory but instead mounting operations aimed at discouraging 

both Congress and American voters.  America’s 1900 election would see Republican 

William McKinley seeking re-election against Democratic challenger William Jennings 

Bryan.  Bryan was the choice for the Anti-Imperialist League and other opposed to 

American ownership of the Philippines.  Aguinaldo sought an expensive, drawn out and 

inconclusive campaign inspiring one of two outcomes.  The first was Congress granting 

independence while the second was a Bryan election followed by his granting 

independence. McKinley's reelection did not change Aguinaldo's strategy significantly.  

Until Aguinaldo declared his allegiance to the United States, the real focus 

of insurrecto action lay in the United States and hopes for voter or congressional fatigue. 

Given the weaknesses of Aguinaldo’s forces and the increasing capabilities of the Army, 

this approach was rational.32   

American policy in the Philippines sought an overarching goal: “benevolent 

assimilation.”33  Announced by President William McKinley on December 21, 1898, the 

policy stated the “earnest wish and paramount aim of the military administration to win 

the confidence, respect, and affection of the inhabitants of the Philippines by assuring 

them in every possible way that full measure of individual rights and liberties which is 

the heritage of free peoples.”34  Army policy aligned with McKinley’s.  Maj. Gen. 
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Wesley Merritt’s General Order No. 3, August 8, 1898, stated: “You have come not as 

despoilers and oppressors, but simply as the instruments of a strong, free government 

whose purposes are beneficent and which has declared itself in this war the champion of 

those oppressed by Spanish misrule.”35  Maj. Gen. Elwell S. Otis, Merritt’s successor as 

commander of the 8th Army Corps and second military governor of the Philippines, 

directed his subordinates to “keep scrupulous faith with these people and teach them to 

trust us.”36  This approach posited peaceful relations between the Filipinos and the Army 

and confidence that most Filipinos recognized—or soon would—America’s dominant 

position in the islands and would not seek to challenge it.  Civic actions—building 

schools, improving communications and public heath, facilitating trade, and sustaining 

civil administration—represented one of the policy’s active elements.  Engaging the 

political, social, and economic elite represented another.  A vital component of this was 

the rehabilitation of former insurrectos who abandoned the conflict.  Renouncing the 

insurgency and pledging loyalty to the U.S. created opportunities for security—and 

upward mobility.  As a policy, attraction seemed to offer the pathway to McKinley’s 

objective.  As a strategy, it proved initially flawed due to early Filipino resentment 

toward the Americans and their role in the islands.  The primary condition required for 

success—a willingness to trust the Army—was not initially widespread.  As was the case 

on the western frontier, the Army offered the preferred carrot while retaining the stick.  

Those Filipinos unwilling to embrace attraction or maintaining a pro-attraction façade 

while conducting or supporting guerrilla warfare experienced the chastisement policy.37   
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The Army’s tactics and techniques evolved over the course of its service in the 

islands.  These changes reflected units adapting to new requirements, technological and 

organizational change, and the social and physical conditions on a given island.  New 

requirements stemmed from an ever-improving understanding of how insurrectos fought 

and the social relationships shaping guerrilla organization.  At the lowest levels, these 

included conducting patrols, establishing security, and identifying ambushes. It also 

included properly searching native villages, and occupying outposts.  Each of these tasks 

served one or more specific purposes.  Patrols sought to both obtain intelligence and 

destroy insurgent supplies when uncovered.  Patrols could consume more than several 

days or weeks and frequently meant troops carrying their weapons, rations, and 

equipment through difficult terrain.  Physically taxing even without enemy contact—a 

frequent occurrence—these patrols provided detailed information on both the terrain and 

people: essential in effectively fighting a counter-insurgency.38   

Establishing security—both on patrol and occupying an outpost—meant 

deploying troops to observe and report activity from all points of the compass.  

Identifying ambushes meant removing the insurrectos’ ability to inflict casualties.  This 

was often the most dangerous task as a shortage of modern firearms (and a pronounced 

inability to use them properly) meant that many insurrectos attacked with a bolo or large, 

razor-sharp knife.   Such a weapon meant soldiers had to come within a few feet of an 

insurrecto without detection for a successful ambush.  Active security meant soldiers 

broke many ambushes before insurrectos could strike and partially explains the vast 

disparity between U.S. and Filipino battle casualties.  Units usually paid a high price 
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when security broke down: an ambush at Lipa, Luzon, on June 10, 1901, resulted in two 

dead and five wounded out of fifty American soldiers engaged.39   

Units learned how to properly search villages for weapons, food, or materiel 

intended for insurrecto use.  Tactics included moving small units at night to allow 

searches at first light, cultivating informants, and villagers to identify caches.  Once 

occupied, villages often served as outposts that provided both a base of operations for 

both patrols and pacification efforts.  Outposts varied in size in response to local 

conditions, with security the primary concern.  As with patrols, a breakdown in outpost 

security could be catastrophic.  Insurrectos destroyed Company C, 9th Infantry, by 

springing a successful surprise attack at Balangiga, Samar, on September 28, 1901.  

Surprised by insurrectos during breakfast (meal periods were the only time soldiers did 

not carry their loaded weapons), Company C suffered forty-nine dead or missing and 

eleven wounded out of its seventy-six-man complement.40   

A mix of field orders, circulars, policies, and general orders (to include some 

provisions of 1863’s General Orders 100) guided units in their efforts.  Though never 

officially issued in its entirety, senior leadership recognized the applicability of both the 

GO 100’s humanitarian provisions and the punitive elements of Articles 82 through 85 

that authorized severe punishments for guerrilla activity.  General Order No. 8, August 

22, 1898, established commissions and provost courts to try Filipinos for a variety of 

serious offenses, including violations of the law of war.  Tragically, American 

commanders and soldiers did not always respect the official emphasis on benevolent 

assimilation and lawful conduct.  The massacre at Balangiga prompted Brig. Gen. Jacob 
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Smith to launch a brutal campaign on Samar that killed thousands.  This ultimately led to 

a series of courts marital for some of Smith’s subordinates and his own trial on a charge 

of conduct prejudicial to good order and discipline in 1903.  Senior leaders were not the 

only individuals whose emotions got the better of them.  Records reflect examples of 

abusive, harsh, or illegal conduct by small unit leaders or individual soldiers with at least 

350 soldiers facing courts martial.  Such conduct included the much-publicized “water 

cure.”  Soldiers used the “water cure” -- forced fluid intake -- to obtain information from 

insurrectos or their supporters.  Frequently driving such behavior was the discovery of 

atrocities by insurrectos, which both angered and frustrated soldiers in the field.41   

A continuous challenge confronting American troops was separating guerrillas 

from their means of supply.  This gave rise to one of the war’s most controversial tactics: 

concentration.  Isolating the civilian population would both deny insurrectos food and 

supplies and make it easier for soldiers to identify them by their presence in prohibited 

areas.  In Telegraphic Circular, No. 2 of December 8, 1901, Brig. Gen. J. Franklin Bell, a 

district commander on Luzon, directed concentrating Filipino civilians in Batangas and 

Laguna provinces.   The circular called for individuals to relocate with any food supplies 

at hand.  Bell also provided for both price controls and constructing temporary shelters to 

ensure public health.  This change in policy, while effective, proved politically explosive 

and generated numerous outcries in the United States.  Opponents noted the Spanish use 

of the same tactic and claims of deprivation suffered by many Filipinos.  This tended to 

limit the tactic’s application.  In Batangas and Laguna, concentration lasted only 113 
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days before the surrender of insurrecto leader Miguel Malvar. The local insurgency 

collapsed following Malvar’s capture, ending the need to continue concentration there.42 

The fourth campaign, against the Moros, continued long after President Theodore 

Roosevelt declared hostilities against the Philippine republicans ended on July 4, 1902.  

Never well integrated into the Philippines’ government under Spain, Moro resistance 

centered on preserving Muslim religious, cultural, and social practices.  These same 

concerns expressed themselves under American rule.  As with Aguinaldo, initial contacts 

with the Moro were friendly.  In August 1899, Maj. Gen. Elwell Otis informed the War 

Department of an “agreement made with Sultan and dattos (chiefs) whereby sovereignty 

United States over entire Jolo Archipelago acknowledged.”43  Not initially understood by 

the Army was the independence of Moro tribes.  The Moros did not recognize a single 

leader; thus, the agreement was with one Moro group—not all of them.  By March, 1902, 

the Army recognized the limitations of agreements when 200 Moros attacked a 

reconnaissance detachment of the 15th Cavalry near Lake Lanao on the island of 

Mindanao.  Reports of Moros murdering American soldiers and the attack on the 15th 

Cavalry led to efforts to negotiate with responsible tribal leaders.  When these failed, the 

Army mounted an expedition to “punish only those given offense.”44  Such expeditions, 

often accompanied by high Moro casualties, would continue until 1913.45 

If the Army often employed the proverbial stick, it was quite happy to utilize the 

carrot when it would achieve the objective.  Captain John J. Pershing first gained renown 

in the Philippines as a practitioner of “waging the peace.”46  Astute enough to recognize 

both the fragmented nature of Moro society and the potential for peaceful 



  

81 
 

accommodation, Pershing preferred negotiation when possible.  Pershing recognized 

Moro concerns and accommodated them when he could.  When he could not, he moved 

slowly to build the relationships necessary to realize objectives.  The result was his 

developing a reputation as one Moros could trust.  While Pershing supervised successful 

campaigns, he preferred negotiated efforts over armed campaigns. When combat was 

necessary, Pershing’s troops benefitted from intelligence provided by Moros who trusted 

Pershing.  Sincere tribal engagement thus proved a useful tactic in governance as well as 

combat.47  

The Army's presence in the Philippines was a small one: the force averaged just 

40,000, with much of this unavailable for combat due to administrative or support 

requirements or disease.  To offset the small number, the Army relied heavily on three 

technologies: the coal-powered vessel, the telegraph, and modern firearms.  The Civil 

War taught the Army the benefits of both cooperating with the Navy and using riverboats 

to support combat forces.  In the Philippines, this tactic moved from an ancillary one used 

by specialized units to a common one with both armed and unarmed vessels proving 

vital.  The ability to exploit the islands’ most reliable lines of communication—the 

rivers—gave the Army speed and agility it otherwise lacked.  The Army operated ten 

vessels of its own, equipping four of these as fire support ships armed with a mixture of 

heavy weapons and cannon.  Reinforcing these were Navy blockade vessels.  The 

blockade significantly reduced inter-island communications and helped isolate 

insurrectos.48 



  

82 
 

The telegraph served as a force multiplier.  With a wire network linking 

headquarters and units, commanders gained an enhanced ability to both understand the 

tactical situation and direct operations as they unfolded.  This made them more active 

participants in actions increasingly undertaken by small units.  To facilitate this, the 

Signal Corps emplaced over 10,000 miles of wire and cable to and across the major 

islands—and transmitted an average of 11,000 messages daily.  Insurrectos recognized 

the telegraph’s power and made it a point to sever wires to disrupt Army operations.  As a 

result, a great deal of effort went into protecting and maintaining telegraph lines after 

installation.  Insurrectos also employed the telegraph.  The Army exploited this for 

intelligence as it captured insurrecto headquarters and the copies of telegrams sent and 

received.49 

The telegraph and motor vessel helped position soldiers, but the final 

technological changes were most important to the combat soldier—issuing him a modern, 

lethal rifle and pistol.  Following the Civil War, the Army adopted a new infantry 

weapon.  The Model 1865 and 1866 was a single-shot breechloading rifle using black 

powder.  Converted from muzzle-loading Springfield rifle muskets, the new weapons 

provided both a higher volume of fire and longer range.  While an improvement over 

earlier weapons, the “trapdoor” Springfield rifle still presented two problems for the 

soldier: a low rate of accurate fire and the immediate identification of his position in the 

smoke cloud created when discharging a round.  The low rate of accurate fire reflected 

the challenge of reacquiring a target after reloading the weapon, a process complicated by 

the smoke produced by black powder.  Seeking to remedy this, the Army considered 
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almost 100 different replacements before deciding on the Model 1892 (later designated 

Model 1896) rifle better known as the “Krag.”  The Krag used a five-round magazine and 

smokeless powder, thus solving the most significant drawbacks of the Springfield 

trapdoor system.  The rifle was also more accurate, and easier to maintain.  The Krag’s 

ammunition lacked the stopping power of the earlier rifle, but it possessed a much faster 

muzzle velocity and longer range.  Initially, Regular Army units used the Krag while 

state Volunteer units used the trapdoor Springfields.  The U.S. Volunteer units authorized 

in March 1899 received Krags before arriving in the Philippines.  As state Volunteer 

units returned to the United States, the Krag became the Army’s standard rifle.  This both 

improved unit effectiveness and simplified logistics.50   

The Army entered the Philippines with a side arm that proved deficient: the 

Model 1892 .38 caliber revolver, which also used a black powder cartridge.  The Model 

1892 was mechanically simple, but it lacked shock action: individuals struck with the .38 

round would not stop, but continue moving until suffering multiple hits.  With a weapon 

only carrying six rounds this was a serious problem when fighting bolo-wielding Moros 

at close range.  As stop-gap remedies, the Army issued .45 caliber Model 1873 revolvers 

from Ordnance stocks and contracted with Colt Firearms for 4,600 new .45 caliber Model 

1873 revolvers.  Even as it issued these older revolvers, the Army was testing semi-

automatic pistols of various calibers and types.  Ultimately, the Army selected the Model 

1911 Colt .45 as the new standard side arm.  This weapon’s cartridge generated enormous 

shock action, solving the problems of the earlier revolvers.  It also held a seven-round 

magazine, was easier to reload than the revolvers it replaced, and could generate a higher 
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volume of accurate fire.  This weapon proved so successful it remained in general service 

through the 1991 Persian Gulf War.51 

Three organizational decisions also played significant roles in the Philippines: 

creating an effective intelligence structure, creating the Philippine Scouts (PS), and 

organizing the Philippine Constabulary (PC).  Essential in any asymmetric campaign, the 

creation of actionable intelligence—information driving operations—gave units the 

ability to increasingly (and successfully) focus their efforts.  The snippets of information 

building the intelligence picture came from various sources with captured documents 

representing a primary one.  Recognizing their potential value, the 8th Corps initially 

established a Bureau of Insurgent Records in Manila.  Division of the Philippines Special 

Order (S.O.) 12, dated December 13, 1900, redesignated the bureau as the Military 

Information Division (MID)—the first field organization of its type in the Army’s 

history.  The MID sat at the apex of a system linking titled intelligence officers, 

subordinate headquarters, provost courts, and combat units.  Reinforcing S.O. 12, 

General Orders 294 of September 28, 1901 directed subordinate headquarters to collect 

specific intelligence information.  This system of designated officers and standing 

requirements provided intelligence to not only support tactical operations, but also inform 

both the Philippines senior headquarters and officials in Washington, D.C.  Creating the 

MID represented an essential step forward in both integrating intelligence and operational 

planning and assessing the effectiveness of battlefield efforts.52 

The Philippine Scouts embodied an evolutionary reincarnation of a proven tactic 

from the American frontier: enlisting natives and then using their knowledge of a region.  
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While scouts had proven their utility in the American West, there was initially significant 

opposition within the Army’s senior leadership in the Philippines to enlisting native 

auxiliaries.  As a result, the scouts grew incrementally—first from a small experiment 

with members of one tribe and then growing to encompass members from across the 

archipelago.  Unlike their Native American counterparts, the Philippine Scouts served as 

conventional infantry units.53 

The initial scout cohort consisted of Macabebes, members of a tribe hostile to 

Luzon’s dominant Tagalog population.  First organized as a company by 1st Lieut. 

Matthew Batson in August 1899, the “Macabebe Scouts” quickly grew to a strength of 

500.  Macabebes demonstrated tactical prowess from the beginning and proved their 

worth in the single-most-important action of the war, the March 1901 capture of Emilio 

Aguinaldo.  Brig. Gen. Frederick Funston (commanding the 4th District, Department of 

Northern Luzon) personally led a group of Macabebes, who posed as insurrectos, in a 

march of more than ninety miles in nine days to reach Aguinaldo’s camp and take him 

prisoner.  Aguinaldo’s influence had decreased due to his constant movements, which 

disrupted his communications, but his capture nevertheless removed the most important 

insurrecto leader.  His subsequent oath of allegiance to the United States demonstrated 

the Army’s policy of rehabilitation applied to all who submitted to American authority.  

This success helped validate Filipino soldiers' use and contributed to an expanded 

program, formally known as the Philippine Scouts.54  

Responding to developments in the Philippines, the second session of the 56th 

Congress considered legislation intended to “improve the efficiency of the military 
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establishment.”55  While much of the discussion focused on administrative details, the 

proposed legislation’s Section 38 authorized the president “to enlist natives of those 

islands for service in the Army, to be organized as scouts, with such officers as he shall 

deem necessary for their proper control.”56 The proposal also called for recognizing 

Philippine Scout infantry battalions and cavalry squadrons as part of the Regular Army.  

Signed by the president on February 9, 1901, the law gave the Philippine Scouts 

permanent standing, mandated the assignment of Regular Army (not US Volunteer) 

officers to scout units, and made provision for Filipino enlistees to secure appointments 

as non-commissioned officers.  The original bill also revealed congressional parsimony, 

ethnocentrism, or both by fixing scout pay at one-half of American soldiers of the same 

rank.  The bill’s final form ultimately gave the Secretary of War the authority to set 

actual pay scales for the Philippine Scouts.57  

September 19, 1900, marked a major change in Filipino government with William 

Howard Taft assuming executive power as the head of the Philippine Commission.  The 

Commission reported to the Secretary of War and served as both a legislative and 

executive body.  The Commission’s Act 175 established the Philippine Constabulary as a 

para-military organization within the Philippine Civil Service.  Senior leadership came 

from white Regular Army officers.  As organized, it performed two roles.   First, it served 

as the territory’s superior law enforcement agency.  Second, it conducted military 

operations in support of the Philippine Scouts and the Army.  Initially led by a cavalry 

officer, Maj. Henry T. Allen, the constabulary’s organization and operations differed 

from that of the scouts in two significant ways.  Constabulary members served on the 
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islands from which recruited.  Filipinos could also qualify for commissions--something 

then not possible in the scouts.  Under Allen, the Philippine Constabulary became a 

capable force against insurrectos.  In concert with the Philippine Scouts, the constabulary 

allowed the United States to draw down its forces in the Philippines, even as the 

insurrection continued in the southern islands. 58 

The Philippine War culminated in something unusual in an asymmetric conflict, a 

decisive victory.  Success stemmed from blending sound strategy, tactical agility, and 

usable military intelligence with an attractive political objective that gained widespread 

support.  Effectively linking Army tactical and civic action operations with a clearly 

defined political objective undercut the insurrectos.  Providing a way for them to leave 

the battlefield without fear of punishment made conflict decreasingly attractive—

especially for the Filipino elite (the insurrecto leadership) who saw better opportunities in 

abandoning the fight.  Also significant was Army-Navy cooperation.  The Navy’s 

blockading islands to prevent insurrectos from receiving aid from unfriendly powers 

reduced insurrecto effectiveness.  In providing transportation and gunfire support, the 

Navy provided the Army much needed flexibility in operations.  Finally, the relationship 

between the Army’s self-conceptualization and the Philippine War warrants 

consideration.  The Army that was successful in the Philippine War was one that largely 

saw itself as a constabulary force.  While its most senior leaders included men who had 

experienced the large battles of the American Civil War, most of its officers and non-

commissioned officers lacked that experience.  They were soldiers who spent most of 

their careers in the small, isolated posts scattered across the American West.  Well-versed 
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in the fundamentals of small unit tactics—especially patrolling—they also understood the 

importance of diplomatic engagement.   These officers had the advantage of fighting the 

type of war for which their years of service trained them.  Self-conceptualization was 

thus an asset and not a liability.59   

The Mexican Punitive Expedition, 1916-1917 

From Mexico’s July 1821 declaration of independence from Spain through the 

present, violence has been a defining characteristic of Mexico’s political and social 

history.  Between 1810 and 1940, Mexico experienced two revolutions and thirty-five 

military coups as it sought both independence and social and political stability.  The 

Mexican Revolution of 1910-1940 saw violence spill over the American border on March 

8-9, 1917, with Francisco “Pancho” Villa, a former Constutionalist general, attacking the 

American town of Columbus, New Mexico.  This raid resulted in the deaths of American 

civilians and soldiers.  In response, President Woodrow Wilson directed the U.S. Army to 

enter Mexico to capture Villa and prevent further attacks on American territory by his 

bands.  Villa’s raid was not accidental.  It reflected his resentment over an earlier Wilson 

decision to allow Mexican forces loyal to Venustiano Carranza to transit American 

territory to reinforce troops battling Villa at Agua Prieta, Sonora, Mexico on November 

1, 1915.  This action resulted in a decisive defeat for Villa and left him seeking 

opportunities for revenge.  Villa’s actions precipitated an American campaign noteworthy 

for failing to achieve its stated aims while facilitating great technological change within 

the Army.  The expedition introduced motorization, aviation, radio communications and 

signals intelligence to actual operations. 60    
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The Mexican states of Sonora and Chihuahua contained many of the features 

familiar to veterans of the frontier Army that had fought the Indian Wars. These included 

rugged terrain, poor communications, and vast distances between small settlements.  

What made the Punitive Expedition an engine for change within the Army was the 

combination of new technologies with military application and the challenges of 

operating a large force on foreign soil.  Domestic and international political 

considerations also played a significant role in shaping the expedition’s course.  These 

included American anger over Villa’s raid, Mexican anger over Wilson’s sending troops 

into Mexico, and the ongoing war in Europe. The combination of technological change 

and strategic failure, with the latter rooted in objectives incompatible with capabilities, 

make the campaign relevant in the Army’s history of asymmetric warfare. 61 

Essentially, the Punitive Expedition entailed sending one infantry and two cavalry 

brigades over some of Mexico’s most rugged terrain.  Experienced leadership directed 

the expedition: many of the campaign’s officers had served in the Philippines.  This force 

lacked access to Mexican railroads, and it did not enjoy the support of the Mexican 

government in its operations.  The Army needed to develop the means of both supplying 

this force and controlling its activities in an area roughly the size of Louisiana.  The lack 

of Mexican support meant the Army also needed to improve its ability to conduct 

reconnaissance if it was to have any realistic chance of running Villa to ground.  To solve 

these problems, the Army turned to three immature technologies: the gasoline-powered 

truck, the airplane, and the radio even as most of its force remained foot or horse-

bound.62   
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Dating from 1876, the internal combustion engine initially found little acceptance 

in either the United States or the Army.  In 1901, the total American market for 

automobiles was 5,000 vehicles of all types—gasoline, steam-powered and electric.  

Between 1901 and 1910, the industry began consolidating around gasoline-powered 

vehicles with this process aided by Henry Ford’s establishing a new assembly plant at 

Highland Falls, Michigan, which introduced improved methods that significantly 

accelerated production.  Despite this, the total number of motor vehicles in the United 

States Army in 1907 was twelve.  The numbers slowly grew with a purchase of 

experimental vehicles in 1911 and with trucks replacing horses in some depots by 1913.63   

The lack of rail access and the limitations of draft animals led to the Army’s 

Southern Department consolidating the small number of available vehicles to support the 

movement into Mexico.  A report from the expedition commander, Brig. Gen. John J. 

Pershing, noted the initial assembly included vehicles in “every conceivable state of 

unreadiness.”64  One of the first tasks to perform was taking this conglomeration of parts 

and transforming it into a functioning vehicle fleet.  Even after assembling the initial fleet 

there remained the question of tactical organization.  Mexico was the Army's first attempt 

to employ motor vehicles operationally.  There was neither doctrine nor precedent to aid 

in answering the question of organization.  To support the campaign, the Columbus Post 

Quartermaster, Maj. John F. Madden, organized the first group of trucks into two truck 

companies, each composed of twenty-seven one-and-a-half ton (maximum vehicle 

payload) trucks.65 
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The technical capabilities of these vehicles faced frequent testing under 

Chihuahua’s harsh conditions.  Despite this, the number of trucks soon increased.  By 

April 1917, over 160 trucks operated a distribution line stretching 116 miles from 

Columbus, New Mexico, to the expedition’s Mexican base camp at Colonia Dublan.  

When this number proved insufficient, the War Department ordered an additional 100 

vehicles to improve the flow of supplies.  Ultimately, the Army deployed 544 trucks of 

thirteen different types from eight manufacturers.  Both the War Department and 

Pershing recognized that the only way to sustain operations was to establish a robust 

supply line.  Denied railroad access, motorized transport—however imperfect the 

equipment and organization--offered the only way to do so. 66 

Even as the Army increased the size of its vehicle fleet and consolidated it to 

support the Punitive Expedition, it concurrently dealt with the interrelated problem of 

operating the vehicles.  The Army lacked the trained personnel necessary to drive and fix 

its trucks.  If the service tried to rely solely on military personnel, the mission would fail.  

To solve the problem, the Army sought volunteer civilian drivers and mechanics.  Given 

the pressures of time and location, the Army did not impose rigid recruitment standards—

those who could not perform would soon find themselves identified and their services 

terminated.  As the campaign continued, the Army established a cadre of drivers and 

mechanics to support operations.  The Army also recognized the strengths and 

weaknesses of its mélange of vehicles and sought to identify the best characteristics to 

develop a standardized model that the service could procure and that soldiers could 

operate and maintain.  While motor vehicles greatly extended the campaign’s operational 
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reach, maintenance remained an enduring challenge.  Bad-to-non-existent roads wreaked 

havoc on wheels and springs.  Additionally, the desert conditions meant frequent clogged 

fuel lines and air filters.  Finally, the difficult conditions and primitive suspensions meant 

drivers suffered from fatigue and incurred aches unknown to those on foot or horse.67  

The Punitive Expedition saw the Army mount its first real efforts at integrating 

aircraft in support of ground forces.  While the Army operated observation balloons 

during the Civil War, these were static observation posts.  Tethered to a single location 

for the duration of the flight, the balloon’s many disadvantages limited its utility as a 

weapon.  The fixed-wing aircraft, however, dramatically changed all the dynamics 

associated with aerial observation.  Freed from the tether, and possessing the ability to fly 

where the pilot directed, the Army’s early airplanes opened new fields of activity.  Army 

Air Service officers believed airplanes could conduct reconnaissance, observe artillery 

fire, and attack targets.  The Punitive Expedition offered the potential to perform all these 

missions.68   

In response to growing tensions with Mexico, the Army formed its first air unit, 

the provisional 1st Aero Squadron, on March 5, 1913, in Augusta, Georgia.  Equipped 

with seven Wright “Pusher” aircraft, the unit represented the Army’s first serious effort at 

turning airplanes into practical components of its force structure.  The Pusher’s many 

deficiencies, however, limited its utility as a military aircraft.  With an average speed of 

48 knots, and only a 240-mile range, the Pusher’s only real capabilities lay in providing 

something for pilots to fly and mechanics to fix.  Relocating to San Diego, California, in 

June, the 1st replaced its Wrights with Curtiss “Model J” aircraft in June 1914.  First 
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Lieutenants B. Q. Jones and Thomas Milling flew the Model J when conducting the 

Army’s first combat mission—a reconnaissance flight along the border to locate Pancho 

Villa—on April 13, 1915.  The Model J, however, was another disappointing airplane.  

The 1st Aero Squadron’s commanding officer, Capt. Benjamin Foulois, later wrote, 

“They looked like airplanes.  We were to find that an airplane that looks like an airplane 

may be something else.”69  The squadron’s receipt of two inferior models of aircraft 

foreshadowed its future.  The unit soon found itself reequipped with another poorly 

performing aircraft, the JN-3, as it deployed to Columbus, New Mexico, in March 1916 

to support the Punitive Expedition. 70 

Chihuahua’s terrain offered Villa and his followers noteworthy advantages.  The 

high peaks of the Sierra Madre and its narrow canyons provided hiding places as well as 

obstacles to all types of movement.  This difficulty was particularly true for the 1st Aero 

Squadron.  The JN-3’s low service ceiling (nominally 6,500 feet) translated into 

something considerably less during operations in Mexico.  Shortly after the squadron’s 

arrival in Columbus, Pershing ordered the unit to Casas Grandes.  The new base’s 

elevation of 4,800 feet meant the aircraft could not clear any obstacle more than 1,700 

feet high. Peaks exceeding that height abounded in most directions within twenty-five 

miles of the expedition’s primary airfield.  Pershing needed to conduct reconnaissance as 

far as possible in any direction if he was to have any chance of running Villa to ground.  

What he received were aircraft that could not fly where they were most needed – even 

under optimal conditions.71   
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Aggravating this ceiling issue were problems with weather and cartography.  

Flying near the mountains and over the foothills when possible, pilots experienced 

powerful wind gusts that challenged their ability to control their aircraft.  Extreme 

changes in temperature took a toll on both pilots and machines, particularly propellers.  

Temperature variations caused the glue that held the layers of wood that formed a 

propeller to fail.  Known as “propeller delamination,” this made the planes dangerous to 

fly and added to a growing list of repair tasks. Less than thirty days into the campaign, 

crashes of six of the original eight aircraft flown into Mexico left them destroyed or 

damaged beyond repair and the remaining two aircraft were almost unflyable.  No 

accurate maps of the region guided flight planning or conduct even when aircraft were 

available.  To remedy this, photographing the area for cartographic purposes was an 

early—and vital—mission.72   

Service in Mexico soon proved the futility of using the JN-3 for anything but a 

training airplane.  The rapid deterioration of the 1st Aero Squadron’s capabilities 

compelled the War Department to quickly send more capable replacement aircraft.  The 

Army faced a fundamental problem in trying to field replacement aircraft.  If it employed 

the process of competitive bidding, it could get a much more capable airplane than the 

JN-3.  The need for increased capabilities, however, meant an unwanted time delay as the 

Army developed performance specifications.  Bidders required time to respond and, if 

selected, construct new aircraft.  The service could bypass the competitive bidding 

process and purchase readily available aircraft. These, however, would most likely not 

meet the mission’s requirements.  The Signal Corps (then the Army agency responsible 
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for aviation) opted for the latter option and purchased four Curtiss N-8 aircraft.  The 1st 

Aero Squadron evaluated these machines and found them only slightly better than the JN-

3s.  As a result, the squadron sent the new aircraft to San Diego’s Rockwell Field, then 

the home of the Army’s flying school, for use as trainers.  Twelve Curtiss R-2 aircraft 

followed and these provided the expedition with the minimal air support it received.  

Though equipped with a more powerful engine, the R-2 remained a woefully limited 

airplane.  Experiencing many of the same problems as the JN-3, the R-3 exemplified both 

the grand aspirations and profound limitations of the Army’s embryonic air service.  The 

service’s members were profoundly aware of aviation developments driven by the war in 

Europe and believed the Army could wield an air arm as capable as those of the major 

combatants.  Mexico, however, proved the air service’s impotence.  In August 1916, New 

York Times correspondent Frank C. Page wrote: “The punitive expedition has twelve of 

the best aeroplanes made in the country.”73  In contrast, Pershing took a more critical 

view, noting “new planes of an improved type were received, but even these were 

defective in many respects and were of the least service at the time they were needed the 

most.”74 

Radio represented the third new technology tested by the Punitive Expedition.  

The Army possessed extensive experience with Morse code after receiving its first 

telegraphs in the 1840s.  While the Army relied on the hard-wired telegraph through the 

nineteenth century, it also employed heliographs in the American Southwest.  

Heliographs used mirrors to both focus and reflect the sun’s rays.  The heliograph 

permitted Morse code transmissions at distances of up to 90 miles.  Lacking wires, the 
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heliograph was far more portable than the telegraph and provided better control of 

tactical units in the field.  Despite its considerable range, the heliograph required direct 

sunlight and thus could not function at night or in periods of thick cloud cover.  It worked 

best when sending and receiving stations were on high terrain with long lines of sight, 

conditions occurring in only a small part of the country.  Radio, in use by the Army since 

1899, potentially offered the telegraph’s reliability and the heliograph’s portability 

without its many restrictions. 75 

The Army’s return to Cuba in 1906 saw several radio sets deployed for high-level 

communications.  In 1910 and 1911, changes in the Signal Corps led to its fielding five 

field service companies with two radio sections apiece.  The new units allowed the Army 

to establish an operational radio network to support combat operations.  The Punitive 

Expedition employed three major innovations seeking to capitalize on radios’ greater 

availability: the deployment of multiple stations, the concurrent mounting of radio sets in 

motor vehicles, and the use of radios to monitor hostile communications. 76   

The Signal Corps’ growth enabled deploying nineteen “spark gap” radio sets 

across Chihuahua.  “Spark gap” refers to how an operator transmitted a radio signal—

creating an electrical spark across a physical gap between two leads to produce Morse 

code.  Augmenting this network was a wire communications system using both 

telegraphs and “buzzer phones.”  The buzzer phone was an ingenious device—a 

telephone that, when conditions degraded phone performance (as was frequently the case 

in Mexico), doubled as a Morse code transmitter/receiver.77   
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Both radio and wire communications saw their inherent limitations displayed in 

Mexico.  A fundamental problem was the spark gap radio itself.  It simultaneously 

broadcast across multiple frequencies and created interference even as it transmitted.  

Multiple transmissions from stations simultaneously transmitting exacerbated this 

problem and complicated message receipt.  A variety of atmospheric conditions also 

affect radio waves.  These include rain, lightning, and the changes within the earth’s 

ionosphere due to sunset and sunrise.  Chihuahua’s strong winds also impacted radio 

performance by requiring frequent adjustments to antennas.  The region’s mountains both 

reflected and refracted radio waves with this effecting reception.  Finally, variations in 

the composition of the soil itself impacted radio performance.  Modern technology 

compensates for most problems, but in 1916 technical limitations required operators to 

work through them.  Another basic problem was the range of most sets, roughly twenty-

five miles.  This range was satisfactory when dealing with marching infantry formations 

that covered short distances each day.  Cavalry units, however, traveled up to fifty miles a 

day and thus outranged supporting communications.  This meant units still had to 

maintain dispatch riders to maintain communications, even if they did not have to ride as 

far.  When it had flyable airplanes and could find the cavalry, the 1st Aero Squadron 

could help compensate for this by dropping messages.  Such a combination of events, 

however, rarely occurred.78   

Vehicle-mounted radios, also known as “tractor radios,” represented a technical 

leap forward by combining improved mobility with greater range and power—at least in 

theory.  Such radios came in two types, a one-kilowatt set intended for division-level 
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communications and a two-kilowatt set for Army communications.  Significant 

differences existed between the two sets.  The divisional set weighed 6,700 pounds and 

employed a sixty-foot-high mast to support long antenna wires.  Theoretically, the 

vehicle carrying the radio and crew could travel twenty-five miles an hour over “average” 

roads, but few such roads existed in Chihuahua.  The Army set weighed 9,000 pounds 

and employed a mast eighty feet high.  The greater weight reduced its expected rate of 

travel to fifteen miles per hour.  Pershing deployed such sets at the major headquarters of 

Columbus, New Mexico, and Colonia Dublán, and at various intermediate locations to 

keep in touch with units.  While wire also linked the headquarters locations, the penchant 

of Mexican loyalists to cut American wire meant the radios proved useful.  Despite the 

use of radios, 1,200 miles of supplemental wire, the redoubtable heliograph, and even the 

occasional carrier pigeon, communications remained an enduring problem for Pershing.  

Innovative efforts notwithstanding, the distances and demands exceeded capabilities.79    

The Mexican government used the telegraph as its primary means of long-

distance communications.  This practice created two vulnerabilities.  The first was the 

ability of the Army to tap into Mexican telegraph lines and monitor them.  The second 

was the simple fact that the cutting of telegraph wires was indiscriminate, resulting in 

disruptions in Mexican communications in the same manner as American ones.  While 

Villa lacked radios, the Mexican government used them to maintain communications 

across Chihuahua.   Commercial interests also employed radio.  Even with radio’s 

challenges, listening in on Mexican government and commercial enterprises offered 

opportunities.  These included providing information on how the Mexican government 
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would respond to specific American actions.  Listening might also provide information 

on Villa’s location, thus filling the disappointing gap opened by the failures of the 1st 

Aero Squadron to meet expectations and the small number of cavalry units in Mexico.  

Such intercepts resulted in dispatching several patrols to locations where radio messages 

stated Villa location.  Intercepts also provided accurate information on the location, 

status, and intentions of Mexican units that could interfere with the expedition.  Finally, 

eavesdropping on government communications allowed Pershing and the Wilson 

administration to validate the statements made by the Mexican government publicly and 

in meetings with American officials.  To that end, Pershing dedicated one of the tractor 

radios to the task of communications intelligence.  Mexican officials employed a variety 

of codes in their traffic, but two officers, Capt. William Reed and Capt. Nicholas 

Campanole, supervised a codebreaking program and demonstrated radio’s intelligence’s 

potential.80 

The Army’s heavy investment in technology notwithstanding, Pershing’s troops 

never made contact with Villa.   Between March and June 1916, the Army fought nine 

engagements of varying size in Mexico.  On March 29, elements of the 7th Cavalry 

engaged 200 Villistas at Guererro.  Killing thirty Villistas (original reports placed the 

number at sixty), this battle was one of the costliest of the campaign for Villa’s troops.  

On May 5, Villistas again suffered heavy casualties at Ojos Azules.  In one of the Army’s 

last horse-mounted charges, the 11th Cavalry killed forty-two without suffering any 

casualties from a force of over 330.  First Lieutenant George S. Patton killed one of 

Villa’s subordinates, Julio Cardenas, on May 14, 1916.  Interestingly, the soon-to-be-
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famous cavalryman travelled in a Dodge touring car rather than a horse: the increasing 

number of vehicles allowed for their use in patrolling as well as administrative tasks.  

Strategically more important, however, were actions at Parral (April 12, 1916) and 

Carrizal (June 21, 1916).81   

At Parral, a detachment from the 13th Cavalry skirmished with a larger Mexican 

government cavalry unit in an engagement killing six Americans and over forty 

Mexicans.  This fight pitted conventional cavalry formations against each other as the 

Mexicans conducted a pursuit.  At Carrizal, the 10th Cavalry clashed with government 

forces.  Here the Army’s cost was higher with nine dead and twelve wounded.  

Additionally, twenty-three cavalrymen became prisoners of the Mexican government. 

Carrizal became a turning point for the expedition, especially with respect to American 

public opinion.  Increasingly, the expedition became the subject of political cartoons with 

this reflecting both increasing public frustration over the failure to kill or capture Villa 

and concerns over policy to Mexico. 82   

The Punitive Expedition was both unanticipated and conducted with one eye fixed 

on the war in Europe.  The Army focused new technology on the challenges of Mexico 

and saw mixed results for its efforts.  The Army did not develop new equipment for 

either an extended campaign or an asymmetric threat.  Instead, it deployed equipment 

readily available (the radio and the airplane) or hastily acquired (the truck).  All three of 

these equipment items facilitated various aspects of operations, but none focused on the 

tasks of actual combat.  Excepting Patton’s action, combat featured traditional weapons 

and methods.  While the Punitive Expedition offers several lessons, the most significant 



  

101 
 

is worth repeating: technology has never offered the sole solution to the Army’s tactical 

challenges.   

Vietnam, 1950-1974 

 While the Army considers March 15, 1962, the start date for the first of its 

seventeen Vietnam campaigns, its presence went back years earlier.  September 1950 saw 

the creation of the United States Military Assistance Advisory Group, Indochina, in 

Saigon.  Intended to aid France in its counterinsurgency campaign against the 

communist-inspired Viet Minh, this unit became the Military Assistance Advisory Group, 

Viet-Nam (MAAGV), with the Republic of Vietnam’s (RVN) independence in 1955.  

National Security Council Memorandum 5429, dated August 4, 1954, captures strategic 

thinking as the transition from French rule to two independent Vietnamese states played 

out:  

The U.S. must protect its position and restore its prestige in the Far East 
by a new initiative in Southeast Asia, where the situation must be 
stabilized as soon as possible to prevent further losses to Communism 
through (1) creeping expansion and subversion, or (2) overt aggression.83   

 

To realize these objectives, MAAGV assisted the RVN in building a modern army 

capable of deterring an invasion from its communist counterpart, the Democratic 

Republic of Vietnam (DRV), and defeating a new communist insurgent movement, the 

Viet Cong (VC).  From 1955 through 1962, MAAGV served as the primary American 

military headquarters in Vietnam, when the Military Assistance Command-Vietnam 

(MACV) replaced it.  These were all joint organizations; however, the Army provided 

both the commanding generals and most of the military manpower.  Ultimately, the 
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statement of work for MACV grew far beyond that of the MAAGV.  While both had a 

counterinsurgency mission, MACV also became the war’s erstwhile supreme 

headquarters, coordinating American and allied activities.  This coordination included 

considering both battlefield needs and domestic political concerns in both the United 

States and in an ally’s country.  Concerns over a public response to specific actions or 

battlefield casualties sometimes limited a force’s employment.84 

 America’s involvement in Southeast Asia never achieved one of its most 

important objectives: marshalling the power of collective action.  President Lyndon 

Baines Johnson hoped for significant participation under the “More Flags” program.  

Great Britain played no military role in the conflict at all.  France, because of its colonial 

legacy and failure in Indochina, remained militarily sidelined.  America’s North Atlantic 

Treaty Organization (NATO) partners ultimately contributed varying amounts of non-

military aid.  Australia and New Zealand provided professional units, but their numbers 

remained small.  Faced with the possibility of seeing a reduction of American forces in 

Korea, the Republic of Korea sent over 34,000 soldiers and marines to Vietnam.  Two 

Southeast Asian countries, Thailand, and the Philippines, also sent combat units.  By 

1969, these nations had over 67,000 troops serving in Vietnam.  In addition to these 

troops, the Army of the Republic of Vietnam (ARVN) and its auxiliaries provided an 

additional 1,027,000 soldiers that same year.  Coordinating the activities of all these 

forces represented one of the war’s enduring challenges.  Difficult under the best of 

circumstances, simultaneously building the ARVN and fighting both a conventional war 

and a counterinsurgency magnified it.85   
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Exacerbating this challenge was a new battlefield dynamic: an international and 

increasingly unrestrained press corps.  During the Philippine conflict, World War I, and 

World War II, American authorities reserved the right to censor accredited 

correspondents.  In Korea, the rules saw some loosening, but restrictions existed to 

prevent reporting derogatory information about American forces.  In Vietnam, however, 

the actions of all actors—American and allied—were both visible and scrutinized.  The 

ready availability of international communications meant military censorship was 

unfeasible.  Scenes and reports from the war influenced not only American audiences, but 

also allied ones, which produced important political ramifications.  Local allies proved a 

double-edged sword in Vietnam, as they would in future conflicts, with the Army widely 

perceived as both “owning” them and having responsibility for their performance.86 

  The Battle of Ap Bac provides a clear illustration of the Allied operations 

challenges and the media’s ready access to both information and the means to report 

it.  A hamlet roughly thirty miles from Saigon on the Plain of Reeds, Ap Bac was the site 

of a January 2, 1963, battle between roughly 150 VC and a reinforced battalion of ARVN 

troops equipped with the Army’s newest armored personnel carrier, the M113, and 

supported by both Vietnamese artillery and U.S. Army helicopters.  This battle was 

unique for two reasons.  First, preparation included detailed planning.  Intelligence 

reports for several days gave Vietnamese officers and their American advisors’ plenty of 

time to develop a realistic plan to attack Ap Bac and destroy the enemy located there.  

Second, taking place after a year of intensive American training, this first fight would 

show the VC—and the world—the ARVN’s capabilities.  Structurally, ARVN closely 
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resembled its American counterpart with airborne, Ranger, and mechanized units.  It was 

a modern Army optimized to fight the North Vietnamese regulars fielded by the People’s 

Army of Vietnam (PAVN) rather than the VC that constituted the primary threat.  Three 

auxiliary forces (Civil Guard, Self Defense Corps, and Civilian Irregular Defense Group) 

focused on defending against the Viet Cong.87 

At Ap Bac, the ARVN outnumbered the VC almost ten-to-one.  Possessing better 

weapons and mobility, the ARVN should have delivered a major victory.  Instead, the 

battle exposed all the things the ARVN could not do: coordinate fire and movement, 

exercise decisive leadership, and fix an enemy force in a position to destroy it.  

Compounding the ARVN’s problems was the vulnerability of its American-flown HH-21 

“Shawnee” helicopters.  Viet Cong gunners shot down five such aircraft, killing three 

Americans.  Additionally, they damaged nine more aircraft and wounded six more 

Americans.  ARVN casualties numbered more than 100.  At battle’s end Ap Bac was in 

ARVN hands, but the Viet Cong withdrawal made ownership irrelevant.88   

The defeat highlighted the difficulties in developing military capabilities in an 

army—and country—possessing cultural and social norms far different than those of their 

American sponsors.  One of the most relevant was an army’s role in society: the U.S. 

Army is apolitical; ARVN was a hotbed of local and national political intrigue.  ARVN 

officers often viewed things from the political rather than the tactical perspective—and 

their battlefield decisions reflected this.  Equally important, the Ap Bac battle 

demonstrated the media’s ability to report events on its own terms—even if they diverged 

from the official position.  In the words of Lt. Col. John Paul Vann, an advisor to the 
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ARVN 7th Infantry Division at Ap Bac, the South Vietnamese troops put in “a miserable 

damn performance.”89  It was also a performance that the Washington Post and the New 

York Times reported on within 24 hours.  Both papers used such language as “humiliating 

defeat” and “costly Viet-Nam battle angers U.S. advisers [sic],” contradicting the 

MAAGV commander, Gen. Paul Harkins, who characterized Ap Bac as a victory.90  

Through the war’s course, similar battlefield events resulted in negative media coverage.  

Compounding this was the long-running MAAGV/MACV effort to present ARVN 

efforts as successes, even when there was none of any consequence.  Ultimately, attempts 

to explain battlefield events would devolve into the famous “five o’clock follies,” the 

nickname reporters bestowed on the MACV daily media briefing.  That derisive label 

captured the Army’s frustrations.  Part of the problem originated with policy: when 

commenting on Vietnamese issues, the Army initially followed the RVN’s press 

guidance.  It also reflected the cynicism of a news media hard-pressed to believe 

whatever Army official said.  Ap Bac provided the first example of a confrontational 

media that would influence public perceptions through the war’s long course.91  

A largely disaffected population provided another issue for the Army to tackle.  A 

proud people with a long history, the ethnic Vietnamese believed they possessed a culture 

superior to that of their neighbors.  A distinctly Vietnamese culture had existed from at 

least 2879 BCE, with an independent Nam Viet state founded in 207 BCE.  Despite 

multiple conflicts, Chinese influence remained pervasive.  By the time MAAGV’s first 

members arrived, Vietnamese history included periods of independence as well as 

Chinese, Japanese, and French rule.  With the 1955 collapse of the Nguyen dynasty, a 
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widely unpopular Roman Catholic urban elite held power.  Most of the population 

remained poor, rural, and divided among multiple politico-religious sects—some highly 

militant.  The national hero was not a member of the RVN government but DRV leader 

Ho Chi Minh.  Most Vietnamese revered Ho for forcing France from the country.  It is no 

surprise that many South Vietnamese supported neither the country’s government nor its 

institutions.92   

RVN governments tended toward a disturbing characteristic—instability.  This 

instability reverberated through all government agencies.  Too often, the decisions these 

governments made ran contrary to the Vietnamese citizen’s understanding of justice or 

correctness.  While the VC often demonstrated a high degree of brutality in dealing with 

the populace, the RVN government employed the same tactic all too often.  The result 

was a population often suspicious of both the civilian government and the ARVN.  The 

American relationship with the RVN made much of the population suspicious—and at 

times hostile—of the Army’s efforts.  Frequently, the Army’s basic approach was to seek 

out the enemy and then employ mortars, artillery, or air support to complete his 

destruction.  Reflecting an ingrained belief that spending money was better than spending 

blood, the U.S. Army tended towards area-fire weapons.  It is hardly surprising that 

Vietnamese who saw their villages destroyed wanted as little as possible to do with either 

the ARVN or the Americans.  “Winning hearts and minds” were the theoretical 

objectives, but battlefield practice tended to undercut those efforts. That the war’s early 

years corresponded with the zenith of Modernization theory only complicated matters.  

Modernization theory meant that as the Army operated across Vietnam, multiple civilian 
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government agencies did so as well.  Intent on improving every aspect of the Vietnamese 

peasant’s life, their actions meant both further cultural dislocation and animosity towards 

the American presence.  Most American theorists, politicians, and bureaucrats never 

understood the fact that many Vietnamese did not want their society changed along 

American lines.  This animosity displayed itself in a variety of ways, but it was most 

dangerous when it led individuals to either join or cooperate with the VC.  Ultimately, the 

disaffected populace provided the Army with myriad opportunities to re-learn basic truths 

about fighting an insurgency: legitimacy is paramount and imprudence in choosing 

partners makes establishing it more difficult.93 

Techno-wizardry reappeared in Vietnam—and on a scale approaching that of the 

second World War.  Korea was too close to that earlier war's end and too limited in scope 

to witness significant technological change. The Army of 1950-53 closely mirrored that 

of 1944-45.  Three factors, however, largely shaped technology’s arc in Vietnam.  First, 

the American build-up corresponded to the tenure of Robert McNamara as Secretary of 

Defense.  McNamara was an activist manager possessing an abiding faith in technology’s 

promise.  Second, Cold War competition provided the nation a massive technological 

production base theoretically able to deliver a broad range of sophisticated items.  Third, 

relatively low combat troop strengths in Vietnam required creative solutions as 

compensation.  The Army deployed eighty-one infantry battalions and activated a Special 

Forces group in Vietnam, a number far too small given its size, topography, and enemies.  

Aggravating the problem was a lack of validated and understood counterinsurgency 
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doctrine.  For the Army, this meant an increasing flow of devices to find and fight the 

Viet Cong and PAVN. 94  

Technology touched almost every facet of operations in Vietnam, but intelligence 

collection and analysis posed the greatest challenges.  In facing two enemies, the Army 

faced two interconnected, but separate problems.  Defeating the PAVN meant not only 

identifying its locations within Vietnam, but also the infiltration and supply routes.  

Defeating the VC meant not only identifying unit locations, but also individual actors 

who served in a variety of supporting roles.  Ground surveillance systems such as the 

AN/PPS-5 radar (GSR) and remotely emplaced sensors (REMS) sought to extend the 

range of American “eyes” in both time and distance by removing the cover of darkness 

and allowing the identification of infiltrators at extended ranges.  Aerial counterparts 

existed in the OV-1 Mohawk airplane with its AN/AAS-14 infra-red detection system or 

AN/APS-94 side-looking airborne radar (SLAR).  SLAR identified moving objects in 

both Vietnams, Laos, Cambodia, or on Vietnam’s rivers at ranges of up to 150 

kilometers.  UH-1 helicopters deployed a variety of remote sensors that transmitted 

information as long as their batteries functioned.  Automated data processing, still in its 

infancy, supported the fight against the VC with the Combined Intelligence Center-

Vietnam (CIC-V) using IBM computers to maintain an ever-changing data of VC 

personalities, units, and locations. Targeting remained a challenge throughout the war, 

but focusing equipment efforts on intelligence requirements produced positive results and 

facilitated the effective application of scarce resources.95 
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Technology also played a role in destroying the enemy.  The AN/PVS-2 image 

intensification device, better known as a “starlight scope,” dramatically improved a 

soldier’s ability to see in the dark. The M18 “Claymore” anti-personnel mine provided 

devastating firepower.  Consisting of an explosive charge and 700 small ball bearings 

discharged across an arc of sixty degrees, soldiers could prepare the weapon for 

individual or group firing.  Easily emplaced and recovered, Claymores often reinforced 

ambushes, defensive positions, or base camps.  Vietnam’s unique topography led to 

changes in how the Army equipped its field artillery.  The primary cannon in most 

artillery units was the new M102, a 105mm howitzer with a range of 11,500 meters.  At 

3,300 pounds, it was much more mobile than its predecessor.  Nevertheless, the terrain 

frequently challenged a unit’s ability to position and fire the weapon.  The M114A1 

155mm howitzer had both greater range and weight.  Heavier weight meant greater 

difficulty in moving the weapon.  Both these weapons suffered the same basic limitation: 

their limited ability to rotate 360 degrees.  With American tactics emphasizing the 

creation of fire support bases—the forward positioning of artillery in remote areas—the 

360-degree firing requirement was a new one for such weapons.  To improve cannon 

effectiveness, the Army developed several new platforms on which to place these 

weapons.  These platforms improved weapons tactical effectiveness.96   

To support the 9th Infantry Division in the Mekong River delta, an area almost 

void of dry land, the Army developed an airborne firing platform for the M102.  

Transportable by heavy lift helicopter, the platform provided a stable firing platform 

enabling the weapon’s rapid traverse.  Such platforms suffered a major deficiency—they 
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provided no protection for a cannon crew.  Two officers, Maj. Dan Charlton and Capt. 

John Beiler of the 3rd Battalion, 34th Field Artillery, sought to solve the problem.  

Experiments with barges led to a design based on the Navy’s P-1 pontoon.  Welding 

multiple pontoons together created an armor-protected barge capable of carrying the 

cannon, its ammunition, and its crew.  This system allowed the cannon’s use as both an 

indirect and direct fire weapon.97 

Continuing the tradition of the combat soldier solving the most pressing problems, 

1st Lieut. Nathan Foster of the 8th Battalion, 6th Field Artillery, devised the platform for 

the M114A1.  Locally fabricated, the platform allowed an understrength gun crew to 

rotate the weapon 360˚ in a matter of seconds.  Foster’s Battery B demonstrated the 

platform’s utility by shifting the cannon’s muzzle 33 times in one nineteen-hour period.  

During the 1st Infantry Division’s OPERATION BIRMINGHAM, this same battery fired 

more than 7,200 rounds over two-and-one-half weeks and performed “innumerable shifts 

using the pedestal.”98 In allowing rapid and accurate fire, the platform sustained the fire 

base as an effective tactic.  Ironically, this had the unintended consequence of 

contributing to the practice of tethering maneuver units to the range of supporting 

artillery.  Sometimes referred to as “firebase psychosis,” this meant artillery availability 

rather than the enemy situation dictated operations.99 

The Army’s use of some new technologies also harkened to the past.  Some Civil 

War approaches to a counterinsurgency returned.  The idea behind the Mississippi 

Marine Brigade experienced reincarnation as the Mekong Riverine Force, an organization 

pairing the Army’s 2nd Brigade, 9th Infantry Division with the Navy’s Task Force 117. 
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Fighting primarily from Navy vessels, the Army also employed its own air cushion 

vehicles and helicopters in operations around the Mekong Delta.  Defoliation, on a much 

larger scale than the Civil War, reemerged with both the Army and Air Force applying 

the herbicidal agents “Orange,” “Blue,” and “White” in many areas.  Before the Army 

realized the long-term environmental impacts of such agents, analysis showed such 

agents served a useful purpose with a decrease in friendly killed-in-action (KIA) rates.  

The analysis also indicated higher enemy KIA rates in enemy-initiated engagements 

occurring in areas treated with these agents.100 

In Vietnam, as was the case in the Punitive Expedition, the Army placed great 

stock in technology.  The massive investment effort offered a much better return than it 

did in Mexico but still failed to meet all requirements.  The Army assumed its 

expectations were realistic under the circumstances but failed to appreciate technology’s 

limitations fully.  It also failed to understand the relationship between technical 

possibilities and the impacts of policy on operations.  These policies included limiting the 

size of the force in Vietnam and restricting ground combat.  Whereas Mexico repeatedly 

demonstrated technology’s limitations, Vietnam showed the lack of will to exploit 

technology’s capabilities amounted to technological failure.  It did not matter if 

technology served up the enemy if the Army could not act on the information—and, all 

too often, that was the case.101   

 War is always hard, dirty, brutal, and frustrating.  Clausewitz spoke of fog and 

friction as two of war’s fundamental concepts–he could have added frustration to the list.  

Frustration was one, but not the only, cause of the Army’s difficulties in mounting 
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operations that conformed to national values and the law of war.  On March 16-17, 1968, 

the resentments of Company C, 1st Battalion, 20th Infantry, found release in the My Lai 

Massacre.  Even after fifty years, My Lai resonates across American political, military, 

and cultural landscapes.  The war’s best-known atrocity is not only a tragedy for its scale, 

but because it was not the only example of lawless behavior by American soldiers.  War 

always provides opportunities for such events, but counterinsurgency magnifies them.  

The insurgent’s ability to blend into the population makes every civilian a potential 

combatant.  Compounding the issue in Vietnam was the issue of race.  Army policy was 

to treat the Vietnamese with respect, but not every soldier complied and some subscribed 

to the “mere gook rule,” or MGR.  This ascribed an inferior position to the Vietnamese 

and contributed to their mistreatment.  The remedy is simple—effective leadership.  As 

Clausewitz accurately notes, the simple is difficult in war.  Combat leadership is hard—

and the further one moves along the counterinsurgency spectrum the harder it gets.102 

 Throughout the war, the Army increasingly struggled with small unit leadership—

the corporals, sergeants, lieutenants, and captains who fight the battles.  This tension 

reflected four factors.  First, the “crash” nature of the initial build-up meant many units 

experienced either (or both) abbreviated training programs or last-minute personnel 

replacements who missed unit training events.  This decreased leadership training 

opportunities and retarded developing competence in the tasks units would perform.  The 

decision to deploy units and then rotate personnel through them was the second.  This 

practice significantly eroded cohesion and made small unit leadership even more 

difficult, particularly when casualties resulted in even higher personnel turnover.  
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Exacerbating this was the practice of “ticket punching.”  Company and battalion 

commanders would often serve in their positions for only a few months before moving 

onto a new duty position.  A new officer would then assume command and get his “ticket 

punched” by serving as a commander in combat.  Over the course of one year, a soldier 

could find he had three or four different company or battalion commanders.  Third, a 

liberal policy for college deferments meant many who might have provided effective 

leadership avoided service altogether.  Juxtaposed against a declining pool of high-

quality enlistees was an increase in requirements.  Not only did the Army need more 

ground combat officers, it also needed pilots.  The aviator training program averaged 

3,600 graduates a year between 1962 and 1973.  The only solution for the leadership 

problem was to accept those who met the minimum standards to ensure leadership 

positions remained filled.  Previously, a higher number of enlistees with degrees or 

higher test scores meant the Army need not settle for those who met the minimum as 

supply exceeded demand.  Officer Candidate School (OCS) provided the preponderance 

of company grade officers.  Before 1966, many OCS candidates were long-serving NCOs 

with demonstrated leadership skills.  The Army’s rapid expansion, however, meant that 

this highly qualified population could not meet the demand.  Increasingly, candidates 

came from basic combat training centers.  The expansion also increased demands for 

competent non-commissioned officers.  This ultimately led the Army to establish non-

commissioned officer academies to produce sergeants and staff sergeants to help fill the 

gap.  Dubbed “shake and bake NCOs” after a popular food product, this cohort brought 

motivation but lacked the seasoning of those promoted after several years’ service.  The 
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war’s unpopularity and course impacted soldier attitudes, particularly after 1969.  This 

manifested itself in increasing drug abuse and assaults against authority.103  

There was also the associated problem of more senior leadership applying a 

careerist mindset to the battlefield’s problems.  This expressed itself in leaders who 

focused on reporting up the chain of command rather than focusing on developing their 

subordinate leaders.  The desire to prevent reports of poor performance or misconduct 

meant all too often incorrect information moved upward.  Alternatively, bad news that 

did go up the chain often found itself stopped or modified before reaching the top.  This 

problem was pervasive enough to lead to the Army War College’s 1970 Study of 

Professionalism report (see Chapter 1).  The Army had a large population of highly 

qualified combat leaders, but it was not enough to meet all its needs. 104 

 Vietnam once again unveiled an ugly truth about counterinsurgencies: frustration 

can consume soldiers.  Frustration and weak leadership can enable serious misconduct.  

Misconduct on the Army’s part enflames not only the local population.  Mass media 

magnifies the effect of misconduct and can turn domestic and international audiences 

against the counterinsurgency.  Finally, efforts to limit knowledge of such events only 

makes things worse by destroying credibility and legitimacy.  Learned in Vietnam, this 

was another lesson the Army would re-learn on future battlefields in Iraq and 

Afghanistan. 

 The U.S. Army’s experience in Vietnam touched on many facets of both 

conventional and asymmetric warfare.  It also strongly echoed aspects of past conflicts 

with these informing some of the solutions to the war’s myriad problems.  Most 
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significantly, it indelibly colored the Army’s understanding of mass media—an 

understanding it would take into battle in Grenada, Panama, and the Persian Gulf.  It also 

reinforced the Army’s penchant for technical solutions and contributed to the enduring 

belief that problems always had technological solutions.  The reality is that while that is 

often the case, “often” is not “always,” and it would take another conflict—and some 

highly astute senior leadership--for the Army to internalize that lesson.  Vietnam also 

reminded the Army that one of the biggest challenges in a counterinsurgency campaign is 

establishing legitimacy among the local population.  Absent that, all accomplishments 

were a Potemkin—they looked good from afar but lacked any real substance.  Intimately 

linked with Army legitimacy was the issue of local allies.  Legitimacy hinged on local 

attitudes about a unit’s conduct and attitude as well as its performance.  Finally, the 

protracted conflict reminded the Army of the necessity of ethical and competent leaders 

capable of training and directing the troops.  The Army’s only universal truth is that 

soldiers are as good, or as bad, as their leaders let them be—or make them be.   Tour 

rotation policies served to short-cut both training and leader development opportunities.  

Intended to provide the Army the means to win the war, rotation instead made that 

virtually impossible.  

Conclusions 

  The experiences of the Civil War, the Philippine War, the Mexican Expedition, 

and the Vietnam War prompt several observations.  First, asymmetric opponents operate 

with a different set of political considerations.  In all the campaigns considered, 

opponents never had to consider domestic political considerations in the same manner as 
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the Army.  The issue of time becomes increasingly relevant as expected outcomes do not 

rapidly present themselves.  This was particularly true in the Punitive Expedition and 

Vietnam.  The issue would present itself again in Afghanistan and Iraq and is one reason 

asymmetric campaigns are so frustrating for those involved—including a civilian public 

increasingly desirous of quick outcomes.  “Frustration management” would have 

profound consequences as such events as Smith’s Samar expedition or the 1st Battalion, 

20th Infantry at My Lai demonstrate.  

Second, the Army tends towards an over-reliance on technology to address 

problems best solved by putting a soldier on the ground.   The problems with putting the 

soldier on the ground are the higher cost, the greater risk, and the increased time required 

to achieve results.  Technology helps mitigate, but does not fully eliminate, these 

concerns.  In the Philippines, the telegraph and coal-powered vessels allowed the timely 

movement of troops.  Technological solutions, however, cannot plug all gaps, especially 

when the technology is neither mature (the airplane in the Mexican Expedition) nor 

supported by policy (allowing sanctuaries for the VC or PAVN in Vietnam).  

Third, the best outcomes occur when the Army establishes legitimacy and 

credibility with the local population.  Aligning all activities with clearly understood and 

realistic political objectives is the best way to achieve this goal.  The objective of 

“benevolent assimilation” in the Philippines allowed commanders flexibility in their 

approaches, with the most significant found in the rehabilitation of former insurrectos 

and creation of native military and security organizations.  Legitimacy and credibility 

ultimately develop from observed actions.  For the Army to achieve them, it must speak 
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consistently with one voice and enforce high standards of individual unit conduct.  This is 

exceedingly difficult when the Army establishes policies that undercut its ability to do 

this.     

Fourth, creating a realistic and well-understood legal framework for operations 

provided commanders with a tool for regulating the actions of soldiers and civilian 

populations in the areas in which units operated.  GO 100 proved an enduring document 

shaping not only operations in the American South and the Philippines but ultimately 

globally as it helped shape multiple conventions governing the law of land warfare 

through the present.  Today, the Army’s most recent field manual on the law of land 

warfare, Field Manual 6-27, The Commander’s Handbook on the Law of Land Warfare, 

cites the Lieber Code as a precedent.105   

 Finally, the four conflicts, their tactical problems, and the solutions tried meant 

the Army had a rather deep well of historical knowledge from which to draw as it fought 

insurgencies in Afghanistan and Iraq.  Excepting improvised explosive devices and 

sophisticated information operations, the Army did not face any novel problems as it 

found itself involved in asymmetric campaigns in Afghanistan and Iraq.  Its challenge, 

therefore, lay in re-examining its historical experiences and applying the relevant lessons 

to the fights at hand.  This was harder than it sounds as the Army’s organization, 

equipment and culture largely conditioned it for the large operations it wanted rather than 

the counterinsurgencies it had.  The result was the Army seizing on some important past 

lessons in Afghanistan and Iraq, and disregarding some others of equal—or even 

greater—importance. 
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CHAPTER 3 

AFGHANISTAN AND IRAQ—1990 TO 2005 

 
“History is the unfolding of miscalculations” 1 

Barbara Tuchman, Stillwell and the American Experience in China, 1911-1945  

Backgrounds and Beginnings 

 This chapter examines the invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq with a focus on the 

Army’s role in both.  The early days of both conflicts found the Army exceeding its own 

expectations as it attained military objectives far more quickly than anticipated, and at a 

far lower cost.  Successes, however, proved short-lived.  As the American and coalition 

presence in both countries grew, insurgent groups challenged the United States and its 

partners asymmetrically.   The Army suffered thousands of casualties, the majority from 

a weapon seldom considered before 9/11, the improvised explosive device (IED).  

Magnifying IED effectiveness were sophisticated information operations that raised 

awareness of IEDs and their effects to a global audience.  Insurgent actions would 

ultimately threaten strategic objectives, popular support for the wars, and consume the 

attention of the Army’s senior leadership as it sought remedies to the unforeseen 

problems insurgents presented.  Solutions would slowly come, but only after the Army 

acknowledged it faced a war for which it was largely unprepared and invested heavily in 

new approaches.  The Asymmetric Warfare Group ultimately grew from these efforts.2 

Despite one member of Afghanistan’s ruling Taliban government forecasting an 

American invasion, the head mullah, Omar Mohammad, refused to believe in a full-

blooded American response to his country for harboring Osama bin Laden.  Saddam 

Hussein underestimated the determination of American president George W. Bush and 
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British prime minister Tony Blair to topple Iraq’s Ba’athist regime.  In contrast, the Bush 

administration believed that deposing these regimes would see newly empowered people 

rush to embrace representative democratic government.  For military planners, this meant 

assuming the Afghan and Iraqi people would work with their would-be liberators through 

a relatively brief transitional period leading to popular governments.  As events unfolded, 

the Taliban, the Iraqis, and the Americans all saw their miscalculations translate into 

extended conflicts taxing them in ways unimagined before both invasions began.3  

 Conflict between Afghanistan and the United States dated to the Taliban 

government’s earliest days.  From its taking power in 1994 through September 11, 2001, 

Taliban decisions either irritated or angered the U.S. government.  Such actions as 

destroying irreplaceable statues from the country’s Buddhist era (305 BC-715 AD), the 

imposition of strict dress and behavior restrictions on women, and ultimately offering a 

safe-haven to Osama bin Laden fueled Washington’s anti-Taliban attitudes.  These same 

actions, however, resonated with the Taliban’s core constituency: Afghanistan’s Pashtun 

population.  This was hardly surprising considering how Afghanistan contrasted with the 

United States.  Poor, agrarian, tribal, and largely imbued with the values of Islam’s 

conservative Deobandi Sunni sect, the country represented a throwback to the late 

medieval period.  Juxtaposed against this was Afghanistan’s recent history: perpetual 

armed conflict against the Soviet Union as well as other Afghans coupled with an 

aggressive Pakistan using Afghanistan to advance its own political goals. These 

fundamental differences in outlook, values, and recent history would profoundly 

influence American-Afghan interactions in the months ahead.4 
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 While Afghanistan experienced little of America’s wrath until after 9/11, Iraq’s 

experiences differed dramatically.  From 1990 onwards, Iraq replaced Iran as the pivot 

around which American military policy in the Persian Gulf region revolved.  The 1991 

ceasefire ending the Persian Gulf War solidified the enlarged American presence in the 

region.  This included introducing ground forces into Kurdistan for humanitarian 

purposes and maintaining Army pre-positioned stocks (APS) in Kuwait.   Consisting of 

combat vehicles, fuel, ammunition, and food, APS allowed the Army to fly troops into 

Kuwait and draw equipment rather than ship its equipment by sea.  This meant an 

armored division could go from a stateside garrison to a defensive position on the Iraqi 

border in only a few days rather than weeks or months.  Following Iraqi violations of 

1991 U.N. Security Council Resolution 688, the U.S. and its European allies created two 

“no-fly” areas (later expanded into “no ground movement areas”) over the country to 

prevent the diminished Iraqi Air Force from attacking Iraqis seeking to undermine 

Saddam Hussein’s regime.  Despite the catastrophic losses Iraq sustained during the Gulf 

War and the terms of both the ceasefire and multiple United Nations resolutions, Saddam 

periodically challenged American resolve.  These provocations led to the rapid 

reinforcement of Army units in the region, most notably in 1998 and 1999 during 

operations DESERT THUNDER, DESERT FOX, and INTRINSIC ACTION.  

Frequently, American operations went beyond simple “shows of force.”  American 

aircraft conducted multiple strikes on a variety of Iraqi targets, including missile sites, 

ground units, weapons of mass destruction, and airfields between 1996 and 2003.  For the 

Army, these represented shaping operations— “operations that create and preserve the 

conditions for success of decisive operations.” 5  These strikes eliminated or reduced 
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battlefield capabilities that Iraq could not regenerate before the 2003 invasion and 

contributed to the invasion’s success.6  

 Within the Army, the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq fused with other operations 

into “overseas contingency operations” (OCO) also known as the Global War on Terror 

(GWOT).  While the terrorist acts of September 11, 2001, provide an emotionally 

powerful case for dating the GWOT, armed action precedes that date.  The Taliban 

decision to allow Al Qaida training camps in Afghanistan resulted in the United States 

conducting OPERATION INFINITE REACH in 1998.  Intended to destroy Al Qaida 

camps and change Taliban behavior, the operation was largely unsuccessful.   Following 

INFINITE REACH, the Taliban continued to commit human rights abuses and destroy 

priceless archaeological relics.  Coupled with the magnitude of 9/11, Taliban defiance 

meant many countries supported new American efforts to pressure the Taliban, including 

using military force if necessary.  Like September 11, 2001, March 19, 2003 provides a 

flawed marker for marking the start of hostilities against Iraq.  Air strikes, diplomatic 

pressure, economic sanctions, and information operations against Iraq extended back to 

1990: thirteen years of conflict preceded the March invasion.7  

 While Afghanistan and Iraq are very different countries, they shared two 

characteristics that also shaped battlefield events: Islam and tribalism.  In Afghanistan, 

both government policy and popular attitudes often reflected decades of education in the 

fundamentalist madresha (religious schools) of neighboring Pakistan.  In 2001, the 

Taliban provided a graphic example of its commitment to Islamic fundamentalism.  

Breaking with long-standing Afghan tradition, they required the country’s small Hindu 

minority to wear a yellow identifying symbol.  Iraq’s experience with Islam differed from 
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that of Afghanistan.  In Iraq, the differences reflected that country’s colonial history and 

subsequent modernization efforts, as well as Islamic sectarianism.  Modern Iraq is an 

artificial construct reflecting the competition between Britain and France as the Ottoman 

Empire slowly collapsed at the end of World War I.  The 1916 Sykes-Picot Agreement 

between Britain and France carved Turkish domains into several new colonial 

possessions or protectorates, with Iraq turned over to London.  Created from the vilayets 

(provinces) of Mosul, Baghdad, and Basra, the new state contained three mutually 

antagonistic populations.  Basra contained a largely Shi’a Muslim Arab population, while 

Baghdad possessed a Sunni Arab majority.  Mosul, in Iraq’s northern mountains, 

contained a Kurdish population whose proverb, “a camel is not an animal, and an Arab is 

not a human being” captures a common attitude.8  Given an unwanted king from the 

Arabian Peninsula’s Hashemite family, Iraq survived as a highly unstable monarchy until 

1958 and the first of several coups.  Inspired by the Ba’ath ideology of Syrians Michael 

Aflaq and Salhadin al Bitar, Iraq established the trappings of a secular state emphasizing 

economic and social modernization.  Despite this, Iraq’s deep religious roots remained a 

major influence —particularly in both Arab communities.  For the Shi’a majority, its 

often second-class status and periodic government repression caused renewed adherence 

to religious beliefs and also eroded the bonds necessary for a cohesive state.  This 

situation fueled conflict with the Sunni majority as the Iraqi government collapsed 

following the 2003 invasion. 9 

 Almost as important as Islam in both countries are the tribal character of their 

populations.  Consisting of largely consanguineous clans with shared traditions, values, 

and language, the tribes pre-dated the countries themselves.  For many, tribal identity 
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mattered more than one’s national identity.  The histories of Afghanistan and Iraq are 

also histories of tribal domination, which reinforced the importance of one’s tribal 

affiliation.  Geography also played a role in both tribal development and power.  In 

Afghanistan, the combination of inhospitable terrain, vast distances, perennial water 

scarcity, and low population densities meant villages largely developed independently of 

one another.  Such conditions also precluded developing the strong central government 

capable of supplanting tribal loyalty with a national one.  Indeed, for the powerful tribes, 

fostering such a government meant weakening their own positions against the country’s 

other tribes.  Even within the tribes, subordinate clans remained acutely aware of their 

relative power, prestige, and influence—and the benefits (or lack thereof) those factors 

generated.  In Iraq, years of exposure to western ideas, Soviet aid, and Ba’ath rule fooled 

most observers to dismiss tribal relationships as relatively unimportant.  Iraq’s long-

standing veneer as a developing and increasingly educated and technologically 

sophisticated state obscured the simple fact that tribal identification remained a 

submerged—and powerful—force.  At the heart of the tribal structure was the concept of 

wasta.  Wasta translates roughly as “clout” or “connections” and remains a strong social 

force across the Middle East.  Wasta both fueled the insurgency and played a significant 

role in military operations in mediating American approaches and Iraqi responses as 

tribes navigated the changing circumstances.  When those with wasta supported coalition 

entreaties, violence declined.  When they did not, violence continued—or grew in 

intensity.10  
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Afghanistan—The Invasion 

   Even as fires burned in New York City and the Pentagon after 9/11, planning for 

the American response was underway.  By October 5, 2001, plans described the basic 

outlines of possible American military action.  Termed “courses of action,” or COAs, 

these described the combination of forces, their missions, and the required outcomes.  

Responsibility for determining and then implementing the final COA rested with the U.S. 

Central Command’s (USCENTCOM) commanding general, Gen. Tommy Franks.  

Franks had a West Texas working-class background and was both an Officer Candidate 

School graduate and a Vietnam veteran.  His post-Vietnam assignments included service 

on the inter-German border during the Cold War, serving as the 1st Cavalry Division’s 

assistant division commander for maneuver during the Persian Gulf War and command of 

the 2nd Infantry Division in Korea.  Franks understood strategy and recognized 

technology’s benefits.  He also realized that any COA ultimately depended on the 

soldiers executing it.  To Franks, the soldier, and not the weapon, was paramount.11   

For the Army, the COA selected initially meant deploying significant Special 

Operations and light infantry forces.  Early deploying units included the 5th Special 

Forces Group (Airborne), portions of the 160th Special Operations Aviation Regiment 

(SOAR), and the 1st Battalion, 87th Infantry, from the 10th Mountain Division (Light 

Infantry).  Providing required logistics and communications support was the 528th Special 

Operations Support Battalion (Airborne) and the 112th Signal Battalion (Special 

Operations) (Airborne).  Recognizing the need to engage the local population, elements 

of the 4th Psychological Operations Group (Airborne) and 96th Civil Affairs Battalion 

(Airborne) also deployed.  The 5th Special Forces and 160th SOAR also incorporated 
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significant intelligence processing capabilities.  Organized as Task Force (TF) Dagger, 

these units possessed the ability to conduct missions ranging from humanitarian 

assistance to focused raids to assisting local militias.  This last mission became the 

campaign’s initial main effort as soldiers worked with the most capable of Afghanistan’s 

anti-Taliban groups, the Northern Alliance (NA).  In early October, Task Force Dagger 

moved from the United States to Uzbekistan’s Karshi-Kanabad Airfield, soon nicknamed 

“K2,”and then into Afghanistan itself.12 

An amalgam of tribal, ethnic, and religious groups, the NA’s roots extended back 

to Afghan resistance groups formed after the 1979 Soviet invasion.  This umbrella 

organization’s membership and objectives frequently changed in response to both 

international and domestic developments.  International developments included 

Pakistan’s Inter-Service Intelligence Service’s supporting the Taliban and INFINITE 

REACH.  Domestic developments included the Taliban targeting the Northern Alliance’s 

leaders and the changes in an individual Taliban member’s political or social power.    By 

late 2001, the Northern Alliance controlled only five percent of Afghanistan’s territory 

yet almost 50 percent of the population.  As a result, it was the most viable of the anti-

Taliban groups.  The aftermath of September 11 meant a reappraisal of American 

government perspectives on the group.  As a result, conversations on supporting their 

anti-Taliban efforts began in mid-September and came to fruition in early October with 

the arrival of American assistance.  This assistance ultimately proved decisive.13 

Dubbed OPERATION ENDURING FREEDOM, the campaign sought the 

destruction of the Taliban and Al Qaeda.  In the words of President George W. Bush, the 

country was “at war with terrorism, not the Afghan people.”14  This meant military 
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efforts simultaneously struck military objectives and provided humanitarian assistance to 

the Afghan people.  American forces applied lethal force against specific objectives.  To 

control much of this force, Army Special Forces and attached Air Force tactical air 

control parties operated with Northern Alliance groups.  The Americans identified targets 

for engagement with precision munitions while the NA performed the ground combat 

role normally conducted by conventional Army forces.  As coalition Special Operations 

Forces became available, they integrated into the larger American-Northern Alliance 

effort.  This approach both reduced logistical requirements and kept conventional units 

available for operations elsewhere.  The theoretical timeline called for limited operations 

and training NA units through the winter with a spring offensive in 2002 to topple the 

Taliban. The plan was simple—and risky.  Weather, terrain, logistics, and the attitudes 

and abilities of NA members could all threaten success. 15 

The first strikes of ENDURING FREEDOM took place on the night of October 7, 

2001.  Forty-three Air Force and Navy aircraft and fifty “Tomahawk” land missiles hit 

targets deemed critical to the Taliban.  Coincidental with this, two Air Force C-17 

“Globemaster III” aircraft dropped more than 34,400 food and medical packets over the 

country.  Taking place within forty-five minutes of the airstrikes, these humanitarian 

assistance drops were the first, and recurring, steps in a much larger humanitarian 

assistance program.  While some Globemaster III’s dropped humanitarian assistance, 

others continued the trans-Atlantic shuttle building up TF Dagger.  The arrival of the 5th 

Special Forces Group headquarters at K2 on October 10 and the issuing of a warning 

order for the 160th SOAR meant the Army could soon begin playing its role. If 

conspicuously absent in ENDURING FREEDOM’S first actions, Army units began 
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assuming a prominent role by conducting a series of helicopter and parachute assaults 

from Uzbekistan.16  

Army operations began with uncharacteristic failure by the 160th Special 

Operations Aviation Regiment.  Renowned for its ability to fly under the toughest 

conditions, the SOAR found itself unable to prevail in the face of Afghanistan’s mountain 

weather on its first two attempts.  On October 19, and the third attempt, the regiment’s 

aircraft succeeded in clearing the mountain barrier between Uzbekistan and Afghanistan 

and inserted two Special Forces Operational Detachment Alphas (ODA).  In the early 

morning hours of October 20, ODA 595 touched down at a landing zone fifty miles south 

of the Taliban stronghold of Mazr-e Shariff while ODA 555 landed near Bagram.  

Soldiers were now on the ground in Afghanistan, and the NA had a powerful new 

capability: precision airstrikes.  That same night saw the campaign’s first parachute 

assault as the 3rd Battalion, 75th Infantry Regiment (Ranger), seized an airstrip near 

Kandahar in southern Afghanistan.  In the span of six hours, Army Special Operations 

Forces were on the ground at points hundreds of miles apart in the country’s north, east, 

and south.  While geographically separated, purpose linked these locations by 

demonstrating the Army’s ability to strike almost anywhere to threaten Taliban forces.  

Over the next two weeks, the Army used this ability to insert additional ODAs to support 

Northern Alliance forces.17   

Almost immediately, the ODAs created a disproportionate effect on the 

battlefield.  The NA lacked an air force, but with the operational detachments able to 

effectively control airstrikes it essentially acquired one.  American and coalition aircraft 

could now drop precision guided munitions on specific targets.  This greatly enhanced 
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accuracy but also allowed engagement when the Northern Alliance could immediately 

exploit the strike’s effects.  This broke the long-standing stalemate that characterized 

much of the NA-Taliban fight before Special Forces teams arrived.  Reinforcing 

airstrikes was the tactical advice provided by Special Forces soldiers as they integrated 

into NA units.  The result was a radical change in the campaign plan as it became 

increasingly clear that the combination of coalition force and the Northern Alliance could 

destroy the Taliban government long before spring. 18 

As Special Forces soldiers roamed Afghanistan, USCENTCOM continued the 

flow of units and equipment to Uzbekistan.  November 10 saw two major milestones 

reached.  In Afghanistan, NA and Special Forces took the northern city of Mazr-e Shariff, 

long a Taliban stronghold.  For USCENTCOM, the number of servicemembers 

supporting this joint operation reached 50,000.  Of this total, less than 130 were Special 

Operations Forces soldiers with the Northern Alliance itself.19   

The capture of Mazr-e Shariff demonstrated to the Afghan people the capabilities 

of a revitalized Northern Alliance.  For the NA, it proved that the Americans were 

committed to its fight.  Special Forces soldiers not only provided precision airstrikes but 

also participated in the NA’s old-fashioned cavalry operations that exploited them.  Over 

the next three weeks, other major objectives fell as the Taliban fractured, and then 

disintegrated.  The Northern Alliance closed the Khyber Pass, a line of communication 

enabling external assistance to the Taliban on November 13.  Kabul fell the following 

day.  Northern Alliance forces took Kondoz, east of Mazer-e Shariff and astride one of 

the few roads traversing northern Afghanistan, on November 23.  Finally, Northern 

Alliance-Special Forces pressure forced the Taliban to abandon the southern city of 
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Kandahar on December 7.  The Taliban no longer provided a government, but instead a 

widely dispersed group of insurgents, some Afghan but many foreign, who would 

continue fighting.  Amazingly, the Taliban’s collapse came at the cost of only five 

American soldiers killed.  Two of these casualties occurred in a helicopter accident in 

Pakistan on November 11, while the remaining three were the result of an errant bomb on 

December 5.  Unfortunately, the decision of many insurgents to continue fighting 

following the Taliban’s fall meant the cost of operations in American casualties in 

Afghanistan would steadily increase.20  

Iraq—The Invasion 

 For many in the Army, Iraq was the “good war” by virtue of its aligning with the 

Army’s self-conceptualization as a force optimized to defeat modern, technologically 

sophisticated opponents.  While considerably smaller than its 1990-91 incarnation, Iraq’s 

army remained a largely mechanized one equipped with over 2,200 tanks and 4,000 

artillery pieces.  Planning for operations in Iraq began in November 2001 and reflected 

one of Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld’s convictions—regimes facilitating 

terrorism were as much the enemy as terrorist groups themselves.  With Iraq’s history of 

both weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and supporting terrorism under Saddam 

Hussein, it was inevitable that the country would receive close attention.  The presence of 

neo-conservatives in the Bush administration believing a post-Saddam Iraq could provide 

a democratic example to the Arab world only increased the pressure to act against the 

country.  Skepticism in both the United States and other countries greeted the ideas of 

both continuing Iraqi WMD production and post-Saddam Iraq serving as a beacon of 

liberty.  Such skepticism presented itself in newspaper opinions and international political 
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debates as it became increasingly clear the United States would employ military force.  

Within the Department of Defense (DoD) itself, options for war in Iraq triggered far-

ranging discussions reflecting differing opinions as to what form such a war would take, 

and the resources required to successfully conclude it.21   

 These divergent opinions reflected the tensions between academic theory and 

practical experience.  The efficacious use of military force requires reconciling the 

tensions between these two.  Failing to consider academic theory virtually guarantees 

failure while failing to consider practical experience makes failing a distinct (and 

expensive) possibility.  When asked what a war in Iraq would require in terms of troop 

strength, Army Chief of Staff Gen. Eric Shinseki responded "something in the order of 

several hundred thousand soldiers" to satisfy post-war occupation requirements.22  This 

represented a marked contrast to the proposed operational concept based on theories of 

rapid dominance.  Known as “shock and awe,” this approach leveraged intelligence, rapid 

operations, control of the environment, and strike capabilities to rapidly overwhelm an 

opponent.  Such an approach, in design, would result in decapitating the enemy’s 

command and control, and destroying any will to resist.  Conceptually, rapid dominance 

originated with the perceived revolution in military affairs that followed the Persian Gulf 

War.  When wedded to neo-conservative beliefs about how post-conflict Iraq would look, 

Shinseki’s comments appeared out of step with DoD thinking.  As such, Shinseki’s 

comments signaled an unwanted, narrow, and service-centric view of modern war to 

senior defense officials, most notably Rumsfeld and Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul 

Wolfowitz.  Rumsfeld, a retired Naval Reserve fighter pilot, and Wolfowitz, a career 

civilian, failed to appreciate something Shinseki knew from years of professional 
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experience: airpower creates magnificent, temporary effects.  Exploiting those effects in a 

meaningful way required troops and, in a country the size of California, that meant a lot 

of them.  These fundamentally different approaches to viewing the war and its 

requirements would have significant implications for the Army, particularly after 

Saddam’s fall from power.23 

 For General Franks, the basic issue was rapidly revising Operations Plan 

(OPLAN) 1003.  The existing contingency plan for a war against Iraq, OPLAN 1003 was 

several years old and more closely reflected the approach of 1991’s Persian Gulf War 

than the rapid dominance approach of Rumsfeld.  Notably absent were the options 

flowing from improved precision-guided weapons and the lessons recently learned in 

Afghanistan.  Revisions to this plan would occur not only through the operation’s start 

date but also through virtually the entire invasion.  These changes reflected not only 

tensions within DoD but also between NATO allies and regional partners.  They would 

also challenge the subordinate commanders responsible for making a repeatedly revised 

plan work. 24 

 While planning efforts continued at all echelons through the actual operation 

itself, a firm set of contingency plans was in place by August 2002.  Within these broader 

documents existed more tightly focused plans titled “RED,” “WHITE,” and “BLUE.” 25  

These plans reflected a variety of pre-invasion conditions and operational timelines with 

the major differences in RED, WHITE, and BLUE residing in the number of forces 

immediately available.  Force availability, in turn, determined how details of the plan 

would unfold.  Because of the need to simultaneously support operations in Afghanistan, 

the Balkans, and meet other requirements, the Army staff should have played a major role 
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in operational planning.  As it turned out, USCENTCOM’s approach to planning limited 

the role of the service component commands.  This reduced the Army staff’s ability to 

resolve issues before they reached the level of the Secretary of Defense and contributed 

to much of the friction presenting itself as the operation unfolded.  Timelines reflected 

the envisioned intervals between American actions and battlefield outcomes.  The most 

important of these, destroying the Iraqi regime, forecast a campaign ranging from 90 to 

125 days based on the option implemented.  All planning forecasted a short campaign to 

realize very specific objectives.  Tempo, the pace of operations, reflected the combination 

of precision strikes and rapid maneuver by conventional forces supported by both air and 

Special Operations Forces.  Much of the operational and tactical planning for 

conventional ground operations fell to the headquarters of the Army’s V Corps, 

headquartered in Heidelberg, Germany.  Commanded by Lt. Gen William S. Wallace, the 

corps was a lingering legacy of the Cold War.  An Armor (tank) officer since graduating 

from West Point in 1969, Wallace previously commanded both the 11th Armored Cavalry 

Regiment and the 4th Infantry Division.  Controlling both V Corps and the I Marine 

Expeditionary Force (I MEF) was the commander of the Combined Force Land 

Component Command (CFLCC), Lt. Gen. David McKiernan.  Like Wallace, McKiernan 

was also an Armor officer and had previously commanded the 1st Cavalry Division.  Built 

around the headquarters of U.S. Army Central Command (ARCENT), CFLCC’s V Corps 

and I MEF constituted the major American ground combat units as the invasion unfolded. 

26 

By December 2002, strategic objectives had crystalized in the form of a point 

paper defining victory.  The document articulated victory as “Saddam Hussein and his 
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clique” no longer controlling Iraq’s real estate, oil fields, diplomacy, or having the ability 

to communicate to his military, the public, and the world.27  He might still be alive, but 

cutoff from the military, political (diplomatic), economic, and information instruments of 

power. The issue of weapons of mass destruction remained a work-in-progress based on 

the need to scour the country for weapons and their precursors and follow-up on existing 

and developing intelligence reports.  The same document noted a vacuum in government 

immediately following the invasion.  A military officer would initially fill this, followed 

by a civilian reporting to DoD.  A group of Iraqis from both inside and outside the 

country would initially provide advice.  Like Vietnam and its “Many Flags” program, the 

plan sought international assistance in the effort to transition government from the 

military to the Iraqi people. 28    

While the Bush administration sought to pressure Saddam Hussein to voluntarily 

leave Iraq, it concurrently began marshaling the forces needed to execute its military 

options.  The 3rd Infantry Division (Mechanized), stationed at Fort Stewart, Georgia, was 

the first major combat unit to deploy to Kuwait.  Liberated during the Persian Gulf War, 

Kuwait was home to the Army’s largest Middle East garrison and served as the primary 

sustainment and command and control base for any invasion.  The division began 

invasion planning in Spring 2002 since it viewed Iraq as its most likely contingency.  

More formal planning picked up in the summer with official notification by U.S. Army 

Forces Command.  The division’s advance party left Georgia in November with the first 

main body units deploying on January 1, 2003.  Over the next thirty days, almost 20,000 

soldiers arrived in Kuwait and took possession of the combat vehicles in the APS fleet in 

Kuwait.  The 4th Infantry Division (Mechanized) received its alert order in January and 
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rail-loaded its equipment for shipment from Fort Carson, Colorado, to Turkey.  The plan 

called for the division to attack from Turkey and into Kurdistan.  Based on discussions 

with the Turkish General Staff, planners believed the United States had permission to 

execute this plan.  As divisional equipment was en route to Turkey, however, the Ankara 

government made a final decision closing the country to the 4th and forcing a major 

change in both force flow and operational planning.  It was not until March that the 

division received its deployment order and moved to Kuwait to link up with its 

equipment.  February and March also saw the deployment of the 101st Airborne Division 

(Air Assault) from Fort Campbell, Kentucky and the 82nd Airborne Division from Fort 

Bragg, North Carolina.29   

For Wallace, a Defense Department decision changing V Corps force allocations 

created both questions and considerable additional staff work.  The traditional model 

utilized the Time-Phased Force Deployment List (TPFDL).  Moving large military units, 

especially armored ones, is a complex process that must resolve not only questions of 

what unit but also how to get the unit from its home station to where it needs to go.  

Conceptually, this is simple.  As a practical matter, it is much more complex when one 

considers the mechanics of the task. Sealift, airlift, air and sea ports of embarkation, 

debarkation, reception, staging, onward movement, and force integration all pose 

problems—problems often rippling through the tasks units must perform.  The TPFDL 

minimized these issues in programming deployments by time and transportation mode 

and making the information available to agencies needing it.  Rather than use the TPFDL, 

the Defense Department moved to a Request for Forces (RFF) model.  The RFF model 

resulted in a series of extended negotiations requiring the corps to justify a request for a 



158 
 

capability.  If DoD denied the request, there was more negotiation.  The process of 

request-negotiate-renegotiate simultaneously consumed time and created uncertainty.  

Wallace summed up the issue succinctly: “It’s hard to plan for a fight when you are not 

clear on what tools you will have to fight with.”30  This also complicated the work of the 

corps’ rear command post in Kuwait.31 

Attacking on V Corps’ right flank, the I Marine Expeditionary Force (I MEF) and 

its attached Army and British units played major roles in the invasion.  Finally, 

American, Australian, British, Danish, and Polish Special Operations Forces moved to 

designated locations as part of the Combined-Joint Special Operations Task Force 

(CJSOTF). Unit missions included searching for WMD, conducting strategic 

reconnaissance, and coordinating with pro-coalition Kurdish groups.  With major ground 

and SOF units largely in position by mid-March, President Bush made one last attempt at 

a diplomatic solution before issuing the order to invade. 32 

 On March 17, 2003, President Bush delivered a speech aimed at both the 

American people and a larger, global audience.  He emphasized four key points.  First, 

Saddam Hussein and his family had forty-eight hours to leave Iraq.  Second, if this did 

not happen the United States and its allies would use force to end Saddam’s regime.  

Third, military operations would be directed against the Iraqi government, and not the 

Iraqi people.  Fourth, the Iraqi military and security services could take action to protect 

themselves and Iraq by complying with instructions from the American-led coalition.  

Saddam’s decision to remain in power started the final countdown for invasion.33  

 The night of March 19 saw the war’s start with the SOAR attacking Iraqi 

observation posts along the Kuwaiti border while U.S. Air Force F-117 stealth fighters 
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bombed the Dora Farms complex, southwest of Baghdad in an unsuccessful attempt to 

kill Saddam.  Full-scale operations began the next day with coalition air forces 

conducting over 1,700 air and missile strikes through the depth of the country.  V Corps 

engineers spent the day clearing Iraqi obstacles to allow the 3rd Infantry Division’s (3ID) 

lead elements to start its attack at eight o’clock that night.  While 3ID initiated its attack, 

follow-on Army forces undertook preparations to follow the division as it continued 

moving north towards the so-called Karbala Gap.  Located between Lake Razazza to the 

west and the Euphrates River to the east, maneuvering through the gap allowed the corps 

to advance while allowing the less mobile I MEF access to Highway 1.34 

 For Wallace, the biggest challenge lay in balancing movement with sustainment.  

The war started with V Corps having over 700 armored vehicles and almost 500 

helicopters with the numbers growing as additional forces flowed into battle.  Pre-

deployment exercises and rehearsals informed Wallace’s thinking and validated the need 

to maintain as robust a logistics capability as possible.  This represented a major concern 

as distances grew and strength, and thus requirements, increased.  An additional 

consideration was Iraqi WMD use.  The Army classifies chemical weapons into two 

broad categories: persistent and non-persistent.  Persistent agents can contaminate areas 

making movement across them hazardous until decontaminated.  While the Karbala Gap 

was nominally nineteen miles wide, a combination of waterways and built-up areas made 

it much narrower functionally—and much more suitable as a target for persistent 

chemical weapons.  Chemical weapons could both slow V Corps’ tempo and further 

increase logistical requirements as units worked through the issues of decontamination 
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and the treatment of military and civilian chemical casualties.  WMD remained a concern 

until the corps reached Baghdad.35 

 V Corps was not the recipient of all the units now flowing into Iraq.  On March 

26, 963 soldiers of the Italy-based 173rd Airborne Brigade conducted an airborne assault 

onto Drop Zone Bashur near the city of Irbil.  Subordinated to the CJSOTF, the 173rd’s 

mission was to prevent six Iraqi divisions from repositioning south of Baghdad to 

threaten V Corps.  Following the 173rd, the 3rd Battalion, 75th Infantry (Ranger) delivered 

yet another parachute assault the following day against the remote H-1 airfield in far 

western Al Anbar Governorate.  Recognizing the 173rd’s vulnerability, a subsequent 

airlanding of M1A1 tanks and M2 Bradley fighting vehicles from the 1st Infantry 

Division in Germany ensured the brigade had an all-weather tank killing capability.  

Coupled with Special Operations Forces in northern and western Iraq, these operations 

gave the coalition both additional airfields and control of major roads linking the 

country’s population centers.  By month’s end, Saddam was under pressure from the 

north, west, and south with a hostile Iran to the east.36 

 As V Corps pressed its attack, it found itself battling a variety of different units. 

These encounters demonstrated a largely unappreciated lesson of the Persian Gulf War: 

Iraq’s military forces included soldiers willing to fight.  Units included the well-equipped 

Republican Guard, the regular Iraqi Army, and the paramilitary Saddam Fedayeen and 

Ba’ath Militia.  The latter two groups proved they had more courage than competence.  

Capt. Jeff Ryals, staff intelligence officer for the 3rd Squadron, 7th Cavalry, recalled, “It 

was like watching a video game. The opposition was so poorly trained they just kept 

advancing on us. Every instinct should have told them to seek cover and retreat, but they 
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didn’t. They kept advancing and falling, advancing and falling until none were left.”37  

Officers serving with the 82nd and 101st Airborne divisions made similar observations.  

Iraqi willingness to fight inflicted casualties on V Corps, but failed to seriously slow it.  

By March 31, V Corps was in position to break into the so-called “Red Zone” south of 

Baghdad.  This represented the zone in which the Iraqis would likely deploy their full 

range of capabilities—including chemical weapons--against a force now operating over 

300 miles from its supply bases.  For Wallace, logistics remained a concern.  Movement 

into the Red Zone was undesirable without at least five days of required supplies.38  With 

this logistics goal realized, it was time to break through the Karbala Gap.  Wallace 

recognized that once the corps got through the gap and across the Euphrates River, there 

could be no operational pause until it reached Iraq’s center of gravity: Baghdad.39 

 Simultaneous attacks taking place over a distance of roughly 130 miles would 

both maul Iraqi forces and push American forces across the river.  Corps fragmentary 

order (FRAGO) 149M called for operations on March 31 to force the Iraqi military to 

reposition and concurrently destroy their reconnaissance.  As the corps’ main effort, 3ID 

simultaneously established blocking positions on key roads and conducted deep attacks 

with its Combat Aviation Brigade.  The division was also prepared to seize bridges across 

the Euphrates.  Finally, the division also screened the corps’ northern flank as it made the 

crossings of the Euphrates to prevent an Iraqi move south through the Karbala Gap. The 

101st Airborne both conducted a feint towards Al Hillah and contained Iraqi forces in An 

Najaf.  The 82d Airborne in the south pinned Iraqi forces at As Samawah.  Taking place 

simultaneously, these moves forced the Iraqi military to reposition forces—an effort 

made in daylight and under observation by both the corps and coalition air forces.  That 
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repositioning resulted in massive destruction of Iraqi armored and mechanized units.  

This in turn allowed the corps to rapidly push for Baghdad.  Forty-eight hours after 

starting the attacks of FRAGO 149M, the corps reached Baghdad International Airport 

(BIAP).  Rumsfeld had emphasized “shock and awe.” Franks focused on a joint 

campaign plan.  Wallace employed maneuver (the simultaneous strikes) to create targets 

for long range and precision fires.  These fires, in turn, enabled decisive maneuver.40 

 Eleven miles separate BIAP from the west bank of the Tigris River.  Adjacent to 

the river lay the Presidential Palace.  For Wallace, the remaining question was when to 

move 3ID over that distance and then stay.  On April 5, 3ID’s 1st Battalion, 64th Armor, 

conducted a probe into Baghdad.  The battalion was repeatedly, but ineffectively, 

engaged by irregular forces.  After considering the situation, and the ability to both re-

supply forces in the city and evacuate any wounded, Wallace decided to occupy positions 

in Baghdad.  On April 7, the 2nd Brigade, 3ID, moved into Baghdad to stay.  Seizing the 

strategically important Presidential Palace broke the back of Saddam’s regime as it 

signaled to Ba’ath officials in Baghdad their leader’s defeat and the need to leave the area 

to avoid capture by Army or Marine forces now expanding the American presence in the 

city.  It had taken nineteen days and the loss of thirty-six American soldiers killed in 

action, but V Corps accomplished the campaign’s most important objective.41  

 Even as V Corps and I MEF drove towards Baghdad, additional Army units 

conducted operations in other parts of Iraq as part of the effort to neutralize the WMD 

threat and decapitate the regime.  These efforts also resulted in casualties and introduced 

the Army to the best weapon in the arsenal of Iraq’s paramilitary or irregular forces: the 

improvised explosives device (IED).  The 3ID experienced such attacks on its drive 
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north, and Special Operations Forces near Haditha in Al Anbar Governorate suffered 

casualties to suicide attacks with IEDs.  Such episodes introduced the Army to a problem 

with which it would increasingly struggle—and which would ultimately set off alarms 

from Baghdad to Washington.42 

Afghanistan and Iraq—Continuing Operations 

 The end of Taliban rule meant a shift in operational and tactical focus.  

Remaining Taliban and Al Qaida strongholds required attention, and there was reason to 

believe that terrorist mastermind Osama bin Laden was somewhere in Afghanistan.  

Tactical operations now focused on these missions.  The Army concurrently increased its 

Civil Affairs efforts to aid Afghanistan in re-establishing local and national governance 

and assist the country’s civilian population.  Despite the desire to limit troops in 

Afghanistan, the size of the Army force steadily grew through late 2001 and early 2002.  

Early deploying units included portions of the 513th Military Intelligence Brigade, 11th 

Signal Brigade, 92nd Engineer Battalion (Heavy), and the 507th Combat Support Group.  

The 101st Airborne Division’s 3rd Brigade, the 10th Mountain Division’s 2nd Brigade, and 

ultimately the headquarters of the 10th Mountain Division soon joined these units.43 

 Previously alerted, the 10th Mountain Division’s headquarters received its 

deployment order on November 25, 2001.  By December 12, it was in position in 

Afghanistan and assigned the mission of serving as the CFLCC forward (CFLCC-F) 

headquarters with Maj. Gen. Franklin L. “Buster” Hagenbeck in command.  An officer 

with extensive light infantry experience, including combat service in Grenada, 

Hagenbeck orchestrated the first major operation of the war employing large numbers of 

conventional Army forces, OPERATION ANACONDA.  Intended to destroy Taliban 
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forces in the Shah-i-Khot Valley, Hagenbeck used a mix of conventional, American and 

coalition Special Operations, and Afghan forces.  Not under Hagenbeck’s control were 

two important elements supporting the operation: the Combined Air Component 

Command and Task Force 11 (TF 11).  Subordinate to the Special Operations Command, 

TF 11’s mission was strategic reconnaissance and assistance in targeting airstrikes.44   

 The Shah-i-Khot represents difficult terrain.  Elevations range from 7,500 feet on 

the valley floor with surrounding peaks approaching 12,000 feet.  Complicating the 

terrain factors was the weather: in early March, daytime temperatures hovered between 

fifteen- and twenty-degrees Fahrenheit.  Intelligence estimates placed Taliban strength in 

the Shah-i-Khot at approximately 300 individuals, supported by a variety of light 

weapons.  Events proved this estimate of enemy strength was seriously deficient—actual 

Taliban numbers were over 1,000, and they possessed heavier weapons than anticipated.  

The basic plan called for Afghan forces, a Pushtun militia under Zia Lodin, to attack into 

the valley while conventional Army and coalition SOF forces occupied blocking 

positions on the routes out of the valley.  Lodin’s forces would kill or capture those who 

stayed to fight while the American and coalition forces would kill or capture those who 

tried to escape through the blocking positions.  Hagenbeck envisioned a short battle 

against a small force with all the subordinate and supporting elements working in 

concert—the plan was relatively simple, even if the environment was not. 45   

It is a military maxim that no plan survives contact with the enemy, and 

Hagenbeck’s was no exception.  Hagenbeck established “D-Day” as February 28, but 

weather compelled a forty-eight-hour delay.  Once the attack commenced on March 2, it 

was only a few hours old when Lodin’s forces retreated from the valley following a 
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devastating Taliban mortar barrage.  Weather and the enemy also hampered American 

efforts to both get into position—fog forced delays in helicopter take-offs and unexpected 

mortar fire inflicted growing casualties as the operation unfolded.  Army forces also 

operated under an additional handicap: no field artillery.  Attack helicopters filled some 

of the void created by the lack of cannons, but the small number available and the need 

for fuel, rearming, and essential repairs meant gaps in support.  Coalition air forces also 

helped fill the gap, but shortfalls in initial planning created additional issues for the air 

component.  Change was the order of the day through March 18 and the battle’s end.  

Sixteen days of combat resulted in eight American dead and seventy-five wounded, and 

over 800 Taliban dead, many of them non-Afghan.  Hagenbeck and others learned a 

lesson: the enemy’s commitment to his cause was greater than originally thought.  

Taliban commander Maulvi Saifurrahman Mansoor stated from the Shah-i-Khot the 

Taliban would “continue to wage jihad until our last breath against the Americans for the 

glory of Islam and for the defense of our country.”46 

Despite the challenges of enemy, terrain, weather, and partners, ANACONDA 

proved successful in eliminating the Taliban from the Shah-i-Khot.  Its greater 

significance lies not in the Taliban’s defeat, but in signaling a change in Taliban tactics.  

After this battle, the Taliban would not present themselves as targets for large scale 

operations until mid-2006.  Instead, the battlefield became much more distributed with 

smaller groups of insurgents arrayed over greater distances.  ANACONDA is thus the 

only major battle of the Afghan war involving conventional Army forces.47 

Less than a month after ANACONDA’S end, the Army had its first lethal IED 

experience in Afghanistan.  An IED near Kandahar killed Sgt. 1st Class Daniel Romero, 
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S. Sgt. Brian Craig, S. Sgt. Justin Galewski, and Sgt. Jamie Maugans.  Romero was a 

Special Forces soldier from the Colorado Army National Guard’s 5th Battalion, 19th 

Special Forces Group.  Craig, Galewski, and Maugans all belonged to the 710th Ordnance 

Detachment (Explosive Ordnance Disposal).  The soldiers were clearing a cache of 

explosives when the device detonated.  Initially assessed as an accident, this was the 

Army’s introduction to what would become its most-pressing problem.48 

April saw the first of several important changes in Army command in the country.  

The first was placing the CJSOTF under CFLCC-F’s command.  This meant not only 

U.S. Special Operations Forces, but their counterparts from seven other countries—a 

number that would grow over the next several years—changed command.  Coalition 

contributions compensated for gaps in American force structure, necessary when 

operating in an area the size of the states of Arizona, Nevada, West Virginia, and 

Delaware combined.  More importantly, this brought about greater unity of command.  

The experience of OPERATION ANACONDA and TF-11 reinforced the need for this 

long-standing principle of war.  The second was CENTCOM’s decision to request a corps 

headquarters to rationalize command and control of ground operations.  XVIII Airborne 

Corps received the requirement and began deploying 365 soldiers to Afghanistan in early 

May.  To bring the corps headquarters to operational strength, it received reinforcements 

from other Army units, the U.S. Marine Corps and Air Force, and several coalition 

countries.  With the arrival of corps’ headquarters, the 10th Mountain Division shed its 

responsibilities as CFLCC-F.   By June 1, XVIII Airborne Corps was operational as the 

headquarters, Combined Joint Task Force-180 (CJTF-180).  CJTF-180’s missions 

included combat operations, the training of Afghan security forces, and working with 
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both the emerging Afghan national government and neighboring countries.  To 

effectively do this, CJTF-180 assigned the 10th Mountain Division, and then its 

replacement, the headquarters of the 82nd Airborne Division, responsibility for tactical 

operations.49 

During the Vietnam War, the Army stationed units in South Vietnam for years at 

a time and then rotated soldiers through them.  In contrast, the Global War on Terror saw 

units rotating to and from the combat zone.  The first unit rotations in Afghanistan took 

place in June 2002 with 1st and 3rd Brigades of the 82nd Airborne Division flowing into 

theater.  Also rotating in were the 82nd Airborne Division’s Combat Aviation Brigade and 

the XVIII Airborne Corps’ 3rd Battalion, 229th Aviation.  For Maj. Gen John Vines, the 

82nd Airborne commander, this meant leveraging existing command relationships.  

General Hagenbeck’s team was largely an ad hoc construction, Vines’ was not.  Vines 

also enjoyed two additional advantages over Hagenbeck when it came to tactical 

operations: more helicopters and better flying weather.  This combination gave Vines 

greater flexibility in planning and conducting operations.50 

This same period saw an increase in Civil Affairs strength.  Parts of the U.S. 

Army Reserve’s 489th Civil Affairs Battalion, home stationed in Knoxville, Tennessee, 

deployed in March to replace the 96th Civil Affairs Battalion.  The increased demand for 

support called not only for deploying the rest of the battalion, but also augmenting it with 

soldiers from New York-based units, the 401st and 450th Civil Affairs battalions.  The 

489th was an experienced outfit and had only returned from a rotation to Bosnia seven 

months before leaving for Afghanistan.  For the Civil Affairs soldiers, deployment did 

not consist of a series of patrols or firefights.  Instead, they engaged with both local 
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officials and ordinary Afghans as they sought to rebuild critical infrastructure and provide 

relief.  The unit accomplished this by deploying four-soldier teams.  These were perhaps 

the most vulnerable soldiers in the country as they operated from contracted vehicles in 

locations scattered across the country.  The civil affairs (CA) mission was important in 

both practical and symbolic terms.  On a practical level, CA efforts improved living and 

economic conditions for thousands of Afghans.  Symbolically, they also differentiated the 

Americans from the Soviet Army.  The Soviet Army’s 1979-1989 occupation did not 

include robust CA operations.  Instead, special propaganda units would periodically 

dispense food and medical assistance as they tried to politically indoctrinate the populace.  

Working against these programs were the official policies of harsh reprisals in response 

to attacks and regarding all Afghans as the enemy.51 

Creating Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRT) further boosted both the 

visibility and impact of CA operations.  First established in Gardez in January 2003, the 

PRT combined “civilian and military personnel into a single entity with the purpose of 

improving security, governance, and economic development.”52  This approach created a 

“civil-military institution able to penetrate the most unstable and insecure areas because 

of its military component and is able to stabilize these areas because of the capabilities 

brought by its diplomacy, defense, and development components.”53  With over 100 

military and civilian personnel on a team (including a security detachment), PRTs rapidly 

grew in number.  PRT interaction with local leaders both increased local commitments to 

engaging the national government and tied the populace to reconstruction projects.  

Reports of Afghans defending PRT-enabled projects against attacks by Taliban or Al 

Qaida insurgents validated both the money and effort spent in creating these teams and 
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making their efforts an integral part of the overall campaign plan.  By mid-June 2005, the 

number of PRTs reached twenty-two, with nine provided by other coalition countries.54 

 Civil Affairs was not the only element of “soft” power applied by the Army.  

Psychological Operations (PSYOP) elements rotated into the country with the missions 

of explaining American operations, isolating Al Qaida and the Taliban, discouraging 

interference with coalition operations, and soliciting support for the Afghan national 

government.  The need to produce culturally appropriate messages in multiple languages 

increased the difficulty of these tasks.  The negative opinion that many Afghans 

maintained about the United States and its involvement in their country complicated 

matters. This opinion originated in Taliban and Al Qaida claims that the United States 

was engaged in a religious war against Islam.  While the creation of many PSYOP 

products took place in the United States, Kuwait, and the British Indian Ocean Territory 

of Diego Garcia, there nevertheless remained a requirement for a sizable presence in 

Afghanistan.  Like their CA counterparts, PSYOP soldiers—often Army Reservists--

found themselves scattered across the country and operating in small teams with very 

little protection.55   

 Tactical operations acquired a rhythm as the American-led commitment to 

Afghanistan continued.  Driving the rhythm was the rotation cycle of Army forces and 

Afghanistan’s weather.  The country’s general weather patterns meant decreased 

operations through the winter months.  The commitment of many American troops to the 

fighting in Iraq and Afghanistan’s hostile geography initially meant the Army’s light 

infantry formations would take on the Afghan mission.  The 10th Mountain Division 

returned to Afghanistan as the headquarters for CJTF-180 in May 2003.  10th Mountain 
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brigades replaced those of the 82nd Airborne.  The 1st Brigade assumed the combat 

mission while the 2nd Brigade took on training the Afghan National Army.  Designated 

Task Force Phoenix (TF Phoenix), the training mission would remain an enduring one.  

The first Army National Guard conventional combat brigade, Oklahoma’s 45th Infantry 

Brigade Combat Team, assumed the TF Phoenix mission in November with the 2nd 

Brigade, 10th Mountain Division, redeploying to its home station.  The 1st Brigade, 25th 

Infantry Division, arrived in February 2004, followed by arrival of the division’s 

headquarters in April as the replacement for the 10th Mountain.  Accompanying the 

headquarters was the 25th Infantry Division Artillery and its Combat Aviation Brigade.  

When the 25th assumed CJTF responsibilities CJTF-180 became CJTF-76.  August 2004 

saw another TF Phoenix rotation with the Indiana Army National Guard’s 76th Infantry 

Brigade Combat Team assuming this mission.  The cycle repeated itself in April 2005 

with the Southeast European Task Force from assuming the CJTF-76 mission.  Arriving 

from Vincenza, Italy, the 173rd Airborne Brigade replaced the 3rd Brigade, 25th Infantry 

Division.  The 1st Brigade, 82nd Airborne Division reinforced CJTF-76. The rotation plan 

identified units up to 18 months before their deployment.  This facilitated a rigorous 

training program building individual and collective skills before conducting a full-scale 

mission rehearsal exercise with a stable chain of command.  This methodology 

represented a marked departure from the Vietnam War and the individual troop rotation.  

As a result, units arrived in theater at full-strength and proficient in the tasks trained 

before deploying. 56 

   All types of Army units—conventional, Special Operations, Civil Affairs, or 

Psychological Operations—took casualties through their rotations.  The pre-deployment 
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training program, while beneficial, did not fully insulate units from battlefield risks.  The 

requirements of combat and civilian engagement provided insurgents frequent 

opportunities to observe American units and identify their vulnerabilities.  Such 

observations facilitated an evolution in enemy tactics that resulted in increasing casualty 

rates.  As a result, the cycle of action-adaptation-reaction-adaptation became a constant of 

operations in Afghanistan.57 

 In Iraq, Baghdad’s fall did not mean an end of combat operations.  For Wallace, 

the “true transition was from major combat operations to something nebulous to 

counterinsurgency operations.”58  The environment itself was highly dynamic with four 

major groups of actors.  The first group was the coalition and included military units and 

civilian administrators.  The Iraqi civilian population represented the second.  The third 

was the insurgents whose motivations were highly varied.  The Iraqi security services, 

both pre-and postwar represented the fourth.  Violence characterized the interaction 

between the coalition and the insurgents.  Friction, misunderstanding, and at times 

outright deceit, defined coalition relations between the Iraqis and the security services.   

The fundamental problem for the coalition lay in the lack of a clear vision and 

operational concept for post-conflict reconstruction.  Retired Army Lt. Gen. Jay Garner’s 

Office of Reconstruction and Humanitarian Assistance (ORHA) initially had this 

responsibility.  Appointed to the position in January 2003, Garner shouldered 

responsibilities that included civilian administration, humanitarian affairs, and 

reconstruction.  In theory, ORHA’s objective was to “rapidly work itself out of a job 

within 90 days.”59  This objective, however, rested on two assumptions: that the military 

campaign would take far longer than it did, and that the overall damage to Iraq’s 
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government infrastructure would be far less than that actually encountered.  Exacerbating 

the situation was ORHA’s lack of situational awareness as the invasion unfolded.  

Largely excluded from the CLFCC headquarters and thus unaware of changes in the plan, 

ORHA entered Iraq ill-postured to assume its responsibilities.  Wallace and his staff 

knew the ORHA existed but had no contact with it and assumptions made about its 

capabilities proved incorrect.  Even before ORHA had a chance to fully establish itself, 

the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) replaced it.  Headed by former Ambassador L. 

Paul Bremmer, the CPA represented the long-term governing structure of an occupied 

state.  For Wallace, this transition seemed rapid and uncoordinated.60  

 Not appreciated before the war was the high level of control the Iraqi government 

exercised over ordinary citizens.  With that control fractured, and with the ORHA and 

then CPA making things up “on the fly,” conditions for an insurgency ripened.  The 

failure of either the ORHA or CPA to provide any truly stabilizing influence meant a 

flourishing insurgency and an increasingly disaffected population that validated General 

Shinseki’s original remarks.  The Iraq security services might have successfully 

performed that role, but the Coalition Provisional Authority order disbanding the army 

and police removed that option and contributed to both the insurgency and popular 

discontent.  The combination of the ORHA and CPA decisions created a vacuum—one 

soon filled by a multi-faceted insurgency.  Former Regime Elements (FRE), Al Qaida 

foreign fighters, Sunni groups fearful of Shi’a domination, Shi’a groups seeking 

dominance, and Salafist groups battled the coalition—and each other.  Interspersed 

among the mélange were criminal groups exploiting opportunities.  This kaleidoscopic 

threat would challenge the Army in unimagined ways and force major changes in 
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organization, training, equipment, personnel policy, and unit stationing around the 

world.61 

 Baghdad’s fall meant an expansion of the Army’s footprint as units deployed 

across the country.  By late April 2003, units occupied not only Baghdad, but the major 

population centers in all of Iraq’s eighteen governorates.  The 3rd Infantry Division 

centered its operations on that portion of Baghdad under Army control and would remain 

in country until relieved by the Germany-based 1st Armored Division (1AD).  The 4th 

Infantry Division moved into Iraq in April, and established its headquarters in Tikrit, 

some 150 kilometers north of Baghdad.  The 173rd Airborne Brigade operated under 4th 

Infantry Division control.  Farther north, the 101st Airborne Division re-established its 

headquarters at Mosul.  To Baghdad’s west, Al Anbar Governorate saw several units 

perform occupation duties.  The 3rd Armored Cavalry Regiment initially performed the 

mission but then transferred responsibility to the Marine Corps’ Task Force Scorpion.   In 

September, the 82nd Airborne Division replaced the Marine Corps’ Task Force Scorpion 

and controlled operations from Ramadi.  To the south of Baghdad, a British Army 

division centered its operations on Basra, while a Polish division established its 

headquarters in Diwaniyah in September.  Dividing the country into six divisional areas, 

units assumed the operational designation of one of six multi-national divisions (MND).  

The multi-national division designation reflected the presence of coalitions forces of 

varying size within each division’s area.  Coalition forces performed a variety of roles 

with one of the most important reducing requirements for additional Army units and thus 

helping sustain the Army’s unit rotation model.62   
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 The Army followed President George W. Bush’s May 1, 2003, speech 

announcing “mission accomplished” in Iraq with a May 27 statement modifying its 

controversial “stop-loss” policy that prevented soldiers from leaving the service.  June 14 

saw a structural change with V Corps assuming the title Combined-Joint Task Force 

Seven (CJTF-7).  This change made Wallace the senior commander for all ground 

forces—American and coalition—in Iraq.  Wallace’s tenure as Commander, CJTF-7, was 

brief as Lt. Gen Ricardo Sanchez replaced him effective July 10.  Recognizing that Iraq 

would join Afghanistan as a long-term American commitment, the Army announced a 

rotation plan on July 23 predicated on units spending a full year in the combat zone 

before returning home.  Sustaining such a schedule required significant mobilization of 

Army National Guard and Army Reserve units and added to the controversy already 

attached to the war in Iraq.  It also required detaching brigades from Regular Army 

divisions and deploying them independently of their parent units.  As part of the rotation 

plan, the Army created Task Force OLYMPIA (TFO).  Largely built on units from I 

Corps at Fort Lewis, Washington, TFO began deploying to Iraq in November.63 

 For the units already in Iraq, 2003 proved a difficult year as the Army tried to 

simultaneously contain an expanding insurgency and restore essential services across 

most of Iraq.  One major problem area, critical to any counterinsurgency campaign, was 

producing usable intelligence to drive small-unit operations.  The Army’s Center for 

Army Lessons Learned (CALL) observed in September that the tactical intelligence 

teams (THT) responsible for developing human intelligence failed to perform adequately.  

The THT was theoretically the best intelligence asset available to small units as it 

collected information from the local population.  In September, the sixty-nine THTs in 
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Iraq should have produced 120 actionable reports a day.  Instead, they averaged around 

thirty and these were often of “poor quality.”  “Poor quality” meant there was little useful 

intelligence in the report with this creating two problems.  First, it could not drive 

operations.  Second, it could fill data bases with incomplete or inaccurate information 

with this complicating subsequent analysis of later reports.64 

 The albatross of reconstruction also created unforeseen demands on units—and 

helped fuel a steadily rising level of anger towards the American presence in Iraq.  This 

anger, in turn, further strengthened the insurgency as Iraqis turned frustration into action.  

The Coalition Provisional Authority’s failures meant troop units had to step up and try 

and fix problems or they would get worse.  Looters largely destroyed what infrastructure 

remained untouched by military action.  Units struggled to simultaneously provide 

security, restore electrical power, reopen schools and markets, ensure food distribution, 

and establish civilian government.  Making this task more difficult was the removal of 

the Iraqi managers who could assist in such efforts as part of the CPA’s de-

Ba’athification efforts.  A vicious circle emerged with the Army at its center.  As 

insurgent attacks increased through 2003, the Army’s challenges multiplied.65   

On December 13, 2003, the 4th Infantry Division accomplished a strategic 

objective when soldiers from its 1st Brigade captured Saddam Hussein.  Formerly 

accustomed to living in gold-plated luxury, Saddam found his freedom stripped from him 

as soldiers pulled him from an underground burrow near Ad Dawr, not far from his Tikrit 

birthplace.  Still claiming the title of Iraq’s president, Saddam sought to negotiate with 

his captors.  The capture achieved nothing decisive, however, as attacks against coalition 

forces increased in number and violence.66 
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 As 2004 unfolded, the 1st Infantry (1ID) and 1st Cavalry Divisions (1CD) 

deployed as part of a robust unit rotation schedule including Army National Guard 

brigades.  The Guard’s 30th (North Carolina) and 155th (Mississippi) Armored Brigades, 

and the 39th (Arkansas), 81st (Washington), and 256th (Louisiana) Infantry Brigades all 

served under Regular Army or Marine Corps division-level headquarters.  To address 

personnel strength issues, the 30th Infantry received a battalion from New York’s 27th 

Infantry Brigade, while the 39th received a battalion from Oregon’s 41st Infantry Brigade.  

The attachment of “new” battalions to brigades reflected a new reality—the Army 

National Guard severing traditional organization alignments to deploy fully strength 

units.  The demands of homeland force protection (OPERATION NOBLE EAGLE) and 

peacekeeping missions in the Balkans and the Sinai coupled with soldier readiness issues 

meant many Guard soldiers found themselves in new units.67 

 Both the 1st Infantry and 1st Cavalry Divisions began deploying units into Iraq in 

January 2004.  On February 5, TFO relieved the 101st Airborne as the Multi-National 

Division, North in Mosul.  In March, the III Corps staff replaced that of V Corps in 

Baghdad, while 1ID relieved the 4th Infantry Division in Tikrit and 1CD relieved 1AD in 

Baghdad.  Both 1ID and 1CD saw major changes in their standing task organization.  The 

1st Infantry Division received both the 30th Armored Brigade and the 2nd Brigade, 25th 

Infantry Division.  The 1st Cavalry Division created a provisional brigade based on its 

divisional artillery and received the 39th and 256th Infantry Brigades as it became Multi-

National Division--Baghdad.  In Al Anbar, the I Marine Expeditionary Force assumed the 

duties of Multi-National Force-West (MNF-W) from the 82d Airborne.  In August, MNF-

W received the 2nd Brigade, 2nd Infantry Division, previously stationed across Gyeonggi-
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do Province, South Korea, as the relief unit for 1st Brigade, 1st Infantry Division.  The 

juggling of units in both Afghanistan and Iraq vividly illustrated a fundamental problem: 

the Army lacked the proper structure for the long war in which it found itself.68   

 While units rotated in-and-out of theater, the mission’s basic requirements 

remained unchanged: defeat the insurgency and reconstruct the country, which would 

supposedly place Iraq on the road to national sovereignty.  To accomplish the first task, 

the Army sought to improve its intelligence collection and analysis efforts.  Despite 

Army efforts to expand the Arabic linguist pool through a new enlistment program and 

the employment of contractors, linguists remained critically short.  To compensate for 

this, units employed a variety of technical solutions including aircraft, surveillance 

cameras, and even the Joint Land Attack Cruise Missile Elevated Netted Sensor System 

(JLENS).  Originally developed to detect incoming missiles, the JLENS proved useful in 

identifying attack locations.  Tactical intelligence production is comparable to 

constructing a mosaic.  Each small piece, when fitted with other small pieces, helps 

develop an intricate picture that ultimately allows identifying actors, locations, resources, 

and, most importantly, vulnerabilities.  These high technology aids allowed analysts to 

identify patterns, tip and cue sensors, and ultimately direct maneuver forces against 

locations associated with insurgent activity.  In the words of Col. Mike Formica, 

commanding 1CD’s 2nd Brigade, “It’s all about intel . . . all about intel.”69  Even with 

more reconnaissance and surveillance support, the task of intelligence production 

remained difficult.  This reflected two inter-related facts: the rapid attrition of insurgent’s 

incapable of adapting to a changing environment, and the increasing sophistication of 
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attacks made by those who did adapt.  There is an element of Charles Darwin’s theory of 

evolution highly applicable to combat.70  

 The continuing failures of the Coalition Provisional Authority, Department of 

State, and other government agencies to provide personnel for Iraqi reconstruction meant 

that troop units continued filling important positions in Iraq’s various ministries and 

agencies.  At the local level, this same paradigm degraded overall unit effectiveness by 

increasing the tasks a unit performed without a corresponding increase in troop strength.  

Then-Lt. Col. Frank Hall, commanding 1ID’s 101st Military Intelligence Battalion, found 

himself concurrently directing an Iraqi school district.  Other field grade officers who did 

not hold commands served as de facto cabinet officials in the faltering CPA 

administration.  Still other soldiers found themselves serving not with the U.S. Army, but 

with the Iraqi Army as part of the effort to create a force responsible not to a dictator, but 

to the nation’s citizenry.  Initially undertaken by the Spanish Army and American 

contractors, Army training teams fell in on new Iraqi Army units in March 2004.71 

 July 1, 2004, ushered in a major change in leadership of Army efforts in Iraq.  

Gen. George W. Casey, Jr. assumed the duties of Commanding General, Multi-National 

Force Iraq (MNF-I).  Replacing CJTF-7, Casey’s command operated in a different legal 

environment than Sanchez as Iraq had regained its sovereignty with the Coalition 

Provisional Authority’s dissolution on June 28.  An Iraqi Interim Government (IIG) 

exercised national authority until a permanent one could form following elections in 

2005.  This government’s authority lay in the transitional administrative law (TAL) that 

would remain in force until a constitution could be composed and ratified.  Multi-

National Force Iraq would not occupy Iraq, but would partner with the IIG under the 
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terms of the new legal code.  For Casey, the greatest risk to strategic success was Iraqi 

government failure. Iraqi Interim Government success would hinge not only on how it 

partnered with the coalition, but also on how it engaged tribal, especially Sunni tribal, 

leadership.72 

Drawing on his previous experience in the Balkans, Casey sought Iraqi 

participation in everything MNF-I did in the belief this would help realize five important 

objectives.  These were enhancing the new Iraqi government’s legitimacy, driving a 

wedge between the insurgency and the population, changing perceptions of the coalition, 

engaging the populace in the counterinsurgency effort, and improving the image of Iraq’s 

new security services.  Partnership did not mean any slackening of American operations 

as Casey appreciated the need for aggressive operations to prevent the insurgency from 

overwhelming political objectives both in Washington and Baghdad.  To facilitate this 

partnership, Casey’s operational plan emphasized “full-spectrum counterinsurgency 

operations.”73  This meant not only combat, but also information, stability, and support 

operations. Killing or capturing the enemy through patrols, raids, or attacks (the major 

tactical tasks of combat units) was critically important, but also meaningless if the Army 

could not concurrently accomplish the campaign plan’s political objectives.74 

The year 2004 proved much more violent than 2003 as the insurgency grew in 

strength and responded to coalition and IIG action.  Army and Marine Corps units found 

themselves conducting major battles in Baghdad, Samarra (north of Baghdad), Al Najaf 

(south of Baghdad), and Fallujah (west of Baghdad).  Fighting in Sadr City and Al Najaf 

involved Shi’a militias loyal to cleric Muqtada Al Sadr.  In Samarra, the insurgents 

represented a combination of criminal elements, Sunni tribes vying for control, and 
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foreign fighters.  In Fallujah, insurgents included FREs, foreign fighters, Sunni 

extremists, and even deserters from the newly created Fallujah Brigade, an Iraqi unit 

responsible for the city’s security.  As the year progressed, the multi-faceted nature of 

Iraq’s insurgency made itself obvious with escalating violence.  March witnessed the first 

increase in total insurgent attacks since November 2003.  The combination of the fighting 

in Baghdad and Al Najaf and the release of photos showing prisoner abuse at Abu Ghraib 

in April resulted in attacks that month that almost doubled the number sustained in 

March.  May logged a small increase in attacks before a small drop in June and July.  

August proved the year’s most violent month with attacks approaching 3,000 before a 

drop in September and significant increases in October and November.  December saw 

attacks drop to a three-month low, but included a suicide bombing of an Army dining 

facility at Forward Operating Base Marez that killed twenty-two and wounded over 

seventy.  Perpetrated by the Sunni insurgent group Ansar Al Sunna, this was the first 

major attack in Iraq’s Kurdish region.75 

As the insurgency grew in intensity, the Army prepared for another round of unit 

rotations to take place between February and September 2005.  With MNF-I’s creation, 

III Corps had assumed the duties of Multi-National Corps—Iraq (MNC—I).  XVIII 

Airborne Corps replaced III Corps as the new MNC-I headquarters.  The 11th Armored 

Cavalry Regiment and 172nd Infantry Brigade, the Regular Army’s only combat unit in 

Alaska, replaced TFO in Mosul.  The New York Army National Guard’s 42nd Infantry 

Division (42ID) replaced 1ID and controlled a mix of Regular Army and Army National 

Guard brigades.  The latter included the 278th Armored Cavalry (Tennessee), 116th 

Cavalry (Idaho and Oregon).  The 3rd Infantry Division found its 1st and 3rd Brigades 
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serving under the 42ID as it replaced 1CD in Baghdad.  The II Marine Expeditionary 

Force assumed the duties of MNF-W and had the Army National Guard’s 2nd Brigade, 

28th Infantry Division (Pennsylvania) under its control.  The 29th Infantry Brigade 

(Hawaii) and the 56th Infantry Brigade (Texas) deployed as theater security brigades, 

operating across Iraq and focusing on securing transportation convoys that increasingly 

became insurgent targets.  The 56th was unique in that it consisted only of Texas 

Guardsmen.  The issues of unit organization and alignment remained a problem as 42ID 

and every other Guard brigade deployed in 2005 required reinforcement from other 

states.  The 116th represented the extreme case, drawing on soldiers from twenty-two 

different states to bring its seven battalions and supporting elements to full strength.  This 

approach ensured full-strength units, but seriously complicated pre-mobilization 

training.76   

The struggle for Iraq reached a milestone in 2005 with three significant elections 

shaping events and American objectives.  On January 4, Multi-National Force-Iraq 

described seven objectives it sought to attain with two of them inextricably linked to the 

year’s ambitious election cycle: establishing a “federal, democratic, pluralistic and 

unified Iraq” and defeating the “campaign of intimidation and bring the insurgency and 

foreign terrorism to a level that can be contained by the ISF (Iraqi Security Forces).”77  

The first contest, conducted on January 30, elected members to Iraq’s interim National 

Assembly.  The second, held on October 15, was a referendum on Iraq’s proposed 

constitution.  Finally, an election on December 30 determined membership of the 

country’s permanent Council of Representatives.  Iraqis often viewed election-related 

questions from tribal or sectarian perspectives, and the country’s religious and ethnic 
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fault lines once again became clear.  Insurgents and political rivals increasingly resorted 

to violence against Iraqi civilians to influence voter participation and choice as voting 

dates drew near.  Foreign fighters posed an increasingly determined threat across Iraq’s 

Sunni regions as Al Qaida in Iraq grew in strength with this adding to the threat posed by 

FRE.  By mid-June, the estimated size of the Sunni insurgency alone was between 17,000 

and 20,000 combatants and supporters.  Former regime elements continued benefitting 

from existing tribal relationships.  Iran also exerted its influence in training and 

supporting several Shi’a groups.  The result was a year of greater violence, even as 

American troop levels remained high and the ISF grew in both numbers and 

capabilities.78   

While the overall increase in violence was discouraging, one bright spot emerged: 

the distribution of attacks.  Those parts of Iraq experiencing violence remained 

exceptionally violent with four governorates (Al Anbar, Baghdad, Ninevah, and Salah al 

Din) accounting for over 80 percent of all attacks.  By comparison, the rest of country 

was almost placid.  By year’s end, the Arbil, Dahuk, and As Sulaymaniah governorates 

had gone months without a single reported attack while several others experienced only a 

few.79   

Through 2005, another pattern emerged—the unwillingness of insurgents to fight 

the sorts of pitched battles that characterized 2004.  Learning that the cost was high (the 

major 2004 battles resulted in over 2,200 insurgents killed and another 1,300 captured) 

and the return small, insurgents largely moved to stand-off attacks involving less risk.  

This shift capitalized on insurgent strengths while complicating both intelligence 

collection and operational planning.  Such challenges, however, did not go unmet.  A 
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focus on identifying Al Qaida leadership led to Army or SOF forces killing or capturing 

nine senior Al Qaida in Iraq leaders.  As 2005 ended, three things were clear.  First, the 

insurgency was not ending any time soon as foreign fighters continued to arrive in Iraq.  

Second, the ISF was proving itself increasingly capable—the partnership was working.  It 

might have been difficult at times, particularly when issues of trust developed, but it was 

working. Finally, enemy successes—no matter how small—overshadowed American 

successes, no matter how important.  At day’s end, the insurgency’s asymmetric 

approach continued exacting a cost in American lives and equipment. 80 

Tactical Problems: Strategic Implications--Improvised Explosive Devices and 

Information Operations 

 Insurgents employed a variety of weapons and methods including ambushes, 

snipers, and mortar or rocket fire.  The two most serious threats, however, soon became 

apparent: IEDs and Information Operations (IO).  In Afghanistan, the numbers of 

casualty-producing IED incidents were relatively small.  Out of ninety-four battlefield 

deaths of American soldiers between 2002 and 2005, thirty-seven resulted from IEDs.  In 

Iraq, IEDs accounted for 546 of the 1,141 US. Army fatalities caused by hostile action.  

In 2005, the IED-related fatality rate climbed to almost 66 percent of all those either 

killed in action or died of wounds.  Army fatality rates, however, do not tell the full story.  

IEDs also claimed the lives of other American and coalition service members as well as 

local civilians.  Amputations and traumatic brain injury (TBI) amplified the human costs 

exacted by IEDs.  In March 2006, the Army’s Surgeon General released statistics on both 

injury types.  IED incidents resulted in 282 amputations.  Soldiers sometimes suffered the 

loss of two or more limbs due to blast effects, penetrating wounds, or severe burns.  More 
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than 1,560 soldiers suffered traumatic brain injuries with 17 percent of these assessed as 

“serious” or “penetrating.”  Most such injuries resulted from IED detonations.81   

The seriousness of an IED detonation depended on several factors. These included 

the amount of explosives used, a soldier or vehicle’s distance from the IED at time of 

detonation, and the level of protection provided by the soldier’s vehicle or personal 

equipment.  A major problem for the Army was the mismatch between its vehicle fleet 

and operational requirements.  While armored combat vehicles offered protection, the 

Army’s vast fleet of wheeled transport lacked any real protection.  The Army designed its 

wheeled vehicle fleet to meet the needs of a traditional battlefield with clearly defined 

“front” and “rear” areas.  In Afghanistan and Iraq, those vehicles (and their crews) 

operated on a battlefield lacking the theoretical protection of the “rear” area devoid of 

any enemy.  Successful IED strikes thus frequently proved catastrophic to vehicles, 

cargo, and most significantly, soldiers.  In Iraq alone, over 30,000 vehicles required 

hardening.   Some units took to fabricating armor with locally available materials.  

Dubbed “hillbilly armor,” this improvisation offered psychological comfort more than 

actual protection.  Starting in 2003, the Army began a large-scale program to provide 

vehicles better suited to conditions in Afghanistan and Iraq.  This included providing 

armored protection to its cargo vehicles, replacing its HMMWV fleet with protected 

passenger compartments, and introducing mine resistant, ambush protected (MRAP) 

vehicles.82   

Improvised explosive devices became an increasingly difficult challenge as 

operations continued in both Iraq and Afghanistan.  The proliferation of explosive 

material in both countries coupled with the widespread transmission of information about 
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constructing IEDs meant insurgents from every group possessed the ability to build them.  

More importantly, they developed the ability to continuously improve such devices in 

response to American efforts to counter them.  The combination of readily available 

materials and technically skilled individuals meant the cycle of action-reaction-

counteraction continued with IED incidents increasing in frequency.  In Afghanistan, the 

number of fatality-producing explosions went from two in 2003 to twenty in 2005.  Iraqi 

insurgents executed seventy such attacks in 2003, more than doubled that number to 

reach 163 in 2004, and then almost doubled the number again in 2005 with 313 such fatal 

attacks against American soldiers.  This roughly correlates with the total number of 

reported IED-related incidents in Iraq in 2004 and 2005.  The former year ended with 

9,372 such events, while 2005 recorded 17,485.  In contrast, the total number for non-

IED attacks in 2004 was 15,387 and 15,569 for 2005. This meant IEDs represented 

almost 38 percent of all attacks in 2004 and over 52 percent of 2005’s total reported 

attacks.  Successfully employed or not—and used by all insurgent groups--IEDs were 

clearly the most significant tactical problem facing the Army. 83 

Improvised explosive device technology continuously evolved with most changes 

found in the means insurgents employed to detonate their devices.  Triggering 

mechanisms included cell phones, garage door openers, radio-controlled toys, infra-red 

sensors, and a variety of pressure plates.  Such devices also included the most dangerous 

detonator of all—the suicide bomber.  The Army and its partners invested heavily in 

creating measures to counter command and pressure-plate detonated IEDs, but the 

insurgent willing to end his (and increasingly her) own life to ensure a successful 

detonation remained a significant problem.  The suicide bomber also presented another 
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problem—the ability to inflict massive civilian casualties. While a command-detonated 

IED astride a road used by American units could reduce the risk of unwanted civilian 

casualties, the suicide vest killed or maimed great numbers depending on when and 

where detonation occurred.  Such IEDs created a tremendous concern for Army forces as 

their appearance demonstrated an inability to protect the population, an essential task in 

extinguishing an insurgency. 84 

The specifics of the IED threat in both Afghanistan and Iraq varied based on what 

groups operated in which country, and who group members could include as benefactors.  

One of the most dangerous IEDs was the explosively formed penetrator (EFP).  These 

entered Iraq through Iranian Quds force operatives aiding Shi’a groups.  An EFP 

consisted of a machined concave copper disc backed by a high-explosive charge.  When 

the device detonated, the copper’s shape changed from a disk to a molten metal slug that 

essentially burned through a vehicle’s armor.  This behaved in the same way as the 

conventional high explosive anti-tank (HEAT) round.  First introduced in 2004, the EFP 

relied on penetration rather than blast effects.  As a result, such devices proved 

devastatingly effective against both unarmored and protected vehicles.  The wide variety 

of triggering devices coupled with the EFP’s ability to defeat armored protection and 

concurrently inflict traumatic amputation greatly complicated the Army’s IED problem 

by making armored protection less effective.85  

The consequences of fighting in Afghanistan and Iraq extended across and well 

beyond the boundaries of these countries.  Insurgent groups commonly video-recorded 

their activities, particularly those involving IEDs, and then posted them to the worldwide 

web.  In the Defense Department’s language, IEDs became “weapons of strategic 
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influence” when exploited in this manner.  Such videos broadcast insurgent capabilities 

for several purposes.  These included demonstrating to the local population insurgent 

abilities to inflict casualties on American forces and counter coalition displays of 

strength.  The latter was particularly important in areas under insurgent control by 

discouraging individuals from supporting coalition or national government efforts.  This 

complicated efforts to re-establish local governance by exposing American vulnerabilities 

and undercutting efforts to establish effective relationships with the local population.  

Striking symbolic targets, such as Abu Gharib prison and the Al Rashid hotel, used by the 

foreign media, both communicated insurgent strength and reinforced claims of power.86 

 Insurgents also deliberately targeted civilians with vehicle-borne IEDs or suicide 

vests to either intimidate a local population or respond to attacks by a rival religious or 

political faction.  Such violence reduced the victims to mere props in an information 

campaign.  Video footage of insurgents successfully fighting coalition forces also aided 

in recruiting foreign fighters.  Combining Islamic themes with images of blows against 

infidel invaders helped draw insurgents from across the Muslim world.  Insurgents also 

took advantage of such American failings as Abu Gharib or targeting mistakes resulting 

in civilian casualties to aid recruiting efforts.87   

Finally, such imagery sought to target a western—and especially American—

audience and demonstrate the futility of continuing operations.  This audience included 

the families of American soldiers killed or wounded from insurgent action who received 

e-mails with attached video footage of the event.  Propaganda as a weapon is as old as 

war itself and the conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq found insurgent groups undertaking 

sophisticated efforts on a scale not seen previously.  Leveraging technology, Al Qaida’s 
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information operations literally reached around the world and added another layer of 

complexity to the asymmetric battlefield.  The coalition required the support of each 

participating nation’s populace.  Such support was difficult to sustain when official 

statements from Kabul or Baghdad had to compete with well-produced messages from 

insurgent groups presenting a different version of events and circumstances. 88 

Ultimately, information operations complicated Army operations by creating a 

military problem that spanned the tactical, operational, and strategic levels of war.  In 

weaponizing information, insurgents sought to seize the strategic initiative, and in so 

doing compel a change in Army operations.  Information operations might not force 

Army forces from Afghanistan or Iraq, but they could—and did—make the political and 

diplomatic costs of staying higher than would otherwise have been. 

CONCLUSIONS 

 A popular saying within the Army in the early 2000’s was, “Sometimes you fight 

the Jetsons, sometimes you fight the Flintstones.”  “You fight the Jetsons . . . and the 

Flintstones” was more accurate.  The Army deployed to both Afghanistan and Iraq was 

the correct instrument to perform the tasks initially assigned.  Special Operations Forces 

precipitated the Taliban’s collapse by facilitating the marriage of local troops and 

American precision weapons.  In Iraq, V Corps’ performance again validated the utility 

of the “Big 5” and concurrently demonstrated the force enhancements emplaced 

following the Persian Gulf War.  The Revolution in Military Affairs did not fully live up 

to its expectations, but it gave Wallace and his soldiers capabilities that helped compress 

an envisioned 120-day-long campaign into one lasting only a few weeks. Investments 
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made based on the Army’s self-conceptualization as a mechanized force staffed by 

skilled soldiers dominating the battlefield proved sound. 89 

 Counterinsurgency operations represented the other side of the effectiveness coin.  

The Army’s armored and mechanized units were initially neither trained nor equipped for 

that form of warfare.  The publication dates of the Army’s pre-war manuals dealing with 

counterinsurgency demonstrate the Army’s dwindling interest in that form of warfare. 

Field Manual 100-20, Military Operations in Low Intensity Conflict, released in 1990, 

reflected the Army’s experiences in Vietnam and Latin America in the 1980s.  Field 

Manual 71-100, Division Operations, which also appeared in 1990, did not describe 

counterinsurgencies.  The 2001 edition of Field Manual 3-90, Tactics, also made no 

reference to counterinsurgency.  Similarly, the 2001 edition of Field Manual 3-0, 

Operations, contained only four paragraphs describing counterinsurgency operations with 

those focusing on foreign internal defense missions.  What the Army had encountered in 

Somalia now seemed unimportant, as did the increasing rumblings of terrorist action in 

the Middle East.  The Army also took great comfort in the so-called Weinberger doctrine.  

This doctrine precluded committing forces except in those circumstances where it could 

employ fully its technological and firepower advantages.  While light infantry units had 

great utility in counterinsurgency, the ugly reality is 9/11 caught the Army off guard and 

largely unprepared for the fights it did not want. 90  

 While the Army did not draw extensively from its historic experiences with 

asymmetric warfare, it did capitalize on one lesson learned from the Vietnam War: the 

need to cycle units through a combat theater.  Sustaining the rotation schedule was an 

ongoing challenge, but the effort paid dividends.  Units executed a comprehensive pre-
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deployment training program, deployed to the fight as with stable leadership, and then 

returned to home stations for rest, refitting, and retraining.  As a result, organizations 

enjoyed better leadership, cohesion, and training than their Vietnam war counterparts.  

Sustaining this approach imposed a colossal burden on the Regular Army and Army 

National Guard, but the Army remained committed to this approach through both wars.   

 The “coalition of the willing” stood in marked contrast to the largely unsuccessful 

“Many Flags” effort of the Vietnam War.   Employing coalition forces, both Special 

Operations and conventional, created opportunities for employing Army forces.   Even 

the smallest deployments tying small, allied units to fixed positions benefited tactical 

operations by eliminating the need for Army units to perform such duties.  The size, 

capabilities, and restrictions cooperating governments imposed on coalition forces varied, 

but the presence of over 23,000 additional servicemembers from more than fifty-eight 

countries meant American soldiers could address high priority areas and problems.  This 

proved critical as the tempo and size of the insurgencies increased and the Army 

scrambled field the units required to effectively respond.  The quality of foreign units 

deploying to both Afghanistan and Iraq was particularly noteworthy as countries 

frequently deployed their premier formations.  Equally important was the growth of 

Afghan and Iraqi forces willing and able to take on insurgents. 91   

 By conducting effective information operations, the Taliban, Al Qaida, FRE, and 

Shi’a extremists created additional challenges for the Army by expanding the battlefield.  

Such operations fueled both insurgent numbers and questions about the Army’s ability to 

defeat it.  Already burdened with the requirement to restore both effective governance 

and public services, insurgent information operations created additional distractions and 
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requirements for an Army increasingly stretched thin.  Defeating propaganda efforts 

became essential to not only win in Afghanistan and Iraq, but also in those countries that 

had joined the coalition.  Success in this battle would take more than psychological 

operations against insurgent groups, it would require major information efforts both in 

theater and in the United States.  The propaganda successes insurgents enjoyed made 

American counter-efforts increasingly difficult as the campaigns dragged on with no 

clear end in sight and magnified the effectiveness of the insurgents’ best weapon: the 

IED. 

Finally, IED attacks—increasing in both numbers and sophistication—meant the 

Army needed to change its approach to operations if it was to stem rising casualty rates.  

These rates imperiled not only soldier morale but the public’s willingness to support 

ongoing operations in both Afghanistan and Iraq, a problem magnified by insurgent 

propaganda.  Newly assigned Army Chief of Staff Gen. Peter Schoomaker, known for 

colorful phrases, summed up his goal in this area quite simply: “Dorothy and Toto can 

tip-toe down that road [Route Tampa, the Army’s main supply line in Iraq] naked and not 

be touched.”92  Schoomaker and a small number of officers and Department of the Army 

civilians would both manipulate long-standing processes and recast Army priorities to 

create organizations able to meet his objective. 
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CHAPTER 4 

CREATING THE ASYMMETRIC WARFARE GROUP 
 

“…getting to the left of the boom.”1 
 

Colonel Bruce Jette describing an approach to the IED problem in 2003. 
 

Setting the Stage 
 

 Whatever questions existed over the decision to topple first the Taliban regime in 

Afghanistan and then Saddam Hussein in Iraq, one fact is clear: initial operations 

succeeded dramatically.  The Taliban lasted only 60 days.  Saddam Hussein’s regime fell 

in only 21 days. The former operation represented a combination of American and allied 

skill in unconventional warfare, integrating the elements of combat power, and 

diplomacy.  The latter demonstrated a mastery of joint and combined operations.  Taken 

together, optimistic projections regarding how the American effort would end seemed 

entirely justified. 2 

Things began going wrong for the Army once the Afghan and Iraqi regimes fell, 

and occupation and rehabilitation became the Army’s larger tasks.  It seems absurd in 

retrospect, but no military planner or civilian policymaker seriously considered a post-

conflict environment that significantly challenged American military power, particularly 

in Iraq.  In Afghanistan, a combined American-Afghan force removed a repressive 

regime from power in a matter of weeks.  In Iraq, the population recognized 

overwhelming American ground and air power had twice shattered their army.  U.S. and 

allied forces ranged the entire country inflicting crippling damage irrespective of time, 

terrain, or weather conditions.  An actor viewing things from a western perspective would 
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realize the utter futility in attempting to contest American power and accept the new 

political order, no matter how alien it might be.  In fact, such acceptance was essential if 

the United States was to realize its objective of creating states able to serve as regional 

models of democratic government.3   

Western perspectives, however, were the exception in Afghanistan and Iraq.  Both 

countries had long-standing religious and cultural traditions and structures that shaped 

popular attitudes.  These countries also possessed experienced soldiers as well as 

disaffected populations lacking a robust attachment to any central authority.  They also 

tended to be mistrustful of foreigners—especially when they perceived those foreigners 

to be Christian, imperialist, or both.  These two populations also absorbed an influx of 

dedicated foreigners imbued with a religiously inspired belief that their duty lay in 

contesting American power anywhere it presented itself.  Finally, years of conflict meant 

both nations contained all the materiel resources needed to sustain a bloody fight.  Under 

“normal” conditions, the defeated populace would remain quiescent: this was the 

American experience following both world wars, Korea, Panama, and the small portion 

of Iraq occupied following the First Gulf War.  Normal, however, is a cycle in a washing 

machine. 4  

First Efforts 

 The realization that operations would continue in Afghanistan for the foreseeable 

future, coupled with the discovery of various equipment shortfalls, led the Army to a 

rather obvious realization: while combat experience validated many of the Army’s 

approaches to training, organizing, and equipping the force, “many” was not “all.”  The 
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Army would need to make some rapid changes if it was to provide units with the 

institutional support needed for battlefield success.  This realization provided the impetus 

for creating the first organization that would play an increasingly important role as the 

American presence both grew in Afghanistan and expanded into Iraq—the Rapid 

Equipping Force (REF).  Established in 2002 under Gen. Eric Shinseki’s tenure as Army 

chief of staff, the REF’s mission was a straightforward one: quickly procure and issue 

needed equipment not currently in the Army supply system.  Initially, the REF oriented 

on robotic technologies offering the potential to reduce casualties by extending the 

physical reach of units while concurrently increasing their protection.  By focusing on 

squads and companies—the small units engaging in combat--the REF sought to provide 

the best equipment possible through the “buy, try, decide” approach.  The REF would 

purchase equipment, give it to the operational force to put it through its paces, and then, 

based on feedback, make decisions regarding additional acquisitions.  It would work with 

the Army’s Test and Evaluation Command (ATEC) and its research and development 

center at Aberdeen Proving Ground.  The focus, however, would lay with the deployable 

soldier and his or her feedback. The REF was one of three new, small, and focused 

organizations that would play a disproportionately important role in counterinsurgency 

operations in the coming years, but its focus was on materiel procurement. 5 

 The REF represented a first step in adapting the institutional Army to a changing 

environment.  The second lay in finding solutions to the expanding problem of 

improvised explosive devices (IEDs).  Before 9/11, the Department of Defense 

established the Combatting Terrorism Technical Support Office (CTTSO) and the Joint 
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Staff Anti-Terrorism Directorate (J34).  The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special 

Operations/Low-Intensity Conflict established the former in 1999 to consolidate research 

and development programs previously administered by the Office of the Assistant 

Secretary of Defense, Command, Control, Communications, and Intelligence.  The latter 

produced information for the services with the publication of a periodical titled The 

Guardian.  It also provided training for individual service members, unit commanders, 

and installation commanders and served as the proponent for several Department of 

Defense directives and instructions.  Equally important, it supported targeting efforts 

against known terrorists.6   

 The J34, however, suffered from two significant weaknesses.  First, most in the 

military in general—and the Army staff in particular—were not overly concerned about 

the terrorist threat before September 11, 2001.  While President William J. Clinton made 

countering terrorism a national priority in 1995 with his signing Presidential Decision 

Directive 39 (PDD-39), primary responsibility fell to the Departments of Justice and 

State.  Second, the events of 9-11 largely gutted the J34 and moved many of its 

components to the newly established Department of Homeland Security.  What little 

existed was inadequate for the Army’s needs.  In October 2003, the Army established the 

Army IED Task Force.  Under the direction of Brig. Gen. Joseph Votel, and positioned 

under the Army’s deputy chief of staff for operations, plans, and training (G-3/5/7), the 

task force served as a coordination and synchronization agency.  In centralizing its 

diverse counter-IED efforts, the Army established priorities, generated cost efficiencies in 

training and procurement, and, most importantly, provided accurate information.  As a 
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purely Army activity, the IED Task Force was short-lived.  Realizing the benefits 

provided, then-Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz directed the Defense 

Department to create a similar team under Army leadership.  This action effectively 

transferred Votel and his efforts from the Army G-3/5/7 to the Joint Staff, ultimately 

returning lost capabilities to that higher jurisdiction.  Votel continued his close 

coordination with senior Army leadership, even as the scope of efforts expanded.  The 

IED Task Force proved an effective actor, but, as was the case with the REF, it operated 

with a comparatively narrow focus.7    

 In concert, the REF and IED Task Force enjoyed successes in both better 

equipping the soldier and reducing the risks posed by IEDs.   Despite the Army fielding a 

variety of countermeasures and improving training, however, casualties continued to 

mount.  While the REF and IED Task Force represented steps towards a solution to the 

problems posed by asymmetric threats, they were insufficient.  The Army required more, 

but what “more” looked like and the form it should take were undefined and facilitated a 

great deal of discussion at the Army’s most senior levels.  Army Chief of Staff General 

Peter Schoomaker’s earthy statement about Dorothy, Toto, and the yellow brick road lay 

at the heart of those deliberations.  As discussions and debates continued, ideas began to 

coalesce and point towards a specific course of action.  The only clearly defined elements 

were the need to consider a broader approach than the REF or the IED Task Force and 

the recognition that any effort would benefit from the ability to operate outside the 

Army’s standard institutional and organizational structures.  The Special Operations 
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Forces experience of some involved provided insights, particularly concerning materiel 

and structure.8   

The Initial Concept 

Identifying the need for a new type of organization represented one challenge.  

Determining its form and functions constituted two more.  The path to answering those 

questions lay in the operational and organizational concept, often referred to as the 

“O&O.”  Creating an O&O provided answers to the many DTLOMPF-related questions 

inherent in establishing a new type of unit.  Getting the O&O “right” meant the 

organization would have the proper structure and approach for performing its mission.  

Getting it “wrong” meant the group would fail to meet expectations, needlessly squander 

time and money, and undermine the credibility of the very idea of a new unit.  Crafting 

the O&O required both an understanding of the Army’s mainstream organizational and 

business practices and the unique practices of its Special Operations community.  Their 

specialized roles and requirements meant Special Operations forces had developed 

different procurement and acquisition processes from the larger Army.  The Defense 

Department’s 5000- series regulations governed both conventional and Special 

Operations Forces procurement.  Special Operations procurement differed from 

conventional acquisition in three ways.  It delegated decision authority to the appropriate 

level, tended towards simultaneous vice sequential development, and, partnered the 

different individuals within the process to accelerate programs.  The Army did not need 

another Special Operations unit, but the discussions established the need for a unit 

capable of operating in special ways with the general-purpose forces operating in 
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Afghanistan, Iraq, and elsewhere.  Perhaps the best metaphor for describing the process 

of creating the O&O is that of making sausage: it would be neither clean nor pretty, but it 

would produce the desired product.9 

 Fortuitously for the Army, both Chief of Staff Schoomaker, and the Vice Chief of 

Staff, Gen. Richard Cody, possessed a wealth of experience in both Special Operations 

and general-purpose forces.  This materially aided efforts to build the capabilities 

required.  Recalled to active duty as General Eric Shinseki’s replacement in 2003, 

Schoomaker started his Army career as an Armor officer.  While he occasionally returned 

to the general-purpose force after qualifying as a Special Forces (SF) officer in the 1970s, 

he spent much of his career in Special Operations assignments.  In the words of Col. 

Robert Shaw, who served as the AWG’s first commanding officer, Schoomaker 

considered it critical to change the Army from “the inside out by providing solutions to 

the latest threats.”10  Failing to do this would lead to other imposing answers, an 

approach capable of providing the Army with multiple complications for every “solution” 

provided.  Schoomaker, however, could not focus solely on emerging threats.  As chief of 

staff, his duties included serving as a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, formulating 

policy, presiding over the Army staff, and coordinating with the Secretary of the Army.  

While Schoomaker might have desired to focus on specific concerns, federal statute 

meant he spent much of his time resolving other issues.11 

Recognizing the need for a vice chief of staff capable of both understanding his 

vision and having the temperament to drive the Army to realize it, Schoomaker selected 

Cody (then serving as the G-3/5/7) to replace outgoing Vice Chief of Staff, Gen. George 
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W. Casey, Jr.  Filling the role described by Stephen Rosen, Cody embodied the 

quintessential activist leader positioned to drive a host of necessary changes within the 

Army.  While the statute governing the vice chief of staff said very little about his 

specific duties, actual Army practice meant the vice chief of staff focused on the day-to-

day business of running the Army.  With only two erstwhile brakes on his freedom of 

action—the Secretary of the Army and the chief of staff who selected him for the 

position—the vice chief maintained an unusual ability to operate across the Army.  Cody 

spent much of his career in Special Operations aviation.  He also commanded multiple 

conventional aviation units, the 160th Special Operations Aviation Regiment, and was the 

first Aviation branch officer to command the 101st Airborne Division (Air Assault).  His 

background gave him an understanding of both the conventional Army and Special 

Operations community’s bureaucratic processes and how to work both through and 

around them to achieve objectives.  Among the processes Cody had mastered was Special 

Operations materiel acquisition, especially the acquisition of aviation-related items.  

Cody’s experience as the 101st Airborne Division’s commanding general expanded his 

knowledge of asymmetric threats, and the assignment of then-Lieut. Col. Christopher 

Hughes as one of his battalion commanders proved fortunate.  Having served with J34, 

Hughes possessed intimate familiarity with the Department of Defense’s knowledge of 

the terrorist threat and the efforts underway to mitigate it.  Equally important, Cody’s 

existing relationship with Schoomaker meant the two effectively communicated with 

each other.  Finally, his background in two different communities allowed him to create 

and maintain a list of officers capable of solving the most vexing problems.12   
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Schoomaker was not particularly interested in the details involved in creating the 

O&O.  His approach was straightforward: provide the initial concept and then “hand it 

off to the real hands-on folks.”13  The “hands-on folks” included Cody and several 

officers whom Cody believed possessed the ability to both think creatively and work 

collaboratively with each other and with the units and agencies their efforts would 

impact.  Cody issued these officers “mission-type” orders–orders that described the 

fundamental problems--and then trusted they would not lock themselves into existing 

methods or solutions to resolve them.  Cody gave them the first 50 percent and then 

empowered and resourced them to solve the still very amorphous problem.  Reflecting on 

the AWG’s creation, Cody observed it was the majors, lieutenant colonels, sergeants 

majors, and staff sergeants “who were the brains and gave the organization life.”14   

The first task to accomplish was defining an actual objective.  Translating General 

Schoomaker’s quote into a practical and achievable mission represented the initial step in 

creating the O&O.  In a “spit-balling session” with Cody in 2003, Rapid Equipping Force 

commander, Col. Bruce Jette, suggested a better approach lay in getting “to the left of the 

boom.”15  Moving to the left proposed a fundamentally different approach to the problem 

by expanding the conceptual universe beyond narrowly focused materiel solutions to 

specific threats.  Materiel approaches would remain an essential part of the solution 

effort, but changes in how units would act and react would join them.  Recognizing the 

need to expand beyond IED detonations planted the seed for the creation of the AWG.16   

Efforts to develop an organization that realized Schoomaker’s intent meant Cody 

and the others involved would continue spending long hours considering concepts.  That 
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placed them in extremely close contact for several months.  James J. Lovelace, then a 

major general serving as the Army’s deputy chief of staff for operations, recalled that 

many of those involved were Roman Catholics who would meet on Sunday, discuss the 

problem, attend Mass, and then go back to their discussions.  Occasionally, ongoing 

discussions would interrupt Mass itself.  For Cody, an essential element of the solution 

included creating a unit able to perform three crucial tasks simultaneously: inform the 

current fight, identify the emerging one, and identity DTLOMPF-based solutions to both. 

This capability would provide a unit able to function in the training base and on the 

battlefield with the capacity to identify capability gaps and develop doctrinal and 

organizational solutions.  Ideally, the unit would serve as “scouts.”  These scouts would 

allow the Army to become more agile by decreasing the time between identifying 

emerging threats and deploying appropriate responses.  Concurrently, the unit would also 

function as a sort of “directed telescope” able to provide Cody and the rest of the Army’s 

senior leadership information beyond that typically provided through existing channels.  

Officers who worked for Cody were not surprised by this as he routinely employed this 

method to attain situational awareness rapidly.  Importantly, the unit would not report on 

how other individual outfits performed.  Instead, it would provide information on the 

environment that would encourage both greater and more rapid understanding.  While the 

issues were complicated, the objective was ultimately simple: move from mitigating 

problems to providing longer-term solutions.  Yet as Carl von Clausewitz famously said, 

“Everything in war is very simple, but the simplest thing is difficult.” Those working on 

the task would spend a great deal of time defining and refining concepts as the AWG’s 
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form began taking shape between the initial 2003 discussions and its January 2006 

activation. 17 

By April 2004, the long hours began paying off.  Both the vice chief of staff and 

the deputy chief of staff G-3/5/7 published memoranda defining some guiding principles.  

After providing direction to the planning team on February 18, 2004, and receiving the 

latter’s feedback, Cody directed the U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command 

(TRADOC) Force Design Directorate to design an “Asymmetric Warfare Regiment” on 

April 12.  Cody’s initial guidance placed the unit under the U.S. Army Forces Command 

Chemical, Biological, Radiological, Nuclear, Explosives (CBRNE) Command.  Later 

designated the 20th CBRNE Command, this organization was the Army’s largest dealing 

with unconventional munitions and their effects.  Cody’s guidance included establishing 

the unit as a table of organization and equipment (TO&E) capable of augmentation.  

Directing establishment as a TO&E unit was significant as the Army maintained different 

policies for TO&E units, table of distribution and allowances (TDA) units, and special 

mission units (SMU).  He also stated that the unit should achieve initial operating 

capability by January 2005, and that it should achieve full operating capability by January 

2007.  Finally, Cody provided the first, albeit tentative, approved mission statement.18 

On April 28, the Army G-3 published a memorandum in response to questions 

from TRADOC’s Force Design Directorate following meetings at Fort Leavenworth, 

Kansas, to work specific force design issues.  As a result of this session, the Army G-3 

further clarified the AWR’s mission as encompassing the basic design of the AWR 

headquarters, the support required for a Combined-Joint Task Force, liaison teams, and 
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advisory teams.  This memo also confirmed the AWR would remain subordinate to the 

FORSCOM CBRNE for the near term.19 

While Cody, the G-3/5/7 staff, and TRADOC tackled issues associated with 

mission statements and force design, other elements of the Department of the Army 

addressed issues associated with creating the AWG.  Foremost among these were 

obtaining the required legal authority and money.  Funding a unit that neither previously 

existed nor appeared in any Program Objective Memorandum (POM) submissions meant 

the Army needed to shape the legislative process.  While the Army receives billions of 

dollars annually, it has little discretion in how it uses those funds: Congress allocates 

funds for specific purposes and it is illegal for the Army to use them for other purposes.  

This constraint means ideas, no matter how good, are irrelevant if the funding required to 

turn them into action is not available.  Army efforts ultimately bore fruit with Congress 

passing Public Law 109-148: Department of Defense, Emergency Supplemental 

Appropriations to Address Hurricanes in the Gulf of Mexico, and Pandemic Influenza 

Act, 2006.  Finally approved on January 4, 2005, Section 8403 (c) (2) provided the 

Secretary of the Army the authority to form and fund the AWG.20 

While some staff officers worked the legislative issue, others undertook the 

detailed coordination required to move the AWG concept forward with the expectation 

that congressional authority would soon arrive.  The means for moving forward lay in a 

process created by Cody early in his term as the G-3/5/7: the Army Strategic Planning 

Board (ASPB).  The ASPB provided a weekly forum for adjusting priorities at the 

Department of the Army level.  This board reassessed the Army Campaign Plan (ACP) in 
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light of emerging requirements, particularly those flowing from the combat theaters.  The 

2004 version of the ACP consisted of forty-nine pages of text.  Embedded in this were 

eight ACP objectives with sixty-nine supporting objectives at the Department of the 

Army level arrayed on twenty-two different lines of operations (LOO).  Each LOO 

represented “functions that enable supported MACOM (major command) commanders or 

HQDA staff principals to link multiple tasks with the logic of purpose (cause and effect) 

to achieve ACP objectives.”21  Simply put, the LOO grouped the activities of both the 

Army staff and the commands to realize a specific objective. 22 

Every Friday saw a working-level ASPB attended by the colonels representing 

various commands and staff sections.  These officers came to the ASPB thinking for their 

bosses—but not necessarily thinking like their bosses.  Since a simple priority change in 

the ASPB could affect months (or years) of work, not to mention millions (or billions) of 

dollars, the sessions tended toward acrimony and acquired the nickname “Friday Fights.”  

The Friday sessions, however, became the precursor to the actual ASPB conducted each 

Saturday with general officers (including three- and four-star generals) participating.  The 

Saturday sessions included both an open and a closed session.  Co-chaired by the G-3/5/7 

and the Army deputy chief of staff for resource management, these sessions changed 

priorities—and the associated flow of money within the Army to the extent permitted by 

the National Defense Authorization Act.23  

Predictably, ASPB decisions generated hostility among some participants.  While 

the objective was making smart decisions to best support deployed forces, the process 

created “winners” and “losers” with the losers having to sometimes make significant 
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changes to plans and programs—a requirement rarely welcomed.  The ASPB 

demonstrated Cody’s ability to bend the bureaucracy, but it concurrently embittered some 

who made the bureaucracy work.24 

As the original ideas and TRADOC’s work matured into something more defined 

the maintenance of momentum fell to three individuals and a team of retired generals 

working for Cody.  Then-Col. Joseph Votel, Lieut. Col. Chris Hughes, and a retired Field 

Artillery lieutenant colonel named Michael Bowman comprised the original team.  Votel 

concurrently led the IED Defeat Task Force, so much of the day-to-day work fell to 

Hughes and Bowman.  Hughes had just returned from Iraq.  He has also served on the 

Strategic Initiatives Group, a Department of the Army planning organization and 

supported the IED Defeat Task Force.  Bowman, who was also a former Department of 

the Army G-3/5/7 staff officer, played a significant role both in the AWG’s development 

and operations, moving from the IED Defeat Task Force to the AWG itself upon its 

activation.  These individuals handled the staff coordination tasks associated with 

developing the AWG.  This included identifying and then contracting with a civilian 

firm, the Burdeshaw Group, to translate proposed objectives into the O&O concept.  

Then headquartered in Bethesda, Maryland, the Burdeshaw Group was a firm possessing 

the ability to marshal some of the Army’s retired talent and focus it on resolving pressing 

problems.  Even with the demands of leading the IED Defeat Task Force, Votel made 

time to provide guidance and remain engaged with those working to create the O&O.25 

 Retired Gen. William Hartzog, who formerly commanded TRADOC, led the 

Burdeshaw Group, while retired Lieut. Gen. Harold “Tom” Fields served as the AWG 
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team lead.  Fields’ selection represented something of an inspired choice.  Commissioned 

an Infantry officer after graduating from the Citadel in 1960, Fields qualified for Special 

Forces in 1962 and spent two years as a Green Beret before an automobile accident 

hospitalized him with a broken femur.  After convalescence at Walter Reed Army 

Medical Center, he reported to Fort Benning, Georgia, where he participated in the 

reorganization of the 11th Airborne Division (Air Assault).  This effort culminated with 

the Army re-designating the unit the 1st Cavalry Division (Airmobile) and then deploying 

it to the Republic of Vietnam in 1966.  Fields followed this tour with an assignment as a 

Training and Counseling (TAC) officer at the U.S. Military Academy.  As a TAC, he 

helped shape then-Cadet Richard Cody.  Subsequent assignments as an Infantry officer 

saw Fields return to Vietnam, complete a graduate degree, and then serve in a variety of 

assignments in the United States.  After attaining star rank, he served as the assistant 

division commander and then division commander of the 6th Infantry Division (Light) in 

Alaska, as the Army G-3/5/7 during the Persian Gulf War, and as the deputy commander 

of the U.S. Pacific Command. Fields possessed a deep understanding of Special Forces, 

insurgency and counter-insurgency as well as the cultural norms of the conventional 

Army, the Army staff and one geographic combatant command.26 

Under Fields’s direction were retired Maj. Gen. John Greenway, Maj. Gen. James 

A. Guest, Lieut. Gen. Charles Otstott, Lieut. Gen. James C. Riley, and Maj. Gen. Steven 

Silvasy.  In terms of basic branch—the arm or service into which the Army commissions 

an officer—this group represented a mix of backgrounds with Fields and Guest providing 

SF perspectives, Greenway possessing Armor expertise, and with Otstott and Riley 
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possessing Infantry backgrounds.  All had extensive combat experience.  Perhaps more 

important, each also had experience in both senior Army and joint staff positions 

emphasizing training or doctrine development.  Guest commanded the Army’s John F. 

Kennedy Special Warfare Center and School at Fort Bragg while Greenway served in 

several doctrine or force design assignments and directed the Army’s 1990 PROJECT 

VANGUARD study exploring post-Cold War changes to the institutional Army.  Otstott 

commanded TRADOC’s Combined Arms Combat Development Activity at Fort 

Leavenworth.  Riley’s assignment history included command of the Combined Arms 

Center and service as Commandant, U.S. Army Command and General Staff College.  

Silvasy brought the experience of service as TRADOC’s deputy chief of staff for doctrine 

and development.27 

As the O&O would drive both the AWG’s employment and DTLOMPF elements, 

it was essential to state the AWG’s enduring mission cogently.  The enduring mission 

statement broadly described a unit’s fundamental purpose and provided the foundation 

for resourcing it.  For the AWG, converting the language from “getting to the left of the 

boom” to something less abstract constituted the first task.  Doing this required defining 

what asymmetric warfare was—and was not.  IEDs represented an asymmetric tactic, but 

asymmetric warfare required a broader definition if the AWG was to develop into the 

organization Schoomaker envisioned.  The contemporary focus on terrorism and the 

ongoing IED problem shaped the working definition: 

 Asymmetric Warfare:  Operations conducted by terrorists, guerillas, 
militias and paramilitaries to limit US military effectiveness while 
achieving their political objectives.  The operations are conducted at the 
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strategic, operational, and tactical levels to attack military and civilian 
targets.  Objectives of these operations are to undermine US/Allied 
political, military, economic, and psychological strengths and the will to 
win.28   

 

 Aligned with this definition was the latest revision of the AWG’s tentative 

mission statement, which underwent several modifications in a few weeks before its 

release on April 3:   

JTF Spartan (the proposed AWG) integrates, coordinates, deploys and 
provides trained and ready forces, and is prepared to exercise command 
and control of full spectrum asymmetric warfare operations to Joint and 
Army Force Commanders.  Maintains technical links with appropriate 
Joint, Federal, and State counter-emerging threats assets, as well as 
research, development and technical communities to assure Army 
counter-emerging threat response readiness.  Provides or assists in the 
training and readiness oversight of counter-emerging threat assets 
(Active, Guard and Reserve).29  

 

 This mission statement emphasized command and control and liaison 

with other organizations and highlighted its proposed role both overseas and in 

the United States.  By April 12, action officers had crafted a revised mission 

statement recognizing two different missions based on both the unit’s TO&E 

foundation and reinforcement with a TDA: 

Asymmetric Warfare Regiment (AWR) Mission (TOE): AWR integrates, 
coordinates, deploys and provides trained and ready forces, and exercises 
command and control of assigned forces in support of Joint and Army 
Force Commanders full spectrum asymmetric warfare operations.  
Observes, collects, develops, validates, and disseminates emerging 
Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures (TTPs) to TRADOC and the Joint 
Warfare Fighting Center, USJFCOM.  Provides Advisory Training 
Teams to conduct pre-deployment Train-the-Trainer training on counter 
asymmetric threats.  Conducts and provides prediction modeling, 
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forensics, and trend analysis on asymmetrical threats to the supported 
commander.  

Classified TDA Augmentation Mission: Recruits, assesses, and selects 
unit members.  Conducts liaison, on combating terrorism, with Joint 
Services, multi-national, and interagency work groups.  Identifies and 
fields Rapid Prototyping and/or commercial off-the-shelf (COTS) 
solutions to counter asymmetrical threats.  Conducts military utility 
assessments and initial integration of prototypes and/or COTS equipment 
to the force.  Deconflicts, synchronizes, and integrates materiel solutions 
for countering asymmetric threats with HQDA G-3, PEOs (Program 
Executive Officers/Program Managers) and AMC (Army Materiel 
Command).30  

 

 This mission statement provided greater detail on both the tasks performed to 

support the operational Army and those Army elements involved in equipment design 

and procurement.  Clearly absent from both mission statements was any direct reference 

to IEDs.  While the IED issue provided the initial impetus, thinking had moved beyond a 

single type of asymmetric threat. 

 General Cody’s April 12 memorandum reflected yet another change in the 

tentative mission statement by inserting the phrase “and exercise command and control of 

assigned forces” into the TO&E mission statement, thereby emphasizing the fact that the 

unit would control its elements even after deployment.31  Cody’s April 12 change, 

however, saw extensive modification on May 26.  This revision defined the mission as: 

The AWG conducts operations in support of Joint and Army force 
commanders to mitigate and defeat specified asymmetric threats. 

Key tasks: 

• Provides, deploys, integrates, coordinates and executes C2 of 
trained and ready forces. 
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• Observes, collects, develops, validates and disseminates 
emerging tactics, techniques and procedures. 

 
 

• Assists in exploitation and analysis of asymmetric threats. 

• Provides advisory training for in-theater or pre-deployment 

forces. 

• Provides identification, development and integration of counter-
measure technologies32   
 

 Far more descriptive than the previous versions, this edition essentially 

“binned” tasks the unit would perform and concurrently provided a great deal 

of conceptual space in determining how to perform those tasks by not setting 

specific limits on how to approach them.  The key tasks identified in the 

mission statement coupled with the intellectual freedom of action provided 

made clear the AWG required individuals with unique skills.    

The Mission Statement 

 With the Department of the Army making the IED Task Force a standing 

capability in February 2004, the proposed AWG enjoyed a largely unconstrained 

conceptual mandate: a dedicated counter-IED organization meant the AWG could—and 

should--focus elsewhere.  The absence of an existing conventional Department of 

Defense organization with responsibility for asymmetric warfare also meant that those 

crafting the O&O could be as creative as they desired.  It possessed the Army chief of 

staff’s intent, the vice chief’s support, TRADOC’s design ideas, a descriptive mission 

statement, and suffered from few bureaucratic restrictions.  As a result, General Fields’ 
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team possessed a great deal of intellectual freedom in considering a final restated 

mission.33  

The O&O’s restated mission, approved on March 5, 2005, demonstrated an 

understanding of General Schoomaker’s intent and General Cody’s guidance.  In its final 

draft form, the O&O stated the AWG’s mission as: 

The Asymmetric Warfare Group conducts operations in support of Joint 
and Army force commanders to mitigate and defeat specified asymmetric 
threats.  Serves as the global U.S. Army expert in irregular warfare and 
conducts predictive modeling and trend analyses concerning global 
asymmetric threats.  Maintains liaison with Regional Combatant 
Command HQ, JFCOM (Joint Forces Command), and USSOCOM (U.S. 
Special Operations Command).  Establishes linkages with all internal, 
Combatant Command and National intelligence agencies.  Deploys, 
integrates, coordinates and executes battle command of assigned and 
attached forces.  Conducts or assists in advisory training for in-theater or 
pre-deployment forces.  Assists in identification, development and 
accelerated integration of lessons-learned, TTPs (tactics, techniques and 
procedures), and countermeasure technologies.34   

 

 The proposed mission gave the AWG five basic tasks.  It would provide the Army 

subject matter experts on asymmetric threats, coordinate activities with geographic and 

functional combatant commanders, coordinate activities with both the Army’s and other 

intelligence agencies, deploy and control forces forward, and train the rest of the Army.  

This mission statement presented a massive statement of work for an organization with 

no precedent that would compete with the larger Army for increasingly scarce personnel 

and resources.  Implicit in “internal agencies” was continuous coordination with both the 

IED Defeat Task Force and the REF.  These three organizations--IED Defeat Task Force, 

REF, and the AWG--would work hand-in-glove to ensure the Chief of Staff’s intent was 
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satisfied.  If the AWG could successfully execute its mission, it would represent a “one-

stop source of expertise” for understanding and countering emerging asymmetric threats.  

Countering these threats would profoundly change the tactical and strategic landscapes 

by degrading or eliminating the enemy’s most effective tactics and returning the Army to 

the dominant position on the battlefield. 35 

 While a mission statement represented a significant milestone, that by itself could 

not adequately drive operations or organization.  Translating the mission statement into 

reality required linking that document with two critical concepts.  Gaps—gaps in 

understanding, gaps in capabilities—was the first.  The counter-asymmetric warfare cycle 

was second.  The counter-asymmetric warfare cycle consisted of five elements: identify 

and predict, prevent, react, eliminate, and, assess.  Framing activities against the counter-

asymmetric warfare cycle’s five elements both identified and positioned gaps for 

resolution. Resolving the gaps, in turn, meant an adversary’s ability to fight 

asymmetrically would suffer.  Resolving the gaps included a essential task: ensuring units 

received and understood effective solutions to the challenges they faced.  It might seem 

superfluous to qualify the word “solutions” with “effective,” but the Army’s long history 

included multiple examples of solutions being anything but practical, particularly when it 

sought to resolve asymmetric requirements.  If deployed units could not receive the 

AWG’s theoretical benefits then the effort would become another one of the proverbial 

“self-licking ice cream cones” the Army often created when problems became 

bureaucratized.  To truly meet the Army’s needs, the operational concept had to ensure 

that the larger Army benefitted from what the AWG learned in the combat zone.  Implicit 
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in this was ensuring the AWG possessed a high degree of operational and organizational 

agility.  If the AWG could not rapidly produce results it would have no real value.36   

 Each of the original mission statement’s five basic tasks carried with it an 

extensive set of operational requirements possessing specific DTLOMPF requirements.  

Providing the Army subject matter experts on asymmetric threats required developing a 

cadre capable of operating anywhere in the world and under virtually any set of weather, 

illumination, or tactical conditions.  Tactical conditions are the amalgam of terrain, 

weather, friendly, enemy, and battlefield effects.   As an example, the use of industrial 

chemicals, such as chlorine, to create a weapon of mass effect would require changes in 

how explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) teams dealt with an IED containing such 

chemicals while concurrently changing tactical conditions.  The enemy’s ability to 

manipulate or “ramp up” the difficulty and risk of tactical conditions provided a source of 

leverage that the AWG would need to negate.  The inherent uncertainty meant the AWG 

required individuals possessing a wide range of technical, tactical, and analytical skills.  

Complicating the issue was the simple fact that some required skills did not really exist in 

the contemporary Army.  Developing these skills meant the AWG would look beyond the 

Army to acquire the baseline skills required to understand and effect emerging threats. 

 Coordinating activities with geographic and functional combatant commanders 

meant the AWG required effective communications paths with Central Command, 

European Command, Pacific Command, Northern Command, Southern Command, Joint 

Special Operations Command, and, Strategic Command.  The first five commands are 

responsible for the vast majority of American military activities within their boundaries.  
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With few exceptions, if there was activity taking place, the geographic combatant 

commander was responsible.  Not surprisingly, each of these commands possessed a 

unique organizational culture reflecting attitudes of the combatant commander, the 

dominant service within the command, and the cultures of the military services of other 

countries within its boundaries.  The last two commands are functional combatant 

commands.  Like the geographic combatant commands, they also have their own 

cultures.  Their operations span geographic regions and are the source of most of the 

exceptions to a geographic combatant commander’s responsibility.  As the Global War 

on Terror continued, it became common for USJSOC to establish multiple Joint Special 

Operations Areas (JSOAs) within a geographic combatant command.37   

Also required was the ability to effectively communicate with both the various 

Army Service Component Command headquarters supporting these organizations and 

their Marine Corps counterparts to ensure all elements of a Land Component Command 

had access to the same information and the ability to function collaboratively.  Effective 

communications paths did not merely mean the technical means used to pass information.  

Far more important was developing the interpersonal relationships that gave an 

organization a meaningful and authoritative voice.  Absent such a voice, the AWG would 

become an irrelevant actor unable to influence operations in any meaningful way.  For 

the AWG, this requirement meant developing a robust and capacity for liaison able to 

understand and effectively interact with these very different organizations.  Recognized 

early on was the need to ensure liaison officers had enough rank to both cultivate 

required relationships and have legitimacy when they spoke.38   
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 Coordinating activities with both the Army’s and other military and civilian 

intelligence agencies would put the AWG in the unique position of not only consuming 

intelligence but also directly providing it to the higher levels of the intelligence 

community.  Most tactical units did not engage such agencies directly, but the AWG’s 

mission meant it would coordinate directly with a host of agencies, a task that would have 

been impossible only a few years earlier.  The attacks of 9/11 profoundly shaped 

intelligence culture.  After generations of emphasizing “the need to know” as the means 

of restricting the flow of sensitive information to ensure its security, the post-attack 

analysis led the intelligence community to realize “the need to share.”  Restrictions still 

existed, but the realization that one organization might hold information useful to other 

agencies fueled a new approach emphasizing collaboration across agency and 

departmental boundaries.  This new attitude helped establish the AWG’s operational 

environment.   

 The task of deploying and controlling forces overseas partially constituted a 

“mainstream” Army task.  The Army’s largest major command, U.S. Army Forces 

Command (FORSCOM) existed for one fundamental reason: to provide combatant 

commanders with trained and ready tactical units of corps and smaller size.  FORSCOM 

units exist only in the United States and only for one reason: to deploy in support of a 

geographic combatant commander.  The difference between the AWG and FORSCOM 

units lay in the task of controlling deployed units.  When FORSCOM deployed units to a 

combatant command, the units temporarily severed their command and control 

relationship with FORSCOM: the unit worked for either the geographic combatant 
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command or the Army Service Component Command supporting him.  The AWG would 

deviate from this model by maintaining command and control of its teams while they 

operated in support of a geographic or functional combatant commander.  This exception 

would give the AWG commander tremendous flexibility in how and where he deployed 

elements.39 

 The last tasks (conduct/assist in advisory training and assist in development, and 

integration of lessons-learned) represented the most critical ones. That was because they 

involved training the rest of the Army.  For General Schoomaker, the AWG’s success 

would reside in its ability to impart to the wider Army the skills necessary to understand 

and defeat the emerging threats it would face in combat.  Even with a unit built around a 

cadre of experienced trainers, this task was simultaneously the easiest and the most 

difficult.  Knowing how to train units would not present a problem, knowing what to train 

would—and the answer to that question could only come from effectively performing the 

other tasks in the AWG’s proposed mission statement.  That would allow the AWG to 

provide the relevant and timely training deployed units needed.  The AWG had to 

successfully perform its training tasks to truly benefit the Army.  If it failed to do so, it 

could find itself imperiled during the next POM cycle and the transfer of funds to other 

requirements.  Put simply, the Global War on Terror was proving expensive, 

requirements generally outpaced resources—and the Friday Fights attracted many 

participants. 
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The Operational Concept 

 The draft operational concept presented a multi-faceted description of the 

environment in which the AWG would operate, the objectives it sought, and the methods 

it would utilize to achieve them.  Very much a product of its time--the influence of Iraq 

and Afghanistan was unmistakable--it presented an ambitious approach to understanding 

the contemporary circumstances and acting to change those circumstances for the better.  

The operational concept neatly linked the “how” of the mission statement to the “what” 

described as well as the conditions under which it would accomplish the myriad tasks the 

Army would task the AWG to complete.  If the operational concept successfully enabled 

the outcomes desired by generals Schoomaker and Cody, then it was viable.  Exercises or 

simulations could not prove viability.  This concept would require actual testing on the 

battlefield, coupled with an objective analysis of the outcomes.  

 As initially envisioned, the operational concept reflected a sophisticated 

understanding of the contemporary battlefield.  Beginning in the 1980s, the Army’s 

tactical intelligence doctrine emphasized intelligence preparation of the battlefield, or 

IPB.  IPB provided an analytical framework for determining and then identifying enemy 

courses of actions (COAs).  COAs reflected the combination of terrain, weather, and the 

capabilities associated with a given enemy unit’s strength and equipment.  The first step 

in IPB was the Battlefield Area Evaluation.  This evaluation determined both the area of 

operations (AO), defined as the area in which a commander has the authority and 

responsibility for military operations and the area of interest (AI), defined as the location 

of all enemy activities which might affect the friendly force.  Doctrinally, the AI was 
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larger than the AO but nevertheless comprised both a relatively small volume of space 

and a small number of actors—the friendly command and the enemy force he sought to 

defeat.  The draft O&O acknowledged war’s new reality: the global nature of the AI and 

the fact that actors extended to include non-combatants thousands of miles removed from 

the battlefield.40   

This change emphasized a vital element of the asymmetric threat: leverage.  

Threat actors did not have to commit to a decisive engagement with Army units on the 

ground; they only had to create the impression of dominance in the minds of citizens and 

their allies to erode national will and realize their objectives.  For the enemy, the AO and 

AI merged into a single entity.  This conflation was not an entirely new phenomenon: the 

Army experienced this in 1968 with the Vietnamese Tet offensive that saw the temporary 

seizure of portions of the American embassy in Saigon by the Viet Cong.  What made the 

latest expression of the expanded battlefield different from earlier examples was the 

plethora of ways to communicate the message and influence non-battlefield actors.  The 

continuous nature of the news cycle in the age of cable coupled with the Internet gave 

contemporary actors capabilities far beyond those of the Viet Cong or other earlier 

groups that sought to use information as a weapon.  The new battlefield’s depth in both 

time and space meant the AWG’s operational concept needed to ensure it not leave either 

dead space (areas the AWG could not address) or seams (where elements or capabilities 

came together) the enemy could exploit.  Failing to incorporate these ideas into the 

operational concept would result in an organization incapable of addressing asymmetric 
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threats through the depth of the battlefield and failing to meet the Chief of Staff’s 

objective. 41 

 The paragraphs discussing the operational environment were not purely 

theoretical.  Also included were assessments on asymmetric weapons and tactics, non-

state actor command structures, and the vulnerabilities identified in various non-state 

actor groups.   In stating “adversaries are increasingly able to conduct operations with 

minimal use of traditional communications means and have demonstrated the capability 

to be creative and innovative in causing both mass destruction and far-reaching mass 

effects,” the O&O emphasized a critical point. 42  IPB’s third and fourth steps, evaluate 

the threat and develop threat courses of action, emphasized doctrinal (DOCTEMP) and 

situational templates (SITEMP).  These posited understanding the details of how an 

enemy organized and deployed his units.  The SITEMP sought to graphically present how 

the enemy would appear at different points in time: on his approach march, when 

deploying his artillery, when attempting a penetration, et cetera.  While doctrine 

recognized the need to conduct IPB against terrorists, its discussion of how to do this was 

minimal.  IPB methodology meant units conditioned themselves to operate against 

organized forces whose battlefield behavior foreshadowed subsequent actions.  The ugly 

reality of the asymmetric battlefield was a loosely organized force whose behavior was 

far more difficult to template. 43 

The paragraphs referencing non-state actor command structures called attention to 

both their relatively flat structure and the near-universal presence of three tiers of 

membership: the ideological leadership; the mid-to-low level planners, trainers and 
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technicians; and the “soldiers” who carried out operations. Noted was the varying 

motivations between the tiers and the role social structures played in their composition.  

Highlighted was both the cellular nature of the tiers and the potential for widely varying 

motivations between strategic directors on the first tier and soldiers on the third.  Implicit 

in this description was how variations in motivations and resources would affect efforts 

to engage elements on each tier. 44 

In considering the inherent vulnerabilities in non-state actor groups (especially the 

first tier), the O&O paid particular attention to the need for freedom of movement—both 

individuals and funds—and for support from recognized states or other sources of 

security.  It also observed the relative benefits between attacks against elements on each 

tier.  First-tier elements were fundamentally more difficult to target but offered a much 

higher return on the efforts expended against them.  Second-tier elements, particularly 

trainers and technicians, also represented higher pay-off targets owing to the loss of vital 

skills or capabilities on which both the first and third tier depended. 45 

 The operational concept also recognized the need for a consistent and 

standardized model to analyze asymmetric threats and actions.  Absent such an approach, 

the group’s efforts would fail to address the many facets of the asymmetric threat 

consistently and could contribute to the fundamental problem the group sought to 

eliminate: gaps in friendly understanding and capabilities. The O&O emphasized the 

incident investigation model as the group’s fundamental methodology.  Championed by 

retired Major General Silvasy, this called for developing a viable hypothesis and then 
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empirically testing it to provide both actionable intelligence, and revised tactics, 

techniques, and procedures units could use to counter those threats.   

Creating actionable intelligence, intelligence that could effectively drive tactical 

operations such as raids or deliberate attacks, was the most challenging task the Army 

faced.  It required rapidly sifting through enormous volumes of information, identifying 

specific elements of information useful in making time-sensitive decisions, and 

concurrently providing useful and focused information to the individuals undertaking the 

operation.  This task took place under significant time constraints, with these reflecting 

the competition for scarce resources.  These resources included the intelligence collection 

assets necessary to maintain an accurate intelligence picture as well as the air and ground 

combat units conducting operations against a specific target.  Complicating the problem 

was the need to support the shaping operations that isolated the target or otherwise set the 

most favorable conditions possible for the decisive operations that physically placed 

soldiers or weapons on the assigned objective.  These operations frequently required the 

same level of support as the primary mission to be effective.  The incredible size of both 

Afghanistan and Iraq, coupled with low American troop densities, and increasingly 

sophisticated opponents in both countries served only to magnify the challenges of 

providing actionable intelligence and contributed to the duration of operations in both 

locations.46   

 Closely linked with the incident investigation model were technical 

countermeasures.  The original O&O called for the AWG to “to develop and implement a 

full spectrum analysis capability that considers and applies multiple materiel, doctrinal, 
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and training strategies to effectively counter the various means of attack that will be used 

by the asymmetric threat.”47  Incident investigation would drive a comprehensive 

analytical effort incorporating the efforts of technical experts from across the defense 

community.  Viewed from the Army’s various major commands, the broader intelligence 

community, and the Army’s sister services, the O&O sought the broadest engagement 

possible.   The incident investigation model provided the linkage between events on the 

battlefield and the efforts to provide useful counters. This requirement acknowledged an 

unpleasant battlefield reality: asymmetric methods extended beyond the IED threats that 

provided the AWG’s initial impetus.  The AWG would not compete with the IED Defeat 

Task Force but would work closely with it to provide solutions to that problem.  It would 

concurrently work the technical aspects of the suicide bomber, counter-Man Portable Air 

Defense (MANPADS), counter-sniper, counter-unmanned aerial vehicle, and 

subterranean infrastructure missions. 48 

 Time also affected identifying and promulgating tactics, techniques, and 

procedures.  A relationship existed between an asymmetric threat’s persistence or 

duration and the tactical and strategic effects created.  As lieutenants and sergeants, the 

Army’s senior leaders learned the factors of “METT-TC” (mission, equipment, time, 

terrain, troops available, and civilian considerations) as an aid to mission analysis, but for 

the AWG time assumed even greater importance.49  The operational concept thus sought 

to give the AWG both a high degree of operational agility and the ability to impart that to 

the larger Army.  Concurrently, it endeavored to remove the elements of agility and 

persistence from the enemy’s array of tactics, techniques, and procedures. 
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The O&O observed the “AWG is organized and equipped to assess and 

understand insurgent organizations/capabilities, and to assist commanders in defeating 

the insurgents at all levels.” 50    The overarching focus resided in a layered approach that 

aligned specific components of the AWG against discrete requirements to attack not only 

the threats various tiers but also the linkages between them.  The headquarters provided 

necessary staff estimates and similar products for deploying teams even as the teams 

themselves would provide the headquarters, training support, and concept integration 

components the information necessary to close the gaps the enemy exploited. This 

approach allowed the various pieces of the AWG to focus on specific items and 

concurrently reduced the time required to break-out requirements and identify those 

responsible for satisfying them. 

The operational concept also articulated fundamental concepts for operational 

employment—the basic “how” of executing its mission.   The overarching goal described 

was allowing conventional units to rapidly adapt through training assistance, building 

their capacity to identify enemy vulnerabilities, and improve both their speed and ability 

to attack enemy vulnerabilities throughout “the depth of enemy capabilities.”51  Using a 

series of vignettes describing the existing challenges of convoy security, counter-mortar, 

counter-man portable air defense, and offensive operations, the document linked the 

actions of various parts of the AWG with the actions of the institutional Army and the 

deployed units dealing with the problem.52 

Finally, the operational concept addressed DTLOMPF implications for not only 

the larger Army, but the joint force as well.  The concept emphasized the need to address 
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both the asymmetric threat’s foundational tier structure in Army and joint doctrine as 

well as the issues of supported and supporting relationships between the AWG and other 

forces.  Highlighted was the need to further develop capabilities in information and 

psychological operations, military police, explosive ordnance disposal, civil affairs, and 

forensic science.  Expanding these capabilities established the conditions for earlier 

identification of specific threats and both reduced the time required and increased the 

effectiveness of methods to counter them. 

Ultimately, the operational concept presented a sophisticated description of the 

environment in which the AWG would operate and the tasks it would perform.  

Reflecting the extensive experience of the authors, it linked the elements of time, space, 

agility, and method.  The operational concept did not do this in a theoretical vacuum: it 

recognized the demonstrated commonalities of the asymmetric threat, the ever-present 

realities of DTLOMPF, and organizational and institutional culture.  Most importantly, it 

provided the essential background for building and validating the proposed organizational 

concept.  

The Organizational Concept 

 However well considered the mission statement or operational concept, neither 

would amount to anything without proper organization.  The complexity of the AWG’s 

mission, the uncertainties of its operational environment, and the requirement to work at 

all levels of the Army and joint force required a robust, flexible, and tailorable 

organizational concept.  Robustness would provide the AWG itself a core set of 

capabilities to reduce the need to rely on other organizations and allow it to maintain a 
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high operational tempo.  The highly dynamic operational environment meant the unit had 

to possess the ability to rapidly organize and deploy teams from across the group to 

ensure it worked effectively with units both deployed and preparing to deploy.  As both 

the larger Army’s mission changed and the threat evolved, the AWG’s requirements 

changed with these deviations outpacing the institutional Army’s ability to provide the 

required personnel.  

 An additional requirement resided in providing the AWG not just with an 

individual—but the right type of individual.  The ideal was someone possessing extensive 

tactical and technical skills, the ability to interact with all levels of the command 

effectively, exceptional communications skills, and most significantly comfortable 

working in an environment best described as “uncertain.”53 

 General Fields’s team considered a range of organizational structures before 

settling on the final proposal.  The proposed structure called for a group headquarters, a 

headquarters detachment, an operations squadron, a concepts integration squadron, and a 

training advisory and assessment squadron.  Each of these elements maintained discrete 

responsibilities and capabilities.  An embedded mechanism for allowing this was 

constructing these units from a mix of soldiers and civilians.  Civilians would include 

both U.S. government employees and contractors.  As a practical matter, most contractors 

would be retirees from the Army and Navy’s Special Operations Forces.  By employing 

high-skill retirees, the AWG retained the ability to both rapidly employ and terminate 

human resources as circumstances changed.  This concurrently reduced the need to draw 
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personnel from the small number of active duty soldiers qualified for special 

operations.54 

 The group headquarters exercised command and control with a colonel as the 

commander.  Reflecting the AWG’s mixed military-civilian structure, a Department of 

the Army civilian (DAC) would serve as the deputy to the commander.  The deputy was 

not in the chain-of-command, but performed a range of administrative tasks.  While the 

headquarters would contain the standard coordinating staff structure of personnel and 

administration (S1), intelligence (S2), operations (S3), logistics (S4), and 

communications (S6), it would also have an assigned lawyer and command liaison teams 

to facilitate operations with the various combatant commands.  While the coordinating 

staff performed the functions common to all units, the S2 executed some unique tasks.  

These included providing asymmetric warfare intelligence to units outside the AWG 

chain-of-command, providing much of the direct support provided by a military 

intelligence company, and assisting the S3 with information operations.  Rounding out 

the headquarters were a forward support team to assist in the control and support of 

deployed elements, a plans cell to assist combatant commands in integrating AWG 

capabilities into operations, and a Department of Army staff element. As the AWG was 

not subordinate to any of the Army’s existing commands, the Army Staff element 

provided the interface between the AWG and the Army Staff and ensured the unit 

received both the requirements and support necessary to operate. 55 

 A small headquarters detachment provided both administrative and logistical 

support to the headquarters and ensured weapons, vehicle, and other maintenance for the 
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group.  The detachment also maintained responsibility for nuclear, biological, and 

chemical (NBC) training and equipment support. The importance of this lay in the 

various ways the various facets of NBC could integrate into asymmetric attacks. 56 

 The operations squadron represented the AWG’s functional heart.  If its proposed 

mission, “conducts operations in support of Joint and Army force commanders to 

mitigate and defeat specified asymmetric threats” sounded a bit vague, its organization 

was more explicit.57  The squadron contained four field troops, each comprised of three 

field teams (four people per team) that would deploy and embed with conventional units 

and provide expertise and assistance in identifying and defeating the asymmetric threats 

faced. Anticipating growth, the O&O proposed a second squadron to provide support 

beyond the fights in Afghanistan and Iraq.  The civilian element of the operations 

squadron was significant, comprising almost 40 percent of the squadron’s strength.  

Within the field teams, this increased to 50 percent.  There was a stroke of genius 

inherent in this model.  It provided a mechanism to remove military rank from the 

equation when necessary.58 

 While its field troops and teams worked closely with operating units, the 

operations squadron performed several additional roles critical to success.  The first was 

collecting, developing, validating, and disseminating emerging asymmetric warfare 

tactics, techniques, and procedures.  As a subset of that task, the squadron identified 

tactical asymmetric warfare innovations for input to the TRADOC Futures Center and the 

Center for Army Lessons Learned and supported asymmetric warfare predictive 

modeling and trend analyses.  The second was assisting in threat identification, providing 
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tactical training, and assisting in the integration of emerging countermeasure 

technologies.59   

 Though small (the TDA called for sixty-two individuals), the operations squadron 

ultimately became the best-known element of the AWG by its ubiquitous presence in 

both the training base and on the battlefield.60 

 If the operations squadrons focus was “downward” on deployed units and 

ongoing operations, the concepts integration squadron would focus “upward” on the 

institutional Army, most importantly the Army Acquisition Executive (AAE) and the 

Army Materiel Command (AMC).  Directed by the Assistant Secretary of the Army for 

Acquisition, Logistics, and Technology (ASA ASLT), the AAE’s primary function is 

developing, acquiring, fielding, and sustaining equipment and services to meet Army 

needs.  AMC performs a variety of missions, including managing the Army’s global 

supply chain and synchronizing its logistics and sustainment activities.  With its 

“upward” focus, the concepts integration squadron coordinated asymmetric warfare 

materiel requirements and innovations with the AAE and  AMC.  It would liaise with the 

Army’s Program Executive Offices (PEO), acquisition Program Manager (PM), and 

acquisition communities to assist in developing solutions to identified materiel gaps.  The 

overarching objective was simultaneously simple and complex: identify the right 

equipment and then get it to the right people as quickly as possible.  The squadron 

consisted of three distinct cells to accomplish these tasks: program and concept 

development, requirements analysis, and operations analysis.61 
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 Program and concept development would orient on the development of identified 

requirements to close operational gaps through technology vetting, test support and 

coordination, and training material development.  The requirements analysis cell would 

work with the combat training centers, installations from which units deployed, test sites 

and areas, inter-agency work groups.  It would also work with the TRADOC Systems 

Managers responsible for managing DTLOMPF elements associated with specific 

equipment items.  This squadron represented the vehicle for meeting General Cody’s 

objective of providing the larger Army DTLOMPF-based solutions to existing and 

emerging asymmetric warfare problems.  Finally, the operations analysis cell would test 

and perform operational analysis and assessments of equipment, tactics, techniques, or 

procedures (TTPs) to validate performance.  Completing these tasks allowed the AWG to 

meet the objective of serving as the “one-stop shop of asymmetric warfare expertise.”62 

 The last subordinate unit, the training advisory and assessment squadron, would 

perform three distinct missions.  The first mission lay in conducting the AWG’s selection 

course, while the second was ensuring members received proper and relevant training 

before deployment. The third mission was the analysis of intelligence, operational TTPs, 

training, and materiel solutions, and then articulating an overarching strategy to combat 

asymmetric threats.  Part of this analytical effort meshed with the concept integration 

squadron and its assessment role.  The training advisory and assessment squadron would 

develop or propose solutions with the concept integration squadron lending its expertise 

to validate them.63 
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 The AWG represented a unique approach to solving complex problems under 

exceptionally demanding conditions.  Operators—both uniformed and civilian—required 

special skills and an unusual temperament: comfort in dealing with uncertainty.  If the 

AWG received its personnel in the same manner as the conventional Army its utility—

and existence—would likely suffer.  To preclude this, the AWG would operate an 

assessment course designed to weed out those individuals who might have possessed the 

desire to serve with the group but who lacked the capacity.  The selection course 

requirement imparted a certain mystique to the unit, but more importantly, it mitigated 

the risks inherent in creating a specialized unit.  For the AWG, the greatest risk would 

reside in establishing credibility with both the operational and institutional Army.  Failing 

to do this would condemn the unit as a failure and force the Army to consider a different 

approach to developing asymmetric warfare skills so desperately needed. 

 As proposed, the O&O met General Cody’s requirements and the document 

received initial approval on January 6, 2005.  The basic concepts found expression in 

more concrete terms, terms that allowed assigning specific tasks to specific individuals.  

Public Law 109-148’s passage meant the Army now had the authority to move the AWG 

from idea to functioning unit.  Building the unit was the next step.64 

Subsequent Actions 

 The first substantive administrative action was the August 11, 2005, 

memorandum that provided a proposed Table of Distribution and Allowances (TDA) for 

an Asymmetric Warfare Group.  This reflected both the O&O and ongoing discussions 

within the Army staff.  Published by the G-3/5/7 Force Management Office, the 



250 
 

memorandum provided a point of departure for subsequent staff work regarding the 

actual staffing of the unit.  The Army required sixteen months to get from an initial idea 

to a proposed unit.  This was a short time span considering the many issues requiring 

resolution.  It would require considerably less time to complete the most critical follow-

on actions.65 

January 31, 2006, marked a major milestone in the AWG’s development when the 

Army published General Order Number 2 (GO 2).  GO 2 formally established the AWG 

and directed it to “execute missions, responsibilities, and functions required to eliminate, 

mitigate, or counter the effects of improvised explosive devices and, as determined by the 

Secretary of the Army, other similar threats.”66  This general order represented the third 

of three key actions—formalizing the basic concept, obtaining legal authority to obligate 

funds, and establishing the organization itself—necessary for transitioning the AWG 

from amorphous ideas to an actual unit possessing institutional legitimacy. 

While the O&O called for assigning a high number of civilians to the unit, a 

serving officer would exercise command.  With the AWG breaking new ground, its 

commander needed to possess not only outstanding leadership and tactical skills, but also 

the ability to foster a unit culture emphasizing initiative, adherence to standards and 

procedures, and commitment to unit objectives.  Individual successes would be 

important, but would prove counterproductive unless the Army viewed them as unit 

accomplishments.  If this did not happen, if the unit did not prove its value to the wider 

Army, it would likely become a short-lived experiment and historical footnote.  Finally, 

the first commander required the capacity to understand and negotiate the range of 
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bureaucratic hurdles that would largely define his or her command tour.  These included 

not only navigating the Army’s personnel and logistics systems, but also dealing with a 

variety of external stakeholders, some of them members of Congress, who had opinions 

of how, what, and, where the AWG would function.  In the judgment of Col. Joseph 

Votel, Col. Robert “Bob” Shaw embodied the qualities necessary for the job.67 

Commissioned an Infantry officer through the Army Reserve Officers Training 

Corps program at the Citadel, Shaw’s career included extensive Infantry and Special 

Forces assignments.  These included assignments with the 172nd Infantry Brigade in 

Alaska, a tour with the 3rd Ranger Battalion, service as a Ranger instructor at the Infantry 

School, a tour with a Special Mission Unit, and service with JSOC.  In addition, he 

served as a plans officer with I Corps at Fort Lewis, Washington, and commanded the V 

Corps Special Troops Battalion.  A graduate of the School of Advanced Military Studies, 

he returned to Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, as a fellow in the Advanced Military Studies 

Program.  Shaw was an officer equally at home in conventional and Special Operations 

Forces units and had practical experience in accomplishing complex missions and solving 

difficult problems.  Concurrent with General Order 2’s publication, Shaw assumed 

command on January 31, 2006.68   

With a clearly defined concept, authorization, a funding stream, and the 

assignment of a commander, the only things the AWG lacked were a home—and the 

personnel required to perform the mission.  Providing both would present Shaw 

significant challenges over the coming months.  
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Conclusions 

 Analysis of the AWG’s creation allows one to draw several conclusions.  The first 

of these is the pivotal role of senior leaders in driving institutional change.  In seeking to 

create a new solution to the asymmetric warfare problems bedeviling the Army, Generals 

Schoomaker and Cody opted to create highly specialized units—the IED Defeat Task 

Force and the Asymmetric Warfare Group.  Cody embodied the “activist leader” 

described by Steven Rosen in Winning the Next War: Innovation and the Modern 

Military.  In Forging the Sword, Benjamin Jensen considered the importance of both 

personality and bureaucratic power in shaping change.  While Jensen focused on 

doctrine, these themes resonate in the AWG’s creation.  To better exploit technology, 

automation, and systems-based business practices, the Department of the Army 

bureaucracy changed in 2002.  Nevertheless, it fundamentally reflected the Army’s 

peacetime requirements, requirements vastly different from those existing since 2001.  

Cody understood how the bureaucracy worked, and how and where he could influence, 

bend, or break it to achieve the outcomes he desired.  Cody’s establishing the ASPB 

reflected his understanding of institutional practices as well as his ability to impose 

change upon them.  It is unlikely that an officer lacking Cody’s deep knowledge of 

conventional and Special Operations, not to mention his acumen in working through (and 

sometimes breaking) the Army’s bureaucracy, would have succeeded in establishing the 

AWG. 69 

 The second is that the AWG, while not a Special Forces organization, embodied 

many aspects of Special Operations culture as it developed.  The imprint of Special 
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Operations permeated its O&O.  This involved more than designating AWG troop 

elements “squadrons” or “troops.” It extended more fundamentally into the “what” and 

“how” of the mission—including the group’s role of as a “directed telescope” focusing 

on asymmetric methods.  The essence of Special Operations manifested itself in the 

utilization of a selection course to determine membership and in employing small teams 

composed of highly skilled individuals possessing a high degree of initiative with little 

direct supervision.  The O&O built this into the new unit.  Interestingly, this also 

represented something of a potential liability.   The AWG’s first commander, Colonel 

Shaw realized this and would ultimately seek to draw applicants from across the Army to 

acquire individuals possessing the required aptitudes but with approaches, methods, and 

skills not found in Special Operations.70   

 The third is that the AWG was, from its very beginning, envisioned as a 

permanent unit—one intended to survive beyond the end of the conflicts in Afghanistan 

and Iraq.  In considering a sophisticated vision of the operational environment, building 

in a robust but flexible structure, in focusing on DTLOMPF approaches, and in 

developing the capacity to function in any combatant command, the AWG did not 

become a short-term program focused on the challenges of Afghanistan or Iraq.  Instead, 

its design provided for an enduring institutional solution to the global challenges of 

asymmetric warfare that would remain long after any withdrawal from Iraq or 

Afghanistan.  
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CHAPTER 5 

GROWING THE ASYMMETRIC WARFARE GROUP 

 
“Normal is a cycle on a washing machine.” 

 
Motto of the Asymmetric Warfare Group 

 
Assembling and Shaping the Group 

 

 The January 2006 publication of General Order 2 created the AWG on paper.  

Turning it into an operational unit involved a long process, initially characterized by 

competing demands, sub-standard facilities, and the pressure to translate the O&O into 

tangible results.  For Colonel Shaw, the days leading to the AWG’s activation presented 

daily challenges as he juggled two important duty positions—senior fellow at the Army’s 

School of Advanced Military Studies (SAMS) at Fort Leavenworth and command of the 

AWG.  As a SAMS fellow, he led a seminar of field grade officers immersed in a year-

long study of military history, theory, and doctrine.  This was a full-time position since 

seminars met daily and fellows had the role of moderator, facilitator, and mentor.  

Additionally, they served on committees supervising student monographs and conducting 

the comprehensive oral examinations required for graduation.  Shaw found himself 

devoting weekdays and nights to his SAMS duties and weekends to the AWG as he 

moved into command.1   

 This unusual set of circumstances reflected both the nature of the nascent 

organization and Shaw’s capabilities.  This highly unusual arrangement persisted until 

Shaw’s students graduated in May, allowing him to join his unit on a full-time basis.  
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Satisfying all the AWG’s DTLOMPF elements should have presented Shaw with more 

than enough work, but the command’s unusual mission meant additional requirements 

appeared.  In common Army parlance, Shaw, like other unit commanders, had to “keep 

the plates spinning.”  For a conventional armor or infantry brigade, the fundamental 

missions came already defined and most DTLOMPF issues resolved.  In contrast, Shaw 

had to start spinning the plates while reporting directly to Headquarters, Department of 

the Army as the commander of a field operating agency.  He also had to spend a great of 

time interacting with elected political officials and their staffs, not a normal task for an 

armor or infantry brigade commander.  All these tasks transpired against the backdrop of 

combat and the inherent risks it posed to Shaw’s subordinates.2 

 An initial task for the command was finding an actual home. Working out of the 

Pentagon was infeasible, especially as the unit started receiving personnel and began 

actual operations.  The AWG established an interim headquarters at Fort Meade, 

Maryland and concurrently developed a plan for permanent stationing.  To this end, the 

unit invested considerable time determining the criteria for objectively recommending a 

suitable installation to serve as its permanent home station.  Among these was access to 

the senior leadership of both the Army and other government agencies.  Equally 

important were the availability of firing ranges and training areas, availability of building 

space for offices and secure storage of equipment, access to major airports to facilitate 

travel, and communications support. Course of action (COA) development considered 

options on two separate tracks: within the National Capital Region (NCR), which 
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extended from northern Maryland to northern Virginia; and outside the NCR. The 

fundamental challenge facing the unit was a simple one: competing requirements.3 

Within the NCR lay Aberdeen Proving Ground and Fort Meade in Maryland; Fort 

Lesley J. McNair in Washington, D.C.; and Forts Meyer, Belvoir, and A. P. Hill in 

Virginia.  Outside the NCR, the analysis identified nine different installations ranging 

from Fort Irwin, located in the high Mojave Desert of California; to Fort Bragg, in 

eastern North Carolina.  In between lay Fort Carson, Colorado; Fort Hood, Texas; Fort 

Polk, Louisiana; Fort McCoy, Wisconsin; Fort Knox, Kentucky; Fort Benning, Georgia; 

and Fort Jackson, South Carolina.  These installations reflected a variety of missions with 

Forts Irwin and Polk hosting the Army’s two most important training centers in the 

United States and Forts Jackson and Benning hosting large initial entry training 

populations.  Forts Carson, Hood, and Bragg hosted one or more divisions.  Bragg and 

Hood also hosted both a corps headquarters and many of the associated troops.  Fort 

McCoy was an Army Reserve installation focused on deploying reserve component units 

from across the country.  Fort Knox was undergoing a complete realignment as the Army 

both moved the Armor Center from there to Fort Benning and relocated several 

personnel-related commands to the post.  Sorting through the options meant the AWG 

worked with the Installation Management Command (IMCOM) and the Army G-3/5/7 

training staff to identify the strengths and weaknesses of each one.  This collaborative 

effort sometimes led to conflicting opinions as these parties could not reconcile their 

perspectives.4   
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 Despite this friction, the AWG developed five permanent stationing options to the 

Secretary of the Army for approval.  COA 1 was an outside-the-NCR option with all 

AWG elements located together at either Fort Hood or Fort Knox.  COA 2 was an inside-

the-NCR option with all AWG assets on the same post within the NCR.  COA 3 was a 

plan with the AWG stationed at two locations: a headquarters inside the NCR with 

headquarters at Fort Meade and other elements located at Fort A. P. Hill.  COA 4 offered 

a hybrid arrangement with the headquarters in the NCR and other elements stationed at 

either Fort Hood or Fort Knox.  COA 5 was the non-plan of deferring the decision to a 

later date.  None of these schemes was optimal, but COA 2 and COA 3 best met the 

critical criteria of access to senior leadership, suitable installation support (facilities, 

firing ranges, and communications), and airport access for travel.5 

 Courses of Action 2 and 3 reflected the reality of the NCR—too many occupants 

vying for too little space.  While multiple installations existed within the area, their 

unique patterns of development meant no one installation met requirements.  This 

situation stemmed from two long-past decisions.  The first was the transfer of much of 

Fort Meade to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 1991 to expand the Patuxent 

Research Refuge.  The second was the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) decisions 

of the 1990s and early 2000s.  BRAC meant that much of Fort Belvoir’s former range 

and training areas saw conversion to office space as several Army and Department of 

Defense commands moved from outlying locations to the post.  Much smaller than 

Belvoir, both Fort Lesley J. McNair and Fort Myer lacked suitable office space—and the 

room to build any.   If the AWG were to locate within the NCR, it would require a split-
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basing plan to meet the command’s divergent requirements with Forts Meade and A. P. 

Hill representing the best compromise.  The AWG was already validating this approach 

as it conducted field work at A. P. Hill even as the command element worked from its 

interim headquarters on Meade.6  

Fort Meade was relatively close to the Pentagon (less than 30 miles) and 

possessed existing (if woefully inadequate) building space meeting the organization’s 

requirements.  It also had the physical space required for constructing purpose-built 

administrative facilities should the Army decide to make the post the unit’s home.  

Additionally, it occupied a convenient location near both Baltimore-Washington 

International Airport and Aberdeen Proving Ground, with the latter serving as the home 

of the 20th Support Command (20th SUPCOM), the organization envisioned as ultimately 

becoming the AWG’s higher headquarters.  The most glaring deficiency was the post 

lacking adequate space for the critical tasks of threat replication and training.  Threat 

replication consisted of taking the information available on emerging threats and then 

completely reconstructing them in a non-hostile environment.  This reconstruction 

facilitated developing and validating countermeasures.  While the institutional Army 

periodically engaged in such experiments, the AWG’s mission required it routinely 

conduct such activities and on a much larger scale.7 

     Fort A.P. Hill is an installation best known as a field training center for the Army 

units stationed within the NCR and National Guard and Reserve units in the mid-Atlantic 

states.  Located 70 miles from the Pentagon and 90 miles from Fort Meade, A.P. Hill 

offered several advantages as a stationing option, most notably firing ranges and training 
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areas enabling the full range of threat replication.  It also had enough space for the new 

construction necessary to meet the AWG’s requirements fully.  Absent, however, was 

good airport access and suitable office space for initial operations.  Additionally, the 

surrounding area was mostly rural with limited options for soldier and contractor 

housing, an issue that could prove problematic as the unit grew.8 

 Over the short term, Fort Meade was the most suitable location for the AWG 

headquarters.  The unit established an interim headquarters in the former installation 

stockade and the basement of adjacent Snowden Hall as the Army deferred a final 

decision on its ultimate station.  Concurrent with this, the unit would train at Fort A.P. 

Hill.  The issue of locating elements on Meade and A.P. Hill would increasingly consume 

Colonel Shaw’s time as the unit grew.   As the AWG became an increasingly visible 

element in the Army’s construction budget, United States senators from Maryland and 

Virginia took increasing notice as they sought to influence final stationing plans through 

the May 22, 2008, decision making Forts Meade and A. P. Hill the unit’s permanent 

homes.9 

 If Fort Meade represented a good “general” location for the AWG, the first 

facilities occupied were not.  “Terrible” would be a charitable term to describe the 

AWG’s original headquarters, the former Fort Meade Confinement Facility.  Primarily 

constructed in 1954 as the “Fort Meade Stockade,” with auxiliary buildings dating to 

World War II, the facility reflected the demands of a massive Cold War Army.  By the 

late 1980s, a much smaller all-volunteer Army found it no longer needed the prison space 

previously required.  As a result, the Army abandoned the facility in 1991.  It lay derelict 
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and decaying as the structures were unsuitable to meet existing requirements.  With the 

AWG in search of a home, the facility gained a new lease on life.  Despite its lacking 

much of the required infrastructure, it did possess two characteristics in abundance: it was 

in the right location and it was available.  Colonization of the new home began in 

February 2005 with AWG members Randy Brumit and Jim Mallon moving from their 

Pentagon office to the former jail.  Mallon was a retired squadron sergeant major from 

Special Forces Operational Detachment Delta (SFOD-D), the famed “Delta Force.”  His 

association with the AWG began in July 2004 while working for the IED Task Force.  

Having served in five different combat zones and the Balkans, Mallon first acted as an 

advisor to Colonel Votel on the IED Task Force.  His background made him the natural 

choice to start working AWG-related issues as the initial concepts unfolded.  He soon 

found himself as the de facto original (and only) member of the AWG.  This distinction 

entailed performing a wide range of tasks for several months before the arrival of 

additional personnel allowed him to distribute the workload.  These actions included 

advising on both the Operational & Organizational Concept (O&O) as it underwent 

development and the initial personnel decisions as well as working the issues associated 

with providing the unit a physical duty station. The latter ultimately occupied much of his 

time.10 

 Eliminating the mess that accumulated over fourteen years on an abandoned post 

took some time, but even a good cleaning did not make the facility suitable.  Lights and 

doors did not work correctly, roofs and plumbing leaked, and summer’s arrival caused an 

explosion in mold that compelled the AWG command sergeant major to move his office 
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outdoors.  All these issues took time to correct, but by August the unit could fully occupy 

its own, albeit decrepit, headquarters.  Concurrent with this, Mallon acquired additional 

building space on post.  Working the facilities element of DTLOMPF was an important 

task, but even more critical were the elements of personnel, training, and materiel.11 

 While the O&O called for a rigorous selection process under the AWG’s 

direction, it took several months to put together the multiple pieces required to make that 

process effective.  Bringing in soldiers who had not undergone a selection process 

contained an element of risk.  Accepting volunteers might rapidly fill spaces on the 

organizational chart, but it could both fill those spaces with unqualified individuals and 

concurrently saddle the AWG with these soldiers for a period ranging from several 

months to several years.  This tactic could severely hobble the AWG’s most critical 

operations—the first ones undertaken to validate both the O&O and the unit’s ability to 

perform them.   

To mitigate this risk, Shaw successfully lobbied for the opportunity to hand-pick 

the original military personnel cohort.  Once again, Shaw’s Special Forces background 

stood out with his initial preference for personnel from the Special Operations 

community.  All these soldiers had completed airborne school, the psychologically 

demanding Special Forces Assessment and Selection Course, military occupational 

specialty training, and then successful service in one of the Army’s Special Operations 

units.  Always in demand, these units had maintained an exceptionally high operational 

tempo following September 11, 2001.  Comfortable with the battlefield’s uncertainties, 

possessing an unusually deep repertoire of tactical skills, and accustomed to training and 
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advising others, the initial reliance on Special Operations soldiers ensured the AWG built 

on a solid professional foundation. 12  

A critical position was that of the command sergeant major (CSM).  Army 

Regulation 600-20, “Army Command Policy,” defined a CSM’s duties as “carr(ying) out 

policies and standards, and advises the commander on the performance, training, 

appearance, and conduct of enlisted soldiers.”13  The first individual to hold this position 

would fundamentally shape the unit’s growth and development.  Holders of the Army’s 

highest enlisted rank, CSMs are neither capriciously selected nor assigned.  There is a 

cultural hierarchy both in units and within the CSM ranks.  Selecting the AWG CSM 

meant looking through the ranks of some of the Army’s most elite non-commissioned 

officers and identifying that individual with the right skills mix.  More than his peers, the 

incoming CSM would need to understand the operational environment in its totality, and 

that included both the battlefield and the Army’s bureaucracy.  He also needed to have an 

extensive Special Operations combat record to ensure credibility with both the unit’s 

enlisted and civilian members.  Finally, he needed exceptional skills as a trainer, a 

training developer, and a human resource manager.  The last skills would ensure both the 

assignment of the right soldiers to the unit and their acquiring the skills essential to 

performing their duties. 

The Army’s senior leadership selected Command Sgt. Maj. Alfred G. “Greg” 

Birch to fill the CSM position.  Birch’s career included service as a military police soldier 

before joining the 2nd Battalion, 75th Infantry (Ranger).  He served with SFOD-D for 15 

years before returning to the Rangers as the CSM of the 3rd Ranger Battalion and then as 
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the Ranger Regiment CSM.  A recipient of the Silver Star Medal, the Bronze Star Medal 

with “V” (valor) device, and the Purple Heart for wounds received in Afghanistan; Birch 

brought solid judgment rooted in years of realistic training, extensive operational 

deployment experience, and actual combat to the mission at hand.14   

Birch was an unconventional thinker who thrived in the closed world of Special 

Operations, where individual soldiers traditionally enjoyed far greater freedom of action 

than their counterparts in the conventional force.  He also understood that changing 

circumstances required modifications in how units operated and that meant not having a 

high degree of tolerance for old methods unbacked by sound justification.  “Because we 

always did it this way” was never the right answer for Birch.  His changing the Ranger 

Regiment’s haircut standards provides one example of his approach.  Before joining the 

regiment, Rangers always had the so-called “high and tight” haircut—virtually no hair on 

the sides of the head and very short on top.  The haircut immediately marked a member 

of the regiment when off duty but did not serve a useful purpose.  Despite encountering a 

great of resistance, Birch changed the standard to that of the rest of the Army and used 

the change as a messaging vehicle.  Within the regiment, the message was, “Hang on to 

shit; things are about to change.”15  To the rest of the Army, this change said, “The 

regiment is changing; this is not the same old Ranger Regiment.”  Comfortable with 

change, uncertainty, and challenge, Birch provided much needed stability as the 

tumultuous process of growing the unit unfolded.  Much more than the typical command 

sergeant major, Birch spent considerable time arbitrating and refereeing the discussions 
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that culminated with specific actions as the unit executed the long list of tasks required to 

move it from “idea” to operational unit.16 

Birch’s arrival predated the AWG’s official activation by several months.  This 

allowed him to gain a broad understanding of the existing—and developing—operational 

environments and associated challenges.  He quickly immersed himself in the tasks at 

hand, which included getting the AWG’s activation orders finally published.  This task 

involved unofficial consultation with a former member of the Army’s Office of 

Legislative Liaison, who ensured the incorporation of the AWG’s legal authorization into 

Public Law 109-148.  Once armed with the activation orders, tangible proof of victory 

over the bureaucracy, Birch was able to start bringing order and structure to the group. 17 

A firm believer in the importance of marksmanship, physical fitness, battle drill 

(standardized actions made in response to common battlefield occurrences), and first aid, 

Birch also ruthlessly enforced performance standards.  More importantly, Birch 

understood success for the AWG required credibility, not only within the unit but with 

the deployed elements with which members would serve.  Ensuring credibility meant that 

even with the high bar established for unit membership, Birch returned several members, 

sometimes longtime friends, to other duties when he determined they ultimately lacked 

the capacity for fruitful service.  Ensuring credibility also meant Birch spent considerable 

time moderating the AWG’s organizational culture.  These actions ensured members 

understood that while the Army viewed the AWG as a Special Mission Unit for purposes 

of manning (assignments would not follow conventional Army guidelines), its non-

standard mission did not make it a Special Mission Unit.  Several “wannabe Ninjas” had 
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attitudes adjusted as the unit’s realities began coming into sharp focus—with Birch doing 

much of the focusing.  What Birch sought was an organizational culture rooted in the 

unique aspects of Special Operations.  These included a high degree of innovation, the 

ability to be self-starting and “think on one’s feet,” and pushing to one’s physical and 

mental limits every day.  The AWG’s center of gravity ultimately resided in those 

individuals serving as operational advisors (OAs) to deployed forces.   Only the most 

capable individuals needed to fill those positions.18 

If relying on Special Operations soldiers solved several vexing problems, it also 

created a thorny bureaucratic one: providing adequate compensation.  Cody’s June 23, 

2004, memorandum designated selected positions on the TDA as qualifying for 

Assignment Incentive Pay (AIP) without providing additional details.  Special Operations 

soldiers could and would serve with the AWG, but initial service outside a designated 

position meant a reduction in pay.  All soldiers receive basic pay, a salary determined by 

their rank (pay grade) and years of service.  In addition to basic pay, soldiers performing 

special duties receive special duty assignment pay (SDAP) and, if on jump (parachute 

duty) status, also receive Hazardous Duty Incentive Pay (HDIP).  Depending on the 

individual’s rank and length of Special Operations service, a soldier received anywhere 

from $315 to $575 month in SDAP and HDIP.  The AWG represented a new field of 

endeavor for Special Forces soldiers, but participation could result in hefty pay cuts as 

service with the AWG would mean forfeiting entitlements to these pays.19   

Both the Defense Department and the Army had policies for awarding SDAP, 

HDIP, and AIP.  Department of Defense Instruction (DODI) 1304.27, “SUBJECT:  
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Award and Administration of Special Duty Assignment Pay,” described three 

requirements for SDAP, while DODI 7000.14 outlined considerations for AIP.  If the 

duty assignment met just one of the three, the servicemember qualified for the extra pay.  

Shaw argued that AWG service met all three requirements listed. These included 

extremely demanding personal effort while serving with the AWG, a higher than usual 

degree of responsibility based on the soldier’s rank, and completing the rigorous 

screening and special schooling to serve with the unit.  Army Regulation 614-200, 

Enlisted Assignments and Utilization Management, governed the Army’s procedures for 

determining which soldiers qualified for SDAP.  The regulation called for the 

commanding general of the soldier’s major command to determine if SDAP was 

appropriate and to then forward the recommendation to the Deputy Chief of Staff for 

Personnel (G-1).  The G-1 would make a recommendation and forward it to the Assistant 

Secretary of the Army for Manpower and Reserve Affairs (ASA M&RA).  The ASA 

M&RA then forwarded the recommendation to the Secretary of the Army who approved 

the request.  This created a bureaucratic hurdle for AWG members.  As the unit was a 

field operating agency, there was no major command to initiate the process.  To solve the 

problem, the Army G-3/5/7 acted in the major command role and initiated the process 

with one major change: requesting AIP rather than SDAP.  Substituting AIP for SDAP 

would set a standard amount for all recipients, and prevent creating groups of “haves” 

and “have nots” with respect to additional pay tied directly to AWG service.20   

Interestingly, neither General Schoomaker nor General Cody was directly 

involved in the process and the decision would stand on case the AWG made.  These 
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efforts, undertaken by the AWG Pentagon Cell, bore fruit with AWG personnel receiving 

a monthly AIP payment of $400 per month starting in 2006.  While this meant some of 

the group would see a decrease in pay, the amounts were not as high as they would 

otherwise have been.  This action both improved morale and provided an incentive for 

Special Forces or Special Mission Unit soldiers to seek an assignment with the group.  

This also dissuaded non-SOF individuals seeking assignment for financial reasons.  More 

significantly, the AWG had successfully had engaged the Army bureaucracy to achieve a 

specific objective.21 

Filling the AWG’s civilian slots proved as challenging as filling the military ones. 

The designation of many positions as contract positions, and the high number of recently 

separated Special Operations personnel interested in continuing service yielded many 

candidates to serve as Operational Advisors (OAs).  Willingness, however, did not 

necessarily equate to suitability.  The company that received the AWG contract, 

Wexford, employed a rigorous screening process to ensure the quality of each OA.  This 

process included competency and behavioral screening, a criminal records check, a 

security background check, and, most critically, psychological testing.  Despite most 

applicants having extensive Special Operations combat experience, Wexford’s hiring rate 

admitted only 8 percent of those applying.  Those hired came from four basic 

backgrounds—Army Special Mission Units, Special Operations Forces, the Ranger 

Regiment, and civilian law enforcement.  Former Rangers entered the AWG with an 

average of 5.9 years of experience under their belts and Special Operations veterans 

boasted 13.7 years.   Interestingly, some of the former did not come from the Army, but 
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the Special Operations communities of other services.  OAs with civilian law 

enforcement experience generally had military experience as well.  Their real value, 

however, stemmed from the ability to apply law enforcement investigative techniques to 

sensitive site exploitation, maintaining evidentiary chains of custody, training local 

national law enforcement, and assessing criminal and terrorist networks.  One other facet 

of contracted OAs warrants discussion: the OAs motivation to serve.  Most OAs were 

retired sergeant majors or chief warrant officers who felt the Army had “been good to 

them.”  They had a sense of noblesse oblige and wanted to assist in the development of 

the current generation of soldiers.22   

Similarly, there was a wealth of talent available within the Pentagon for critical 

leadership positions.  Like Jim Mallon, Mike Bowman left the IED Task Force and joined 

the AWG’s operations staff. In Bowman, the unit gained an individual intimately familiar 

with each step taken thus far in creating the AWG.  Equally important, he also 

understood the myriad details and backstories associated with them.  As a former 

Department of the Army G-3/5/7 staff officer, he also possessed an intimate 

understanding of how bureaucratic processes played out within the Pentagon.  Bowman 

provided the unit the effective continuity it required as its growth continued to impinge 

on the institutional Army’s bureaucracy. 23   

A key position within the AWG was that of the Deputy to the Commander, which 

was supposed to be a Department of the Army civilian.   Frank Bohle, a retired Special 

Forces colonel possessing extensive experience with both operational units and higher 

staffs, assumed that position.  Fortuitously, much of his career coincided with major 
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transformations within Special Forces and he possessed a wealth of first-hand experience 

in managing change.  This experience proved a valuable attribute for a unit breaking new 

doctrinal, organizational, and training ground.  Bohle’s ability to visualize, describe, and 

direct activities complemented Shaw’s, while his status as a civilian meant he would 

remain with the group after Shaw completed his command tour.24 

Supervising the AWG 

 While the AWG continued the transition from idea to functioning unit, the G-

3/5/7 underwent changes reflecting a new focus on asymmetric warfare.  Seeking to 

improve its ability to direct the AWG and REF and restore capacity lost with the IED 

Task Force moving from the Army to the Department of Defense, the Army created the 

Army Asymmetric Warfare Office (AAWO) under the G-3/5/7 in March 2006.   April 

and May saw publication of Department of the Army Execution Order 158-06 and the 

“AAWO Charter” with both documents amplifying the AAWO’s responsibilities.  These 

included the providing oversight and operational direction to both the AWG and REF 

until the AWG moved to its intended “organizational home,” the 20th Support Command.  

The AAWO also sought to "change the culture of the Army to a mentally agile and 

adaptive force.”25  Ultimately, the AAWO ensured that even as the AWG and REF 

performed their respective missions, the benefits gained accrued to the larger Army.26 

For the AWG, the AAWO’s most visible mission lay in providing oversight—and 

that included the funds that would sustain the unit until it fully entered the Army’s 

budget.  Cody’s June 2004 memorandum provided the information required to perform 

that function.  For fiscal years 2004 and 2005, the AWG would receive funding through a 
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re-prioritization of sums already appropriated by Congress through the Army Strategic 

Plan (ASP) budgeting process.  Created by the G-3/5/7, the ASP nests the Army’s 

institutional planning with national and Department of Defense guidance.  This activity 

includes budget planning and programming over future year defense programs—

determining where, and at what rate, to apply funds against requirements.  In re-

evaluating budget priorities, funding for the AWG would come from budget lines 

assessed as having a lower priority.  This process imparted dynamism into the Army’s 

cumbersome budgeting process.  Without the ASP budgeting process, the service would 

lack the ability to move money to meet developing requirements.27   

Fiscal year 2006 funding required the Army Budget Office to submit an 

appropriate Program Budget Decision (PBD). The PBD represented another way to 

reallocate funds after the Secretary of Defense approved the POM as part of the 

Department of Defense’s budget review process.  Like the ASPB, it provided flexibility 

in the Army’s budget.  Unlike the ASPB, which only involved the Department of the 

Army, the PBD reflected the Secretary of Defense's concurrence in reprioritizing of 

funds.  As a practical matter, this meant that a PBD could allow the Army to receive 

funds for a specific program at the expense of a sister service.  The PDB also meant an 

additional set of bureaucratic actors could influence decisions as the process involved 

both the other military departments as well as the Office of the Secretary of Defense’s 

staff.28 

Finally, fiscal years 2007 through 2011 saw a “mini-POM” submission of $60 

million per year for a total of $300 million to completely meet the unit’s funding 
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requirements.  The mini-POM represented an abbreviated POM process complying with 

regulatory guidance.  A core element of the POM is the Program Evaluation Group 

(PEG), which is a group of senior officials considering discrete elements of the POM.  

This division of labor ensures that the correct individuals are evaluating requirements and 

providing recommendations.  Cody’s memorandum aligned the AWG under the Training 

PEG for POM purposes.  This arrangement was not necessarily ideal given the AWG’s 

mission set straddled multiple PEGs (a PEG represents each of the Army's specified 

functions under Title 10 United States Code), but the Training PEG represented the 

closest bureaucratic fit.29   

These budget-related actions reflected a simple fact: Public Law 109-148’s 

passage provided the Secretary of the Army the legal authority to establish the AWG, but 

it did not allocate any funds for that purpose. Cody’s plans thus provided the bureaucratic 

solution to the problem at hand: authorization without resources.  Once the POM 

reflected the AWG's full integration, the need for such actions would terminate as the 

Army would fund the unit as part of its permanent force structure. 30 

The AAWO’s role in providing oversight of the AWG makes it noteworthy.  It is 

also remarkable as another example of Cody bending the bureaucracy to foster the 

AWG’s success.  With Lieutenant General David Lovelace replacing Cody as G-3/5/7, 

the latter had an officer who shared his vision in a critical position. In creating the 

AAWO and placing it under Lovelace, Cody institutionalized the AWG’s unusual 

standing as a field operating agency reporting to a Department of the Army staff section.  

In laying out the funding mechanisms for the near future, Cody also ensured the AWG 
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would receive the required resources.  Cody, in effect, established a bureaucratic bubble 

around the AWG, giving Shaw and his subordinates the necessary institutional 

positioning.  Their ability to remain in position, however, would rest on their ability to 

accomplish their daunting mission. 31 

Finally, Cody instituted one final bureaucratic adjustment, the “JAAR” review.  

“JAAR” stood for Joint IED Defeat Organization, AAWO, AWG, and REF, and the 

review was a recurring conference focusing on these organizations.  Cody employed the 

JAAR to receive feedback from the field, gain situational awareness regarding issues on 

which he could take action, and influence the Army Requirements and Resourcing Board 

(AR2B).  Created in December 2004 as a replacement for the Army Strategic Planning 

Board, the AR2B served as the vehicle for presenting critical operational needs to the 

Army’s senior leadership for rapid decision making.  Consisting of the Army’s primary 

staff; Assistant Secretaries of the Army for Acquisition, Logistics and Technology and 

Financial Management and Comptroller; the heads of the Army National Guard and the 

Army Reserve, and the assistant chief of staff for installation management, the board 

provided a means for adjusting priorities.  While Cody could veto AR2B decisions, 

shaping them saved both time and effort.32 

Building Capacity 

Training represented a particularly thorny problem for the AWG.  With no fully 

qualified personnel on hand, the unit had to train its initial cohort.  Additionally, it needed 

to concurrently develop the selection course through which follow-on applicants would 

pass.  Complicating the issue was the unit’s Special Operations culture.  Shaw recognized 
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that while this element brought tremendous tactical capabilities to the AWG, there were 

many soldiers in the conventional Army with the temperament, intellect, and desire to 

serve with the unit.  Importantly, he understood that the perspectives and experiences of 

these soldiers could profoundly enhance the unit’s capabilities as it grew.  Additionally, 

he saw a potential danger in keeping the AWG closed to the larger Army as a “Special 

Operations only” club: the unit becoming a dumping ground for Special Forces soldiers 

no longer possessing the capacity to remain in operational units.  Shaw’s objective was a 

straight-forward one: cast the widest net possible to “capture” the highest number of the 

right soldiers from across the Army.  This objective was impossible to realize, however, 

until the unit both fully developed and validated the selection course and the subsequent 

syllabus for awarding the requisite additional skill identifier.33  

The overriding task lay in creating the required AWG selection course.  Here 

again, the Army turned to civilian contractors.  The Wexford Group’s AWG contract 

included developing a course capable of challenging an applicant physically, mentally, 

and psychologically.  In giving this task to Wexford, the Army leveraged years of 

carefully nurtured experience without placing additional demands on the existing 

selection courses experiencing higher throughput as the Army sought to expand Special 

Operations forces in response to ever-increasing demands for these units.  Wexford 

benefitted from its own hiring practices that brought on board several retired senior 

noncommissioned officers who had previously supervised the Special Forces Operational 

Detachment-Delta selection course.34 
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To preserve the course’s utility, the AWG released few details of its structure or 

the methods used to assess a candidate’s suitability.  Selection for the Ranger Regiment 

required the ability to pass the Ranger qualification physical fitness test, completing a 12-

mile march with a 35-pound rucksack, and the water survival assessment.  Selection for 

Special Forces, by contrast, required passing a selection course placing a much higher 

demand on an applicant’s mental and psychological abilities.  The difference in the two 

requirements sets vividly demonstrates the differences in how Ranger and Special Forces 

units operate.  Rangers operate as companies or battalions.  In contrast, Special Forces, 

while organized into groups, battalions, and companies, really functions at the A-Team 

level with an A-Team consisting of twelve soldiers. The AWG’s selection course 

required a high degree of physical fitness but emphasized mental and psychological 

abilities with the unit citing a rough 75% mental-25% physical ratio. Using a series of 

scenarios, it sought to identify the applicant comfortable with uncertainty and confident 

in their ability to determine and implement solutions to complex scenarios.  This 

approach made sense as the deployed AWG member would both serve as part of a two-

person team and interact with a deployed unit’s most senior leadership as well as its most 

junior members.35   

The AWG selection course also included additional elements: a psychological 

assessment, and an interview with the commander and command sergeant major.  The 

former sought to identify individuals who made it through the course despite possessing 

personal characteristics that might prove detrimental once deployed.  The latter sought to 

ensure the individual was both a good fit and possessed a clear-eyed understanding of 
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what service with the unit entailed.  In the words of Command Sgt. Maj. Birch, “the 

unit’s reputation was too important to risk.”36 

In recognizing the AWG as a Special Mission Unit for purposes of manning, the 

Army's Human Resources Command (HRC) eliminated many potential staffing 

problems.  HRC was cooperative in dealing with the AWG’s needs and did not emplace 

any obstacles to manning.  HRC, however, did not control any soldiers attending the 

AWG selection course.  Those soldiers belonged to units in FORSCOM, TRADOC, or 

one of the overseas commands.  While HRC could direct movement, the soldier’s current 

organization could stop or delay an assignment to the AWG.  This issue frustrated the 

AWG as it sought to fill all its personnel authorizations and establish a sustainable 

overseas deployment schedule for its military members.  The irony lay in the fact that the 

AWG would employ these soldiers’ unique talents while the current unit saw him or her 

as part of a crew, squad, or section.  This view meant that instead of influencing the 

battalion, brigade, or division’s operations, the soldier by remaining in his or her tactical 

unit could only directly influence the smallest elements on the battlefield. 37  

 As members of the command assembled, the organization underwent the normal 

process of “form, storm, norm and perform.” 38    Establishing norms, both formal and 

unstated, was essential for the unit’s long-term success.  To Shaw and Birch fell the task 

of establishing the formal norms for those areas the O&O did not address.  

Shaw established a baseline with his “bumper stickers,” statements that sought to 

set some guiding principles for the unit.  In response to a request that he develop policies 

on a variety of subjects, he reduced them to a single sentence: "If it is stupid, it isn't my 
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policy."39  This approach initially violated the policy letter requirements of Army 

Regulation 600-20, Army Command Policy, but it neatly communicated the unit's focus 

on operational readiness.   Administrative correctness followed, but only after the unit 

resolved operational issues.  Shaw’s priority was “solving problems and finding solutions 

for the soldiers who needed them, getting our guys/gals down range, getting our AWG 

folks into the right agencies and units, departments to operate . . . build the AWG in 

flight, so admin policy posting wasn't a high priority.  I felt I could do that because we 

hired mature soldiers who knew already what the Army policies were and didn't need to 

have something signed by me telling them what they already knew.”40  

 In helping ensure everyone understood the environment, Shaw also frequently 

reminded all concerned, "there is no box." Shaw recognized that unnecessary constraints 

would impair the unit's ability to accomplish its primary mission and engage the Army's 

institutional bureaucracy.  From the very beginning, Shaw also communicated a point 

neatly summarizing the operational environment, the unit’s mission, and the member’s 

relationship with them: “get comfortable with being uncomfortable.”41  

 Birch emphasized the mastery of fundamentals and sought to incorporate practical 

aspects of training into all the unit’s activities.  Understanding both the importance of 

effective shooting and shortfalls in how the Army trained and equipped soldiers, Birch 

leveraged the Rapid Equipping Force and obtained $2 million worth of weapons, 

ammunition, and equipment to facilitate advanced small arms training with AWG 

members. The objective was not only ensuring AWG members possessed essential 

combat skills, but also confirming their ability to train others as part of their role as OAs.  
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Birch viewed this as critical as the then-current edition of the Army’s governing 

regulation, AR 350-38, Standards in Weapons Training, reflected pre-2001 conceptions 

of how the Army would fight.  This regulation meant the individual soldier received 

enough ammunition to qualify with a weapon, but not enough to become truly expert in 

its battlefield use.  Most combat support or service support soldiers had not experienced 

realistic live-fire exercises.  Most combat arms soldiers had experienced such exercises, 

but the new dynamics of the battlefield—urban clusters, significant differences in 

shooter-target elevation, and a high concentration of non-combatants—represented 

challenges not replicated on most ranges.  In obtaining the additional resources, Birch 

ensured AWG members could assist other units in developing the improved 

marksmanship skills demanded on the contemporary battlefield. 42 

 Physical training also presented opportunities for creatively integrating training in 

fundamental skills.  The AWG’s activation day saw a physical training session after 

formal ceremonies concluded.  Unit members divided into two teams and then donned 

protective (gas) masks and body armor before engaging in a game of soccer.  The only 

distinction between the two teams lay in the hands: one team wore gloves, the other did 

not.  Watching the hands became essential, just as it was on the battlefield where 

understanding where an adversary focused his eyes and positioned his hands could make 

the difference between life or death.  “Combat soccer” was not a routine event but the 

incorporation of battlefield elements into training whenever possible was.43   

 Capacity building extended beyond the AWG itself and included recurring 

engagement with the Army bureaucracy.  Periodically, this meant engaging elements 
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outside the Department of the Army staff and included both TRADOC and various 

program managers.  While the AWG enjoyed success when it properly executed 

bureaucratic processes, the demands of time sometimes precluded the expected staff work 

accompanying actions.  The need for rapid action sometimes meant employing the 

expedient of saying, “Schoomaker said” or “Cody said.”  While this approach would 

generally produce the desired outcome, it did not endear the AWG to those elements that 

had to respond to its demands.  This tactic resulted in occasional “self-inflicted wounds” 

requiring follow-on action by AWG staffers to assuage feelings and re-generate or 

maintain support.  The assignment of civilians to the unit went a long way towards 

repairing relationships by providing a long-term cadre capable of understanding the 

damage done and possessing the ability to repair it.44  

Initial Operations 

 A new unit’s normal progression is to move from non-operational to initial 

operational capability (IOC), and then to full operational capability (FOC). How long it 

takes a unit to reach these milestones depends on its type and the priority it enjoys within 

the Army for personnel, equipment, and training support.  Enjoying a high priority within 

the Army and leveraging its ability to influence both the REF and its unique procurement 

authority, the AWG rapidly achieved IOC with the first operational advisors embedding 

with deployed units in June 2006.  Within twelve months, OAs, most often operating as 

teams with a mix of soldiers and contractors, had touched 29 of the Army’s maneuver 

brigade combat teams either in the combat zone or as units completed pre-deployment 

preparations.45  
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 In the combat zone, advisors engaged both downward/outward with the units they 

supported and upward with the Concepts Integration Squadron and AWG headquarters.  

The downward/outward focus was on the asymmetric tactics enemy forces employed.  

This effort, however, went beyond describing enemy tactics, techniques, procedures, or 

countermeasures that could offset them.  Instead, the OAs took a more expansive view 

based on a broader understanding of both the counter-asymmetric warfare cycle (identify 

and predict, prevent, react, eliminate, and assess) and the structure of insurgent groups.  

Operational advisors assisted units in understanding not only those pieces of the puzzle 

they saw but the associated pieces not readily visible.  In doing this, units uncovered 

tactical gaps degrading their ability to operate.  These gaps included intelligence, 

reconnaissance, surveillance, incident investigation, and small-unit tactics.  

Understanding the asymmetric threat model, and then applying that understanding to the 

unit’s area of operations, mission, organization, equipment, and available support led to 

the closing of gaps and better battlefield outcomes.46    

Even as OAs assisted units, they provided relevant information about new or 

evolving threat tactics back to Fort Meade and Fort A.P. Hill.  After receiving this 

information, the Concepts Integration Squadron could start developing, modeling, and 

refining viable responses.  This event chain epitomized Colonel Jette’s idea of “getting to 

the left of the boom.”  The OA effort required investing significant amounts of time in 

unit command posts.  It required even more time outside the protective wire of forward 

operating bases or combat outposts where the real business of counter-insurgency 

operations transpired. OAs performed another important role—serving as a commander’s 
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“directed telescope.”  Contract OAs excelled in this role as their many years of 

experience allowed them to gain insights on unit capabilities in general—and training 

shortfalls in particular—as they accompanied units on operations.  Wexford contract OAs 

participated in thousands of patrols and hundreds of missions in Iraq, Afghanistan, and 

elsewhere.  Such engagement, coupled with their prior experience, allowed them to 

provide objective, unfiltered feedback to commanders from company to division that 

facilitated improvements in the most critical area of all: training.47   

 If deploying to Afghanistan or Iraq as an OA represented the “glamor” mission, 

perhaps more important was the pre-deployment support OAs provided to units getting 

ready for combat.  This support focused explicitly on the threats present or emerging in a 

unit’s pending area of operations with those related to IEDs remaining an area of interest.  

Focusing reconnaissance and data collection activities in this manner facilitated both 

tailored training and the development of standing operating procedures and refined battle 

drills by the small units slated to operate in those areas.  Concurrent with this, it presented 

openings for realistic multi-echeloned training rooted in the latest (and most effective) 

battlefield methods.  Affording every echelon and unit involved in a simulated attack in 

training before deployment presented opportunities to rehearse and refine responses.  As 

an example, confronting an IED or sniper situation offered a training squad the 

opportunity to execute its battle drill, which included notifying its higher headquarters of 

the incident and requesting medical evacuation as required.  Reporting to higher 

headquarters allowed both the intelligence and operations sections the opportunity to 

update situation maps, ascertain additional meanings of such an attack, and forward that 
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information to adjacent and supporting units.  This also facilitated practicing techniques 

of the incident investigation model: properly executing such actions was critically 

important in identifying other threats. 48 

Such integrated training meant the unit providing medical evacuation learned to 

plan and execute that function while the fire support element could call in artillery fire as 

appropriate.  The functional benefit of such a training strategy lay in its compressing 

time.  Units gained the benefit of in-theater experience as they underwent mission 

rehearsal exercises at the Army’s various combat training centers.  By the time a unit 

arrived in the combat zone, its soldiers knew the threat, how to respond to it, and had 

rehearsed contingency plans, often with the very units they would work with on the 

battlefield, under a variety of conditions.  While this would not eliminate the fear 

associated with a sniper or IED attack, it did mean better responses by leaders and 

soldiers alike, with this helping to both suppress attacks and reduce their effectiveness. 

 Even as the AWG sent its first members overseas, the unit received missions 

allowing it to demonstrate its ability to solve problems for the larger Army.  Throughout 

fiscal year 2007 (October 1, 2006, through September 30, 2007), the AWG unveiled 

several programs, products, or recommendations either in response to requests for 

assistance, to taskings from the Army G-3/5/7, or most tellingly from observations made 

by deployed OAs.  These included providing the framework for an organic intelligence 

cell at the maneuver company level, training methods of personality targeting, instruction 

on the methods of tactical site exploitation, developing a Combat Applications Training 

Course (CATC), and providing solutions to the increasing sniper problem.  Two of 
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these—CATC and providing solutions to the sniper problem warrant exploration as they 

demonstrate how the AWG approached its mission. 49   

 The CATC originated with two of AWG’s contract employees—Morgan Darwin 

and Scott Flanagan.  Hired by the Wexford Group, both possessed extensive shooting 

experience.  They also had strong training backgrounds and recognized marksmanship 

training, correctly done, could not only improve technical skills but also training ones.  

Excellent training skills translated into a host of both tangible and intangible benefits for 

the Army’s tactical formations.  CATC reflected two hallmarks of Special Operations: 

awareness of one’s self and awareness of the environment.  From this foundation, CATC 

taught situational awareness and how to improve it, and the process of purposeful action.  

Understanding and integrating these principles allowed leaders to learn how to train in 

new ways.  A believer in this approach was Maj. Gen. Jim Schwitters, commanding 

general of the Army’s largest Basic Combat Training (BCT) installation, Fort Jackson, 

South Carolina. The AWG had put the CATC “on the road” around the Army, and 

Schwitters realized it could help him solve several challenges. 50     

 Schwitters was an anomaly within the Regular Army: a former enlisted soldier 

who neither went back to college as an ROTC cadet nor attended Officer Candidate 

School. Instead, he received an appointment to second lieutenant directly from the ranks. 

Like so many involved with the AWG, Scwhitters had an extensive Special Operations 

background, but that was not what drew him to the CATC.  Instead, he drew his 

motivation from his prior experience at Fort Jackson as a BCT brigade commander and 

his observations after serving a year as the commanding general.  Schwitters was “very 
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fascinated with the business of transforming people and acculturating them to the 

profession,” and also very frustrated with the basic approach to BCT, which he described 

as “formulaic, dumbed down to the lowest common denominator, risk-averse, and 

hidebound.”51  For Schwitters, CATC allowed recasting the BCT mold.  Schwitters 

believed BCT should not just produce soldiers who could meet the minimum standards.  

Instead, the experience should create soldiers possessing both a soldier’s heart and mind 

as well as the ability to think critically and creatively, function as part of a team, and 

most importantly—think for themselves.52 

 For Schwitters, CATC created opportunities for his drill sergeants—the non-

commissioned officers directly responsible for transforming the raw recruit into a 

soldier—to reimagine their basic understanding of training.  While Schwitters recalled 

that many drill sergeants told him, “They’d never had more fun training, the truly smart 

ones talked about using CATC as a vehicle and adapting it to train others skills by 

applying its basic principles.” 53  CATC used marksmanship as a vehicle to make a 

significant point: one could train routine tasks differently to realize different objectives or 

characteristics within the training audience.  With the conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq 

returning the lowest-level non-commissioned officers to positions of battlefield 

prominence, a training methodology giving them the battlefield leadership skills of more 

experienced or mature soldiers was highly desirable.  Unfortunately, the benefits of 

CATC reached only a few as the Army did not incorporate it into the basic combat 

training (BCT) syllabus.  The challenges of resourcing such training and the need to train 
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a broad range of skills in the short amount of time allotted for BCT meant wide-ranging 

change proved infeasible.  

 The counter-sniper mission represented a more encompassing challenge that 

involved deployed OAs and the Concepts Integration Squadron.  The AWG’s efforts in 

providing solutions to this problem present an example of how the unit addressed both 

specific DTLMOPF elements and deployed and non-deployed units.  The Army’s 

underlying problem was its lacking a standard against which it could either train 

personnel or develop equipment.  General Shinseki’s legacy force remained organized 

around the requirements of Air-Land Battle, an approach presumed to limit the use of, or 

exposure to, snipers.  Despite the use of snipers during the Balkans conflict, the Army did 

not place great emphasis on such a threat.  While the Army established a sniper course at 

Fort Benning, Georgia, in 1986 and followed with a National Guard course at Camp 

Robinson, Arkansas, in 1993, these schools focused on training shooters, not on training 

the operational Army to eliminate them.  As late as 1979, the Army had a formal doctrine 

for countering this threat, but it had long passed into oblivion.  By 2003, the Army was 

starting to address the threat, but it downplayed its seriousness with publications noting 

“little evidence of well-trained and qualified snipers” and the use of “shoot and spray” 

tactics.54  The spike in effective enemy sniper use forced the Army to reconsider its 

position and provided the AWG its first opportunity to demonstrate its full potential.  The 

AWG operated on two distinct lines in approaching this mission.  One focused on 

doctrine and training, while the second focused on materiel.  Integrating both lines would 

drive changes in leader development.55 
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 Doctrine and training focused on what units were doing—or, more importantly, 

not doing—concerning snipers.  An early effort in improving unit responses to snipers 

was the June 2006 symposium hosted by the AWG.  Attended by approximately 40 

former or serving snipers, the symposium sought to harvest years of thinking and action 

by individuals repeatedly performing this mission.  The insights gained informed both 

how to train units and provided additional materiel considerations.  Adding to this was 

the information OAs fed back to the Concept Integration Squadron. 56 

The fundamental problem was that most soldiers generally did not understand 

how skilled snipers functioned, nor did they understand that simple actions could reduce 

vulnerability.  Using a variety of videos, to include those produced as propaganda by 

insurgent groups, AWG members trained soldiers to think about the sniper threat as they 

prepared positions or engaged in patrols.  Training meant understanding the geometry of 

the fight--the time and space relationships between elements on the battlefield--and the 

immediate actions required upon detecting a sniper.  Units that gained a better 

understanding of sniper operations changed their behaviors to both minimize exposure 

times and concurrently present a more difficult target array for a sniper to attack.  In 

addition to developing a training program using videos, the Concepts Integration 

Squadron also produced a field guide, akin to a graphic training aid, for soldier use.  

Ultimately producing 140,000 copies, the aid emphasized a key truth: the most important 

thing was to kill the enemy sniper.  It also made a second point: the need to immediately 

find concealment to deny a sniper the time needed to acquire and engage a target.  This 

counter-sniper doctrine was the AWG’s first mass-produced training support product.  
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While its blunt language generated concerns in some circles within the Army (it 

expressly stated “Kill Snipers”), the information provided proved useful to units in 

Afghanistan and Iraq.  The field guide also provided an additional benefit—it introduced 

the AWG to those brigade combat teams that had yet to receive any OAs.  Not intended 

as a marketing or branding aid, the guide nevertheless presented the AWG and its 

mission to the larger Army. 57 

Deployed AWG members also performed other tasks.  Command Sgt. Maj. Birch 

made it a point to train by example by personally participating in combat patrols with the 

units supported by OAs.  With skills honed by years of real-world experience, Birch both 

knew how to read the environment and concurrently train others to do likewise.  He also 

knew another battlefield truth—that leadership required full engagement and could not 

occur in a forward operating base or combat outpost.  It required leader presence outside 

the wire.  While Birch never occupied an OA position, he nevertheless periodically 

provided a graphic example to those who needed reminding of that fact.  To the extent 

Birch retained any regrets over his AWG service, it was in his having to impart that 

lesson to more than one commander or senior non-commissioned officer who had not 

grasped that simple truth.58   

The materiel line led to a new device, the Fast Obscurant Grenade, better known 

as the “FOG grenade,” as a counter to snipers.  The Army’s inventory of munitions and 

related devices included a variety of smoke pots or smoke grenades intended to screen or 

conceal a friendly force from enemy observation.  There was, however, a fundamental 

problem with all these devices.  They all required some amount of time to generate 
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enough smoke to cloak their users.  Part of the problem lay in the fuses used to initiate 

the device.  The interval between the moment a soldier pulled the safety pin until the 

device began dispensing smoke could run from two to five seconds.  Once activated, the 

grenade would dispense smoke from roughly one to two-and-one-half minutes, 

depending on the specific model.  The “quality” of the smoke—how dense, how stable, 

and how large the area covered—varied by both grenade type and atmospheric 

conditions.  The latter included wind speed and direction, air temperature, and relative 

humidity.  For a unit employing smoke to mask its movement and possessing the ability 

to wait for the cloud to form, the delay was not an issue: they could delay action until the 

cloud fully developed.  For a unit trying to employ smoke in response to a sniper, the 

grenade’s vagaries could result in additional casualties.59   

Assigned to the Concept Integrations Squadron, retired Sergeant Major George 

“Eric” Zipperer recalled developments undertaken at Fort Bragg to produce a fast-acting 

screening grenade while assigned to the John F. Kennedy Special Warfare Center as a 

combat developer.  The FOG grenade capitalized on a fast-acting fuze to reduce the time 

between the soldier pulling the pin and the grenade activating and a different compound, 

titanium dioxide, to produce the smoke.  The result was a grenade that activated in 0.5 

seconds and created a dense cloud, described by many as an exploding fire extinguisher.  

This grenade offered near-immediate concealment and better protection, especially for 

the soldier moving to aid a sniper’s victim. 60 

When it came to materiel, the AWG enjoyed another unique capability— the 

authority to “buy, try, and decide” on new equipment items.  Cody granted the AWG the 
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ability to buy low numbers of items that analysis indicated would have battlefield benefit.  

Once bought, the AWG could try them under a broad range of conditions either at Fort 

A.P. Hill or another testing/training site.  After carefully considering the item, including 

how it compared to similar equipment, it could coordinate with the Rapid Equipping 

Force for procurement.  This ability meant that instead of having to work with combat 

developers at one of TRADOC’s service schools, the AWG could (within limits) identify 

items, determine their utility, and then initiate the process of fielding such items to the 

larger Army.  The introduction of new camouflage systems and effective ballistic shields 

for vehicles (an outgrowth of the counter-sniper mission) reflected early AWG 

experiments.  When coupled with the FOG grenade, they provided units with a variety of 

passive and active means of negating the sniper threat.  The AWG also considered items 

enhancing soldier lethality.  Examples include the Trijicon M150 rifle scope and adapters 

for the Army’s M68 close combat optic.  These provided soldiers with two greatly 

improved capabilities.  The first was the ability to engage targets at much longer ranges 

precisely.  The second was the ability to accurately engage targets in densely populated 

areas under a variety of lighting conditions.  The improved M68 denied the enemy the 

safety of hiding in the shadows.61   

Nevertheless, “buy, try, decide” represented the proverbial slippery slope.  

Theoretically, the unit could squander enormous amounts of money on esoteric, “sexy,” 

or questionable equipment.  The combination of mature leadership, close coordination 

with the Rapid Equipping Force, and AAWO oversight instead demonstrated the 

soundness of this approach.  As executed, “buy, try, decide” both significantly reduced 
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equipment procurement time and delivered materiel that nested with elements of doctrine, 

training, leader development, organization, personnel, and facilities.   

Heraldry 

Unlike its sister services, the Army embraces unit distinctions in both service and 

dress uniforms.  Alone among the services, its dress uniforms bear distinctive unit 

insignia.  Unit-specific insignia also adorn the service uniform.  The Army maintains 

strict policies for developing and approving such insignia with the view towards ensuring 

such insignia properly represent the unit.  Most often, such insignia reflect elements of a 

unit’s branch assignment and elements of its history.  Many of the shoulder sleeve 

insignia of the Army’s divisions reflect their World War I origins while the distinctive 

unit insignia of battalions or regiments reflect specific chapters in the unit’s history.   

  For the AWG, however, there was no history to memorialize.  Like the unit, the 

AWG’s insignia would start with a blank slate, and ultimately the heraldic devices 

developed were unusual.  Like so much of the AWG’s early development, the path to 

obtaining authorized insignia included breaking some long-standing bureaucratic norms.  

While some might think the efforts trivial, Shaw recognized the importance attached to a 

shoulder sleeve insignia.62 

 The Army’s final authority on insignia is the Institute of Heraldry (TIOH) at Fort 

Belvoir, Virginia.  Subordinate to the Office of the Administrative Assistant to the 

Secretary of the Army, TIOH ensures all insignia conform to heraldic rules and Army 

policy.  With an authorized strength of only 231, the AWG required an exception to the 
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existing policy prohibiting distinctive unit insignia for units with an authorized strength 

of less than 250.  While it would take several months to work the AWG developed ideas 

for insignia for the TIOH to validate. Foremost in Shaw’s mind was insignia that both 

accurately conveyed the unit’s purpose and provided a rallying symbol.  The latter was 

particularly important as it would reinforce perceptions of the AWG as an effective Army 

asset even as it put more pressure on the unit to demonstrate its importance, utility, and 

value. 63 

 The AWG’s original proposal shoulder sleeve insignia called for a Blackfoot 

warrior on a black circle.  The envisioned distinguishing unit insignia was a black circle 

defaced with a red horizontal arrow and the motto, “Otatsiihtaissiiststakio Pilski mako ta 

paawia,” Blackfoot for “Normal is a Cycle on a Washing Machine,” displayed around the 

insignia’s edge.  Command Sgt. Maj. Birch suggested the motto.  Drawn from John P. 

McAfee's Slow Walk in a Sad Rain, Shaw and Birch believed the motto accurately 

reflected the unit's mission.  The references to the Blackfoot paid proper homage to an 

individual who embodied the sort of soldier the group desired, retired Master Sergeant 

William "Chief" Carlson.  Carlson’s 20-year-long Army career included service with the 

2nd Ranger Battalion, Special Forces, and SFOD-D.  Retiring in 2003, he served with the 

Central Intelligence Agency’s Special Operations Group before his death to enemy action 

in Afghanistan later that year.  The memorialization of Carlson reflected the strong 

cultural influence of Special Forces within the AWG.  Further discussion among the 

AWG’s senior leadership led to a change in the shoulder sleeve insignia design from a 

Blackfoot warrior to the red arrow originally envisioned for the distinguishing unit 
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insignia.  The revised design remained rich in symbolism.  The black circle symbolized 

both the AWG’s global mission (the shape) and the unknown nature of emerging 

asymmetric threats (the color).  The red arrow connoted the transition of the battlefield 

from two to three dimensions and concurrently alluded to the Indian Wars in which the 

Army gained early experience with asymmetric threats.  Additionally, the direction—

always facing forward—portrayed forward thinking, vision, and action while the color 

connoted aggressive action.  Not stated in the official description was another reference 

to Special Forces whose branch insignia consisted of two crossed arrows.  Demonstrating 

the dark sense of humor common among experienced combat arms soldiers, the patch 

acquired the nickname “the shot in the dark.”64 

 The Institute of Heraldry recommended a change to the original unit insignia 

since the AWG’s request to wear a distinctive patch was winding its way through the 

Pentagon’s halls.  While TIOH recommended disapproving a new insignia in keeping 

with set policy, it continued working with the AWG to ensure that if the Army granted 

the exception, the items authorized met existing heraldic standards.  Rather than the red 

arrow, TIOH proposed the Blackfoot pictographic rendering of the coyote’s paw print.  

The pawprint reflected three unique elements.  First, it alluded to some traits supposedly 

common to the coyote and AWG members, including cunning and resourcefulness.  

Within Blackfoot tradition, the coyote often served as a trainer or instructor, sometimes 

tricking the student into the lesson and teaching him that things are not always as they 

seem.  This element of Indian folklore neatly paralleled elements of the O&O and 

emphasized the AWG’s training role.  Second, it again tied the legacy of Master Sergeant 
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Carlson and his example to the AWG’s aspirations.  Finally, it specifically paid tribute to 

General Schoomaker, whose nickname was “Coyote.”65   

  The Institute of Heraldry’s case against granting the AWG distinctive insignia 

was rooted in Army Regulation 670-1, Wear and Appearance of Army Uniforms and 

Insignia.  Governing all aspects of the Army’s various uniforms, the regulation sought to 

prevent small units, particularly provisional ones or those not envisioned as remaining in 

the force structure for an extended period, from receiving such a privilege.  The 

regulation represented something of a sound barrier against the unnecessary expenditure 

of government resources.  The AWG’s case for distinctive insignia emphasized the unit’s 

permanency, the rigorous process that applicants had to complete for assignment to the 

unit, the morale boost and cohesion provided by such insignia, and the awarding of 

additional skill identifiers (ASI) to unit personnel.  Every soldier possessed a specialty—

armored crewmember, imagery analyst, combat engineer, et cetera—but not every soldier 

possessed an ASI.  The ASI further identified soldiers with additional specialized training 

or skills and facilitated better management of human resources at the higher levels of the 

Army.  Despite TIOH’s objections, the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel granted the 

AWG’s request on August 29, 2006.66   

Authority to wear the insignia was significant. Even more so was what approval 

represented: another victory over bureaucratic norms—and formal recognition of the 

underlying cultural norms Shaw and Birch sought to instill within the unit. 
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Conclusions 

 In 24 months, the AWG racked up an impressive string of successes—both in its 

efforts to negotiate the Army bureaucracy and in the conduct of tactical operations with 

various Army units.  As a practical matter, the command appears to have executed two 

simultaneous efforts.  The first was the direct engagement of those elements of the Army 

bureaucracy positioned to say “yes” or “no” to AWG efforts.  The second was focusing 

resources to achieve and demonstrate the AWG had realized initial operational capability.   

 The AWG derived considerable benefits from having two senior leaders willing to 

serve as champions—General Schoomaker and General Cody.  While their authority was 

neither limitless nor absolute, many within the bureaucracy, particularly the action 

officers (colonels, lieutenant colonels or majors on assignment to various Army staff 

offices) were more than willing to take the steps required to realize the aspirations of 

these two leaders.  Nevertheless, there remained other individuals with different 

perspectives who neither saw the need for new structures such as the AWG or who 

believed the bureaucracy’s requirements were sacrosanct and that satisfying its needs 

took precedence over realizing change.  The latter were not necessarily hostile to change 

itself but believed that change required adherence to existing processes.  This insistence 

on existing norms represented some of the stiffest resistance.  Such recalcitrance 

illustrates a key point: it is not enough for a senior leader to want to change a military 

organization.  He must possess the willingness to drive new modes through a bureaucracy 

organized to make rapid change difficult through processes optimized for the peacetime 
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needs of recruiting, training, manning, and equipping the Army.  Here again Jensen’s 

themes resonate.  

 As with General Shinseki championing the interim armored vehicle, Schoomaker, 

and particularly Cody, undertook a conscious effort to ensure as much of the Army 

bureaucracy as possible supported the AWG and its counterpart organizations.  On those 

occasions when the AWG could not negotiate the bureaucratic hurdles and employed the 

expedient of using Cody’s name to compel action Cody supported those actions.  Cody 

wanted the bureaucracy to work, but he did not want to prioritize bureaucratic efficiency 

over creating desperately needed organizations to prosecute the fight in which the Army 

found itself.  Like taking money from other programs, dropping the vice chief of staff’s 

name did not win the AWG loyal supporters in parts of the Army.  Nevertheless, it 

ensured the AWG obtained the resources and freedom of action required to accomplish 

the tasks Schoomaker and Cody assigned the unit. 

Operationally, the command’s efforts to achieve initial operational capability 

resulted in multiple successes.  Perhaps the most celebrated early success came in 

countering the increasing problem of enemy snipers.  The AWG used its resources to 

both train units and validated both the FOG grenade and how to employ it.  Once the 

AWG accomplished this task, it coordinated with the REF to quickly secure a production 

contract to provide deployed units with the grenade.  The FOG grenade demonstrated 

both the AWG’s strength in solving tactical problems and the benefits of closely 

coordinating its efforts with the REF.  As important as this was, however, it was just part 
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of a more fundamental issue: determining if the AWG’s O&O provided solutions to 

asymmetric problems.   

Observers across the Army could look at the AWG by the end of fiscal year 2007 

and realize the command achieved and then moved beyond initial operational capability.  

It was important the AWG obtained a home, but it was critical the AWG demonstrate the 

time, money, and bureaucratic effort committed to its development justified the 

expenditure.  The effects of improved ballistic shields, the counter-sniper program, 

CATC, the maneuver company intelligence cell, and training personality targeting 

support offered conclusive proof of both the O&O’s fundamental soundness and of the 

AWG’s ability to deliver what the Army needed.   

Equally important was establishing a functionally sound and reliable command.  

Shaw, Birch, and their subordinates successfully brought together the initial personnel 

cohort and established the policies and structures to sustain the recruiting and training of 

new members.  This allowed the command to increase its reach across the Army.  They 

also developed and validated the internal processes so necessary for the unit’s success.  

The benefits of high-skill, self-starting individuals to this process are important to 

recognize.  It is crucial, though, to recognize the role of leadership in melding such 

individuals into a cohesive unit as opposed to independent clusters of individuals 

operating in an unsynchronized or unfocused manner.  Anything but effective leadership 

would have produced markedly different outcomes. 

Despite achieving initial operational capability, however, the AWG still faced 

challenges.  The first was moving to full operational capability while the second was 
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even more daunting—surviving as a separate command as the inevitable changes in 

Army leadership resulted in questions about both the command’s long-term utility and its 

placement within the larger Army. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



302 
 

 
1 Robert Shaw, Asymmetric Warfare Group, interview with Author, February 27, 2019.   
 
2 Ibid. 
 
3 U.S. Department of Defense, Department of the Army, Asymmetric Warfare Group, briefing: 
“Honorable Francis J. Harvey, Secretary of the Army, AWG Final Stationing Briefing, 7 FEB 
2007,” 1-4, 6, Organizational Files of the Asymmetric Warfare Group (AWG), Fort Meade, MD.   
 
4 Department of the Army, “Fort Bragg, North Carolina,” https://home.army.mil/bragg/index.php 
(accessed, 9 April 2020); “Fort Carson, Colorado,” https://www.carson.army.mil/allunits.html 
(accessed, 9 April 2020); “Fort Hood, Texas,” https://home.army.mil/hood/index.php/units-
tenants (accessed, 9 April 2020);  “Fort Knox, Kentucky,” 
https://home.army.mil/knox/index.php/about/history (accessed, 9 April 2020); “Fort McCoy, 
Wisconsin,” https://home.army.mil/mccoy/index.php/about/history (accessed, 9 April 2020); 
Harvey Briefing, 4, Organizational Files of the AWG, February 7, 2007.  
 
5 Harvey Briefing, 1-5, Organizational Files of the AWG, February 7, 2007. 
 
6 Dan Gaffney, interview with Author, July 2, 2019; Gustav Person, BRAC at Fort Belvoir, 1988-
2001 (Alexandria: Global Publishing, 2012), 20-21, 26; Brenda Stone, interview with Author, 
February 7, 2020. 
 
7 Draft Operational and Organizational (O&O) Concept for the Asymmetric Warfare Group 
(AWG) as of 2 Mar 05, 3, Organizational Files of the AWG; Department of the Army, “Fort 
George G. Meade History,” https://home.army.mil/meade/index.php/about/history (accessed, 10 
April 2020). 
 
8 Department of the Army, “U.S. Army Garrison, Fort A. P. Hill History,” 
https://home.army.mil/aphill/index.php/about/history (accessed, 16 January 2021). 
 
9 Shaw interview with Author, February 27, 2019; U.S. Department of Defense, Department of 
the Army, Asymmetric Warfare Group, “Information Paper: Asymmetric Warfare Group (AWG) 
History, October 15, 2018,” 2, Organizational Files of the AWG, Fort Meade, MD. 
 
10 Eberhard Nordman to Author, July 25, 2019; Jim Mallon to Author, August 24, 2019; Robert 
Shaw, email to Author July 3, 2019; U.S. Department of Defense, Department of the Army, by 
Austin H. MacCormick, Chairman, Report of the Special Civilian Committee for the Study of the 
United States Army Confinement System, (Washington, D.C.: Department of the Army, 1970), 8, 
collection of Eberhard Nordman. 
 
11 Shaw to Author, July 3, 2019. 
 
12 Ibid. 
 
13 Department of the Army, Army Regulation 600-20: Army Command Policy (Washington, D.C.: 
Department of the Army, 2006), 15-16. 
 
14 George E. “Eric” Zipperer, interview with Author, August 11, 2019.   

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank


303 
 

 
 
15 Ibid.  
 
16 Ibid. 
 
17 Ibid. 
 
18 Alfred G. Birch, interview with Author, August 5, 2019; U.S. Department of Defense, 
Headquarters, Department of the Army; United States Marine Corps, FM 101-5-1, MCRP 5-2A: 
Operational Terms and Graphics (Washington, D.C.: Headquarters, Department of the Army; 
United States Marine Corps, 1997), 1-17. 
 
19 U.S. Department of Defense, Department of Defense Financial Management Regulation 
7000.14-R, Volume 7, Chapter 8, March 2005, 
https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/documents/fmr/archive/07aarch/07a_08b.pdf, 8-3 – 8-
6 (accessed, 23 July 2019); Department of the Army, Army Regulation 614-200, Enlisted 
Assignments and Utilization Management, 30 September 2004, 27,  https://www.p94008.eos-
intl.net/eLibSQL10_P94008_Documents/Military%20Documents%2017/AR%20614-
200,%2030%20September%202004.pdf, (accessed, 24 July 2019).  
 
20 AR 614-200, 22, 27; Bob Shaw to Author, June 2, 2020; U.S. Department of Defense, 
Department of Defense Instruction (DODI) 1304.27, 3-4, 3-20, 
https://biotech.law.lsu.edu/blaw/dodd/corres/pdf/i130427wch1_061496/i130427p.pdf, (accessed, 
23 July 2019). 
 
21 Michael P. Bowman to Author, February 7, 2020; Shaw, July 3, 2019. 
 
22 Peter Arsenault to Author, February 5, 2020; Peter Arsenault, interview with Author, February 
6, 2020. 
 
23 Michael P. Bowman to Author, June 25, 2019. 
 
24 Franklin Bohle, interview with Author, Fort Meade, MD, January 17, 2019.   
 
25 U.S. Department of Defense, Department of the Army, Army Asymmetric Warfare Office, 
Army Asymmetric Warfare Office (AAWO) 2007 Annual Review (Washington, D.C.: Department 
of the Army, 2007), iv. 
 
26 U.S. Department of Defense, Department of the Army, Asymmetric Warfare Group, briefing, 
“Azimuth Check for COA Development to BG (P) Halverson and BG Wendell, December 7, 
2007,” 3, Organizational Files of the AWG, U.S. Department of Defense, Department of the 
Army, HQDA EXORD 158-06 ISO Army Asymmetric Warfare Program Implementation, 13 
April 2006, Organizational Files of the AWG. 
 
27 U.S. Department of Defense, Department of the Army, Office of the Vice Chief of Staff, by 
Richard Cody, “Memorandum for See Distribution, Subject: Approved Asymmetric Warfare 
Group (AWG) Organizational Design, June 23, 2004,” Organizational Files of the AWG.  
 

https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/documents/fmr/archive/07aarch/07a_08b.pdf
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank


304 
 

 
28 Acquisitionnotes.com, “PPBE Process: Program Budget Decision,” 
http://acqnotes.com/acqnote/acquisitions/program-budget-decision-pbd (accessed, 29 August 
2019). 
 
29 Cody, June 23, 2004 memorandum; Department of the Army, Army Regulation 1-1: Planning, 
Programming, Budgeting and Execution (Washington, D.C.: Headquarters, Department of the 
Army, 2016), 17. 
 
30 Department of Defense, Emergency Supplemental Appropriations to Address Hurricanes in the 
Gulf of Mexico, and Pandemic Influenza Act of 2006, Pub. L. No. 109-148, 119 Stat. 2708, Sec. 
8043 (c) (2).  
 
31Department of the Army, General Officer Management Office, 
https://www.gomo.army.mil/ext/portal/Officer/Resumes.aspx?Ltr=L&Type=Retired (accessed, 
21 December 2019). 
 
32 Bohle interview, January 17, 2019; U.S. Department of Defense, Department of the Army, U.S. 
Army War College, How the Army Runs: A Senior Leader Reference Handbook (Carlisle, PA: 
United States Army War College, 2001), 14, 246-47; Pub. L. 109-148. 
 
33 Shaw interview with Author, February 27, 2019. 
 
34  Arsenault interview with Author, February 6, 2020; Birch interview with Author, August 5, 
2019. 
 
35 U.S. Department of Defense, Department of the Army, Asymmetric Warfare Group, “The 
Assessment and Selection Course,” https://www.awg.army.mil/Recruiting/AWG-Recruiting/ 
(accessed, 30 July 2019); U.S. Department of Defense, Department of the Army, “How to 
Become an Army Ranger,” https://www.goarmy.com/ranger/join-the-rangers/requirements-to-
join.html (accessed, 30 July 2019). 
Department of the Army, “Special Forces: Training—The Road to Becoming a Green Beret,” 
https://www.goarmy.com/special-forces/training.html (accessed, 30 July 2019). 
 
36 Birch interview with Author, August 5, 2019; Zipperer interview with Author, August 11, 
2019. 
 
37 Birch interview with Author, August 5, 2019; Zipperer interview with Author, August 11, 
2019. 
 
38 Bruce W. Tuckman, “"Developmental Sequence in Small Groups,” Psychological Bulletin 63 
(June 1965):  384–99. 
 
39 Bob Shaw to Author, August 14, 2019.   
 
40 Ibid. 
 
41 AR 600-20, 5, 49, 52; Shaw, August 14, 2019; Bob Shaw, email to Author, October 22, 2019; 
Shaw interview with Author, February 27, 2019. 
 

http://acqnotes.com/acqnote/acquisitions/program-budget-decision-pbd
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank


305 
 

 
42 Birch interview with Author, August 5, 2019. 
 
43 Birch interview with Author, August 5, 2019; Zipperer interview with Author, August 11, 
2019. 
 
44 Mike Bowman, interview with Author, April 18, 2018. 
 
45 Bowman interview with Author, April 18, 2018; AAWO 2007, 25; Arsenault interview with 
Author, February 6, 2020. 
 
46 U.S. Department of Defense, Department of the Army, Army Doctrinal Publication 3-0: 
Operations (Washington, D.C.: Department of the Army, 2016), 10. 
 
47 Arsenault interview with Author, February 6, 2020; Michael Oates, interview with Author, 
February 4, 2020. 
 
48 AAWO 2007, 25; U.S. Department of the Army, Department of the Army, Army Doctrinal 
Publication 7-0: Training (Washington, D.C.: Department of the Army, 2019), 1-2. 
 
49 AAWO 2007, 25-26. 
 
50 Jim Schwitters, interview with Author, August 19, 2019; U.S. Department of Defense, 
Department of the Army, Fort Jackson, “Victory Starts Here,” https://home.army.mil/jackson/ 
(accessed, 6 September 2019). 
 
51 Scwhitters interview with Author, August 19 2019. 
 
52 Ibid. 
 
53 Ibid. 
 
54 Department of the Army, U.S. Army Center for Lessons Learned, Handbook 03-35: Operation 
Enduring Freedom II: Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures (Ft. Leavenworth, KS: U.S. Army 
Combined Arms Center, 2003), 2. 
 
55 Theresa Reece-Austin to Author, August 19, 2019; Luis Enriquez, interview with Author, 
August 16, 2019; Zipperer interview with Author, August 11, 2019. 
 
56 Zipperer interview with Author, August 11, 2019. 
 
57 Ibid. 
 
58 Birch interview with Author, August 5, 2019. 
 
59 Department of the Army, Field Manual 34-81-1: Battlefield Weather Effects (Washington, 
D.C.: Department of the Army, 1992), K-1; Department of the Army, Technical Manual TM 43-
0001-29, Army Ammunition Data Sheets for Grenades (Washington, D.C.: Department of the 
Army, 1994), 2-23-27. 
 

about:blank


306 
 

 
60 AAWO 2007, 26. 
 
61 Zipperer interview with Author, August 11, 2019. 
 
62 Robert Shaw, “Memorandum for Director, The Institute of Heraldry, Subject: SSI Request for 
the Asymmetric Warfare Group, “June 12, 2006, The Institute of Heraldry, organizational history 
files for the AWG. 
 
63 Department of the Army, Field Manual 3-90: Smoke Operations (Washington, D.C.: 
Department of the Army, 1990), 89-90. 
 
64 Airborne Ranger in The Sky, “MSG William “Chief” Carlson from Southern Pines, NC,” 
http://arits.org/biographies/256-msg-william-chief-carlson (accessed, 16 July 2019); Shaw 
interview with Author, February 27, 2019; U.S. Department of Defense, Department of the Army, 
by Charles V. Mugno, Director, The Institute of Heraldry, “Memorandum for Department of the 
Army G1, Uniform Policy Section, Subject: SSI Request for AWG, August 23, 2006,” The 
Institute of Heraldry, organizational history files for the AWG; U.S. Department of Defense, 
Department of the Army, The Institute of Heraldry (TIOH), undated memorandum “Suggested 
Design, Shoulder Sleeve Insignia, Asymmetric Warfare Group,” 74, TIOH organizational history 
files of the AWG, Ft. Belvoir, VA.   
 
65 Mugno memorandum, August 23, 2006, Organizational Files, TIOH. 
 
66 U.S. Department of Defense, Department of The Army, Jane Helton, Memorandum for 
Commander, Asymmetric Warfare Group, Subject: Shoulder Sleeve Insignia (SSI) for the 
Asymmetric Warfare Group, August 29, 2006, 77, TIOH organizational history files. 
 

 

about:blank


  

307 
 

CHAPTER 6 

TRANSITIONING THE AWG 

 
“Think…Adapt…Anticipate” 

 
Second motto of the Asymmetric Warfare Group 

 
Changes in Senior Army Leadership 

 
 The AWG owed its existence to the vision of the Army’s most senior officers, but 

those officers rarely remain in place for more than four years.  Gen. Peter J. Schoomaker 

relinquished the duties of Chief of Staff of the United States Army on April 10, 2007.  

Replacing him was Gen. George W. Casey, a career Infantry officer.  Where Special 

Operations defined Schoomaker’s career, the conventional Army defined Casey’s.  

Commissioned in 1970 through the Army Reserve Officers’ Training Corps program at 

Georgetown University, his initial assignment was to the 1st Battalion, 509th Airborne 

Infantry, then stationed in Europe.  Returning to the United States, he served with the 4th 

Infantry Division (Mechanized) as a mechanized infantry battalion staff officer and as the 

commander of both a mechanized infantry and combat support company.  After a tour of 

duty with the United States Military Observer Group Israel and Egypt, he returned to the 

4th Infantry Division, where he served as a mechanized infantry battalion executive 

officer and battalion commander.  He then served as the chief of staff, 1st Cavalry 

Division, and then commanded the division’s 3rd Brigade.  Promoted to brigadier general, 

he served as the V Corps chief of staff, the Assistant Division Commander of the 1st 

Armored Division, and then assumed division command in July 1999.  Following 

assignments with the Joint Chiefs of Staff and Joint Forces Command, he served as the 
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vice chief of staff of the United States Army before assuming command of the Multi-

National Force in Iraq.  Casey knew the Army, and most knowledgeable observers 

identified him with its heavy conventional force.  More valuable than Casey’s 

background was his understanding of the state of the Army, and the areas in which he 

focused his efforts.1 

 The Army had been at war for almost six years when Casey assumed the duties of 

chief of staff.  In the Army’s 2008 Posture Statement to Congress, Casey noted the Army 

was “out of balance” and identified four policy imperatives – broadly termed “Sustain, 

Repair, Reset and Transform” -- to correct this condition. 2  Casey focused on turning 

these imperatives into concrete outcomes.  The routine supervision of individual units—

and that included the AWG-- remained the responsibility of subordinate commanders and 

staff officers.  Casey recognized the AWG’s benefits, but his preoccupation with policy 

meant he would not take an active role in the group’s issues or activities.  With the AWG 

representing a micro-fraction of the Army’s strength and budget, and already functioning 

effectively, there seemed little need for him to take a different approach -- especially with 

more pressing issues competing for his attention.3 

 More significant for the AWG than General Schoomaker’s retirement was 

General Cody relinquishing his post.  Gen. Peter J. Chiarelli assumed the latter’s duties 

on August 4, 2008. Cody’s departure produced greater consequences than that of many of 

his predecessors.  In creating the AWG, the Rapid Equipping Force, and the Improvised 

Explosive Devices Task Force, Cody had manipulated the bureaucracy and upended 

many long-held assumptions and practices.  Akin to a tornado, Cody had swept in, 
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dramatically changed the landscape, and then blew out.  His personal observation was 

that “many in the building” (the Pentagon) were “happy to see me go,” and there is strong 

reason to believe his self-assessment was accurate. 4   Cody maintained a deep interest in 

the organizations he created from their inception and through the length of his tour.  

Despite the demands that being vice chief of staff imposed, he diligently maintained the 

practice of conducting the JIEDDO-AWG-REF (JAAR) reviews.  Bob Shaw noted the 

meetings were never pro forma, that Cody was engaged, and the time spent in preparing 

and conducting them was time well spent.5    

Like Casey, General Chiarelli received his commission through ROTC.  A career 

Armor officer, Chiarelli’s assignment history included service with the 9th Infantry 

Division, the 3rd Armored Division, the 1st Cavalry Division, and the 2nd Infantry 

Division.  He also taught history at the U.S. Military Academy; acted as the executive 

officer to the Commanding General, Supreme Allied Commander, Europe; and 

functioned on the Army G-3/5/7 staff.  He commanded both the 1st Cavalry Division and 

the Multi-National Corps—Iraq from 2003 to 2006.  Chiarelli was intelligent, well-

educated, and committed to the Army and its soldiers.  Indeed, a hallmark of his tour as 

vice chief of staff was the “war” he waged against the barriers to its people seeking 

assistance for post-traumatic stress.6 

Three words that could describe Chiarelli’s career were “not Special Forces.”  

Some Special Forces officers, however, perceived him as possessing a marked antipathy 

for their branch, its units, and those entities closely associated with them—including the 

AWG.  In contrast, some close subordinates would dispute that view, noting his support 
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for several Special Operations Forces initiatives during his tour of duty.  An old Army 

saying holds the view is different from every foxhole, and Chiarelli’s case validating that 

adage.  What one thought of him was where he was relative to one’s foxhole—and the 

view from there. 7 

Another key figure involved in creating and shepherding the AWG, Lt. Gen. 

James J. Lovelace, turned over the duties of Army G-3/5/7 to then-Lt. Gen. James D. 

Thurman in 2007.  Lovelace enjoyed a strong relationship with Cody and understood the 

importance of ensuring the AWG’s growth and survival.  With Lovelace’s move to 

command of the Third U.S. Army/Army Forces U.S. Central Command, one of the 

controls that Cody emplaced within the bureaucracy fell by the wayside. 8    

Thurman’s career track differed markedly from both Cody and Lovelace’s. Like 

Chiarelli, he originally commissioned as an Armor officer.  After completing several 

assignments as an Armor officer, he attended flight school.  He served as an aviator with 

both the 82nd Airborne Division at Fort Bragg and along the East German border with the 

11th Armored Cavalry Regiment.  His combat experience included both the Persian Gulf 

War and Operation Iraqi Freedom.  During Iraqi Freedom, he first served as the 

operations officer of the Coalition Combined Land Forces Command.  He then returned 

to the theater as the commander of the 4th Infantry Division/Multi-National Division, 

Baghdad.  He also commanded one of the Army’s premier training establishments, the 

National Training Center at Fort Irwin, California.  Additionally, he had prior duty 

assignments within the Army G-3, including that of the director, Army Aviation Task 

Force.  He understood how the Army’s bureaucracy functioned and his credentials as a 
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soldier and leader were unquestioned.  Thurman believed the AWG provided the Army 

capabilities needed as it fought a counter-insurgency, but he also saw the AWG as 

representative of a larger institutional problem—that of too many organizations reporting 

to the G-3/5/7.  Thurman believed the AWG required assignment to an actual command 

to resolve its manning, training, and equipping issues.  So long as the unit remained under 

the G-3/5/7, it would not develop the processes necessary to meet these requirements 

over the long term and would instead remain reliant on individuals championing its 

needs.  The sooner the Army could place the AWG in an existing command the better it 

would be for all concerned.9   

The Asymmetric Warfare Group’s First Change of Command 
 

 By March 2009, Bob Shaw had served 36 months commanding the AWG, well 

beyond the 24-month standard tour length.  As a matter of policy, the Army sought to 

execute changes of command for units of battalion size or larger during the summer 

months.  This policy meant Shaw would serve an additional four months as the AWG 

commander before turning command over to his replacement, Col. James M. Mis.  On the 

surprisingly cool and cloudy morning of July 14, 2009, Shaw relinquished command to 

his successor.  As Mis took possession of the unit’s colors, he had no way of knowing the 

clouds overhead represented the perfect metaphor for the position he was assuming.  In 

looking back on his tour, Shaw could enumerate a long series of successes both in the 

combat theaters and in the United States.  His greatest accomplishment, however, was 

establishing a solid foundation for the AWG.  More than anything, this would ensure both 

its battlefield utility and its longer-term survival as a unit.10 
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 Like Shaw, Mis was a Special Forces officer.  Also first commissioned an 

Infantry officer, Mis served with both the 101st Airborne Division and the 1st Battalion, 

75th Infantry Regiment (Ranger).  His operational experience included the Sinai, Panama, 

Haiti, Bosnia, Colombia, Paraguay, and Afghanistan.  He was also one of a small number 

of Army officers entitled to wear the small bronze star on his parachutist badge 

designating a combat parachute assault.  His education included master’s degrees from 

both the Naval War College and the Marine Corps War College.  Like Shaw, Mis 

possessed the unique tactical and educational qualifications required to command the 

AWG successfully.  Mis had an additional qualification for the AWG: he had previously 

commanded Fort A.P. Hill, the focal point of AWG training and experimentation.  As 

garrison commander, Mis’ duties included supporting the AWG.  This provided an 

opportunity to both develop relationships with unit members and concurrently observe 

both aspects of AWG training and work done to support operational units.  From the time 

of the initial discussions surrounding creating an Asymmetric Warfare Regiment, Mis 

was something of an engaged observer. 11 

A break occurred between Mis’ tenure at Fort A.P. Hill and his taking charge of 

the AWG when he first attended the Marine Corps War College and then served with 

Special Operations Command (South), better known as “SOCSOUTH.”  His master’s 

thesis focused on the nexus of military operations and law enforcement in counter-

terrorism/counter-insurgency operations.  At SOCSOUTH, he served as both the Chief of 

Joint Operations and as the Director of Operations. These assignments provided both a 

year of focused academic study and research centered on strategic thought and additional 
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operational experience within a combatant command’s component staff.  Together, these 

tours provided a clear understanding of both ongoing special and conventional operations 

as well as the opportunity to see where gaps existed between them—gaps that the AWG 

could help close. 12 

Mis possessed an additional advantage when he took charge of the AWG: an 

experienced command sergeant major in Ray Devens.  Enlisting on a whim in 1982, 

Devens spent much of his career with the Ranger Regiment before moving to the AWG. 

His first combat experience occurred in 1983 in Grenada, where he served as a heavy 

weapons infantryman.  Following an assignment to the Ranger Regiment’s Long Range 

Surveillance Detachment, he served in Airborne surveillance detachment in Germany, 

and as an advisor to the Alaska Army National Guard.  Devens subsequently returned to 

the Ranger Regiment, where he served as a battalion Command Sergeant Major before 

joining the AWG.  Significantly, he became the first sergeant major of the AWG’s Able 

Squadron, one of the two providing operational advisors.  Consequently, Devens was 

intimately familiar with the mission, the personalities, and the issues surrounding the unit 

before he assumed the duties of Command Sergeant Major in 2007.  His long service 

with the unit, coupled with his having served for several years as a squadron Command 

Sergeant Major, provided a level of continuity infrequently found in the Army.13 

In assessing his new command, Mis quickly came to several conclusions.  First, 

Shaw had done an outstanding job of setting the unit up for success.  In terms of task 

organization, structure, and basic operational concepts, there was no need for any 
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immediate major change—even if some in the organization possessed a differing 

perspective.14   

Lieutenant Colonel Blakeslee Connors spent seven years with the AWG, with his 

tenure culminating in the command of Charlie Squadron (Selection and Assessment).  In 

his view, a structural weakness existed in the form of the number of staff positions 

authorized.  The absence of positions at the squadron level reflected the decision to 

centralize staff functions as much as possible at the group level.  The advantage of this 

resided in a reduced requirement for personnel, important during a time when the Army 

found itself critically short of commissioned officers.  This shortage meant making hard 

decisions about faces and spaces.  Implicit in this was recognizing neither all faces nor all 

spaces were equal, and thus the service needed to consider how it distributed its captains 

and majors carefully.  The disadvantage lay in the challenge for the group staff to balance 

requirements, resources (equipment, money, and personnel), and time.  In an organization 

as dynamic as the AWG, this represented an ongoing challenge.  The group’s staff 

routinely demonstrated the capacity to meet this challenge, but it represented an issue that 

remained through Mis’ tenure as commander.15 

In evaluating the AWG’s performance, it was clear that despite maintaining a 

minimal physical footprint, the group had not only “touched” many units in Afghanistan, 

Iraq, and the training centers in the United States, but that these contacts encouraged 

improved battlefield performance.  As the Army sought to assess corporate performance 

during this period, two theoretical concepts came to the fore: measures of effectiveness 

and measures of performance. The former sought to determine if units were doing the 
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right things while the latter sought to determine if it was doing things right.  Changes in 

enemy methods and friendly casualty rates following AWG engagement showed the 

group both properly prioritized its efforts and that they resonated within the Army.16 

Second, Mis realized misperceptions concerning the AWG existed across the 

Army.  These misperceptions served to obscure the unit’s real capabilities.  The AWG’s 

unique placement under the Army Staff, its designation as a Special Missions Unit for 

manning, granting certain exceptions to policy, the selection course, and the high 

percentage of Special Operations personnel within the unit contributed to these skewed 

views.  Some outside the AWG believed the unit’s designation as the “Asymmetric 

Warfare Group” was a cover name that allowed the unit to perform missions not covered 

in the operational and organizational concept.  Even within the group itself, there 

remained a bit of confusion stemming from the Special Mission Unit designation as some 

struggled to make the distinction between such status for personnel management rather 

than operational purposes.  The important, if seemingly unglamorous truth, was that the 

AWG was exactly what it said it was.  There were no secret missions or agendas, only 

soldiers and civilians seeking to improve the Army’s response to emerging or evolving 

threats.  For Mis, an important task was re-branding the unit to allow the larger Army to 

understand its purpose and capabilities more readily.17 

 Finally, the combination of the unusual circumstances surrounding the AWG’s 

creation and the high operational tempo—the continuous deployment/re-deployment of 

OAs to both the combat theater and the training centers—meant the unit’s focus had 

shifted a bit from the original charter.  The shift was not dramatic but was enough to 
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convince Mis that some adjustments were in order.  A refocusing would enable the unit to 

better function in a role Mis considered vitally important: that of a customer-focused 

organization with Army or joint force commanders representing the customer.18 

 For Mis, the issues of external confusion about the unit and the need to internally 

refocus the command had an elegantly simple solution.  All that required was a 

rebranding of the AWG with the change directed outward.  “Normal is a cycle on a 

washing machine” ably communicated the unit’s aspirations and environment within the 

unit, but failed to resonate with the larger Army properly.  Frankly, if it had, there would 

be no need for the AWG as the Army’s combat formations would change organically in 

response to changing threats.  A change in brand that unambiguously communicated the 

AWG’s primary purpose would remove much of the confusion surrounding the unit.  It 

would also re-affirm to all the unit’s members their fundamental role within the Army’s 

force structure.19   

 One way the AWG advertised its existence and mission through its OA and the 

training materials it produced. “Normal is a cycle on a washing machine” remained as the 

unit’s traditional motto, but the words “Think.  Adapt.  Anticipate.” soon appeared on 

AWG products as Mis undertook the rebranding effort. Conceptually simpler than the old 

motto, the new one more clearly communicated to the external audience whose 

connections Mis saw as critical to fulfilling the unit’s original charter.  As events 

unfolded under Mis’ command, external perceptions would prove crucial. 20   
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Group Operations and Activities 

 When Mis replaced Shaw at the head of the AWG, that change of command 

caused few ripples within the unit.   Operations continued uninterrupted, and changes 

within the group remained mostly invisible to the units the AWG supported.  This 

perception demonstrated two significant points.  First, the group achieved sufficient 

maturity to transition between leaders without difficulty.  Second, units receiving support 

from the AWG did not experience disruptions in that support.  Despite some personnel 

shortages, the ability of operational advisors to continue operations without difficulty 

showed the operational Army that the AWG remained a fully functioning unit.21 

 The monthly JAAR reviews with the vice chief of staff continued, but these had 

taken a very different tone with General Chiarelli replacing General Cody.  In his first 

JAAR with Chiarelli, Bob Shaw noticed a fundamental change in the tone and outcomes 

of these sessions: Chiarelli did not view the AWG in the same way Cody did.  Mis never 

participated in a JAAR with Cody, but like Shaw, he found the Chiarelli reviews mostly 

ineffective and, at times, even counter-productive.22   

Arguably, these meetings reflected the dynamics of the Army’s almost “tribal” 

structure.  In the wake of September 11, 2001, soldiers assigned to the Military District of 

Washington transitioned from wearing a service dress uniform to the battle dress uniform 

(BDU), and then to the BDU’s replacement, the Army Combat Uniform (ACU).  Soldiers 

wore boots rather than dress shoes with such uniforms.  While the Army issued one type 

of boot to its recruits, soldiers wore a variety of types that connoted membership in a 

given community.  Those who heavily identified with the Army’s airborne forces wore 
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“jump boots.”  Modeled on the specialized footwear worn by World War II paratroopers, 

these boots instantly identified the wearer as an airborne soldier.  Members of Armor 

branch often wore “tanker boots.”  This footgear came in several styles, but all had straps 

rather than laces.  Derided by many outside of Armor (such footwear was unsuitable for 

forced marching, parachute jumping, or other dismounted activities), many officers 

within the branch wore them as a symbol of branch membership.  As the Army ended the 

practice of wearing branch insignia on the ACU blouse, boots served as an identification 

badge—one Chiarelli proudly wore.  The boots, in essence, stated: “I am from the heart 

of the conventional Army—the tank force.”23   

In contrast, Mis appeared in a uniform bearing the distinctive trappings of a 

Special Forces officer.  Many viewed such uniforms as communicating the message, “I 

am NOT from the conventional Army—and I decline to do the things the conventional 

Army way.”  The reality was that Special Forces came from the Army’s mainstream, 

attended the same professional schools, understood the conventional Army, and most 

acted accordingly in their dealings with it.24   

Reality and perception, however, did not always coexist.  From the very 

beginning, the cultural differences between Chiarelli and Mis made themselves apparent, 

and these would burden the AWG-Army staff-vice chief of staff relationship with the 

stresses most prevalent during the monthly JAAR review.  The first meeting between 

Chiarelli and Mis generated tension early on when the former observed: “You SOF guys 

don’t like it when you get taskings from Armor guys.”25  That sent a clear message to 

Mis: Chiarelli perceived the AWG as a Special Forces unit, rather than as a valuable 
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conduit chartered to support the conventional Army.  The irony here lay in Mis’ belief 

that his unit existed to serve the conventional Army.  It was not a Special Mission Unit or 

a Special Forces Unit: it was an ARMY unit.26 

 For the AWG’s operational advisors, the tensions between the headquarters and 

the Army staff were of little immediate consequence.  Support to the Army’s deployed 

units continued uninterrupted. While the AWG rightly recognized its mandate extended 

far beyond IEDs, insurgent use of such devices meant they continued as a focus area.  

The unit also recognized that asymmetric threats were not only the province of the 

enemy—sometimes the Army itself did things benefitting the enemy.  Three efforts 

conducted early in Mis’ command reflected the broad range of AWG activities and the 

group’s ability to consider DTLOMPF elements in executing the mission.  Two of these 

initiatives are particularly noteworthy—the Soldier Load Program (SLP) and the 

evaluation of the Army’s camouflage uniforms and their battlefield impact, which 

demonstrated the AWG’s ability to identify self-generated threats within the Army. The 

third, countering the Al-Said air defense system, showcased the AWG’s ability to 

develop comprehensive solutions to threats posed to both ground and air units.27 

 The SLP reflected fundamental changes in how soldiers equipped themselves for 

battle.  In The Soldier’s Load and the Mobility of a Nation, Brigadier General S. L. A. 

Marshall observed the modern American soldier “is as heavily burdened as the soldier of 

1000 years B.C.”28 Marshall’s work reflected campaigns ranging from ancient Greece to 

World War II.  He noted that the GIs who came ashore on Normandy’s beaches in June 

1944 bore an average of 80 pounds of equipment, ammunition, clothing, and rations.  The 
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infantryman of Korea frequently saw his load reduced by the Korean Service Corps and 

its 75,000 laborers—the vast majority of whom spent their days carrying required 

supplies up the peninsula’s steep mountains in return for clothing, food, lodging, and a 

small salary.  Vietnam saw a return to loads of approximately 80 pounds for combat 

soldiers—sometimes more depending on the soldier’s weapon or duty position. Carrying 

such heavy loads reduced soldier effectiveness, but the load seemed the unsolvable 

problem.  Reducing equipment weight only meant the soldier carried more water or 

ammunition.  The fundamental dynamics of the problem remained unchanged as the 

Army entered the Global War on Terrorism. 29 

 For soldiers in Afghanistan, the problem of weight only increased.  New 

equipment, such as night-vision goggles and ground positioning system receivers, also 

came with heavy batteries.  The bigger problem, however, lay in part of the Army’s 

response to snipers and IEDs: body armor. From its introduction late in World War II, 

body armor continuously evolved.  The Korean War saw World War II’s twelve-pound 

aluminum plates give way to laminates and nylon.  By Vietnam, layers of ballistic nylon 

provided all protection in a vest weighing approximately eight pounds.  By the Persian 

Gulf War, nine pounds of Kevlar replaced nylon. By the early 2000s, the latest thing in 

self-protection lay in ceramic plates sandwiched between Kevlar layers, a system known 

as improved body armor (IBA).  This system offered much better protection and included 

Kevlar attachments to protect the groin and upper arms.  All this protection came at a 

high cost in weight—the system of plates and carrier weighed between 16 and 33 pounds.  

The weight of the armor was in addition to the other items the soldier carried.  In contrast 
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to the heavily equipped infantryman, the Taliban insurgent carried little more than a 

weapon and ammunition.  This disparity meant the insurgent enjoyed a tremendous 

advantage over his opponent in tactical mobility.  The soldier might fly or ride to a point 

on the battlefield, but after exiting the aircraft or vehicle, he was a heavy, cumbersome 

actor enjoying little mobility.  He could find the enemy, and he might fix the enemy, but 

the heavy loads he carried impeded every effort to finish off the enemy. 30 

 Retired Sgt. Maj. Jose Gordon was one of the operational advisors tasked with 

considering the issue for the AWG.  Unlike many other group members, Gordon did not 

have a Special Forces background.  A non-commissioned officer who had spent most of 

his career with the Ranger regiment, he retired from the U.S. Military Academy’s 

Department of Military Instruction in 2003.  Gordon’s active duty experience included 

two combat parachute assaults—one in Grenada and one in Panama.  He made his 

Grenada jump as a member of the Ranger’s jump clearing team.  This specialized 

element maintained responsibility for clearing an airfield of obstacles to facilitate the 

entry of follow-on forces.  Gordon’s subsequent service with the 1st Ranger Battalion 

included duties as a master breacher and as an assault team leader.  He was a leader who 

understood the challenges of managing the competing requirements of a soldier’s load.31   

To become better familiar with the dynamics of the load problem in Afghanistan, 

Gordon embedded with two different units: the 173rd Airborne Brigade and the 3rd 

Brigade, 1st Infantry Division. Gordon found the fundamental issue was one of leaders 

properly identifying and mitigating risk.  In many portions of Afghanistan’s Logar 

province where these two units operated, the terrain itself provided adequate protection, 
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or cover, for soldiers moving about the area.  This realization provided a crucial element 

in managing a soldier’s load. 32 

Retraining commanders to reevaluate how they considered terrain allowed them 

to change a soldier’s load.  In eliminating the need for IBA, commanders significantly 

reduced load weights and restored a much higher level of tactical mobility and agility to 

their soldiers. The problem of the soldier’s load illustrates several points.  The first is that 

while the Army thought it addressed all the elements of DTLOMPF when it fielded IBA, 

it did not entirely do so.  The second is that while commanders considered the terrain, 

they did not fully consider the relationship between the soldier, the equipment, and the 

environment.  Third, it showed that commanders tended to view IBA as the optimum 

solution for soldier protection, even when it was not.  In identifying the issue and 

solution, the AWG provided a straightforward solution to a vexing problem.  Equally 

important, the solution (consider terrain’s impact) was one that leaders could apply in any 

tactical situation.  Fourth, it demonstrated that the enemy did not present all 

asymmetries—the Army’s solutions to its problems could sometimes generate them as 

well.  Ironically, the technical solutions employed to improve soldier performance could 

impede it.  Finally, it proved that not all solutions needed to be materiel-based: changes 

in thinking could create effective solutions.  

The evaluation of camouflage stemmed from Department of the Army uniform 

decisions beginning in 1990 with the replacement of the then-seldom seen six-color 

desert camouflage uniform issued to most soldiers deploying to the Persian Gulf during 

Operation Desert Shield with a three-color version.  This new pattern offered good 
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concealment in the deserts of Southwest Asia but was unacceptable for wear in temperate 

or forested regions.  The Army thus had two completely different camouflage uniforms—

woodland and desert—and bore the costs of producing and maintaining them.  To resolve 

this problem, the Army sought what it termed a “universal camouflage pattern” (UCP).  

Conceptually, this pattern would work equally well in forested, desert, and urban areas.  

Ideally, it would also improve concealment from image intensification devices.  Such a 

uniform would allow the service to issue and maintain a single combat uniform series.  

After testing in 2003 and early 2004, the Army approved a UCP uniform later that year.  

It consisted of a “digital pattern” comprised of small squares of light sage and medium 

olive green over a khaki background.  This represented a radical departure from prior 

Army camouflage.  The UCP proved an effective pattern—in a very narrowly defined set 

of environments.  For most of Afghanistan, Europe, and the tropics, it proved remarkably 

unsuitable.  Rather than concealing the soldier, it tended to increase his/her visibility.  In 

Afghanistan, this gave insurgents one of the battlefield’s greatest gifts: time.  Time to 

run, time to hide, or, time to fight.  In contrast, American soldiers faced an opponent who 

lacked a uniform and who most often appeared no different from the many non-

combatants found on the battlefield.  Under such circumstances, time conveyed a 

significant tactical advantage.  In addition to conveying a time advantage, the uniform 

also simplified target acquisition and engagement.  The uniform just did not work over 

much of the country.  In response to both complaints from soldiers and congressional 

pressure, the Army sought to determine the best camouflage pattern possible for wear in 

Afghanistan and similar environments.  With members of the Program Executive Office-

Soldier (the agency responsible for uniform design and procurement), the AWG 
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identified camouflage elements best suited to Afghanistan’s diverse conditions.  This 

resulted in a new uniform that performed successfully not only in Afghanistan but also in 

many other regions. 33 

 In August 2009, the AWG released an information paper for maneuver brigades 

detailing countermeasures for the Al-Sadid improvised anti-aircraft system.  The highest 

casualty producing events in Iraq stemmed from the loss of troop-carrying helicopters, 

most notably the large CH-47 Chinook and smaller UH-60 Blackhawk.  Recognizing the 

need for such aircraft to operate in forward areas in the event of conflict against the 

Soviet Union, the Army invested millions of dollars in developing aircraft survivability 

equipment (ASE) and the tactics needed to protect against various hazards.  Soviet air 

doctrine emphasized an integrated air defense combining radar-guided guns with infra-

red guided missiles augmented by the heavy machine guns of tanks and armored 

personnel carriers.  The doctrine also called for linking all air defense weapons to allow 

the massing of fires on targets either in transit or in battle positions (the locations from 

which attack helicopters would fire their guns and missiles).34   

Army doctrine called for using ASE to “spoof” enemy missiles either by jamming 

controlling radars or creating false targets for the guidance systems.  This doctrine also 

mandated the suppression of enemy air defense (SEAD).  SEAD meant using field 

artillery, missiles, or electronic attack to destroy, dislocate, or degrade air defense 

weapons before Army aircraft entered their engagement ranges.  A generation of Army 

aircrews and staffs rehearsed these methods and most units were proficient in planning 

and executing SEAD.35 
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 In contrast, Al-Sadid sought to engage Army aircraft not with missiles or guns, 

but with IEDs rigged to detonate when aircraft were most vulnerable—while they were 

about to land.  Standard ASE did not affect IEDs.  The placement of anti-aircraft 

weapons in densely populated areas meant SEAD was not possible without inflicting 

casualties that would undermine counter-insurgency objectives.  This development meant 

the Army’s well-rehearsed (and expensive) protective measures were ineffective.  In 

identifying countermeasures that extended beyond the aircraft cockpit and included 

elements of the ground maneuver force, the AWG reduced the overall effectiveness of the 

Al-Sadid.36   

All these actions took place early in Mis’ command and had roots in AWG 

initiatives originated under Bob Shaw.  Significantly, Mis both understood what was 

taking place and took virtually no action to change them.  This decision did not reflect 

any disengagement on Mis’ part.  Instead, it demonstrated his satisfaction with the 

activities taking place.  These products sent a signal to the AWG’s membership: there 

would not be any “tactical pause” owing to changed leadership.  Members of the 

command appreciated Mis’ confidence in their ability to meet requirements.  

Communicating this message internally was as important as communicating it to the 

Army at large.  Inevitably, a change of command brings about some changes, but the 

unit’s demonstrated performance meant these need not be sweeping.  Changes would take 

place, but they would reflect new requirements rather than fundamentally new 

approaches. 
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The year 2010 brought about another leadership change in the AWG as Command 

Sgt. Maj. Devens relinquished his position to Command Sgt. Maj. Mike Akridge.  

Akridge was a career Special Forces soldier and among the first non-commissioned 

officers assigned to the AWG. He found the AWG appealing as it kept him in an 

operational assignment after completing a tour as a Special Forces “A Team” sergeant—

the team’s senior enlisted soldier.  Having completed multiple deployments as an 

operational advisor as the AWG first established itself meant he possessed a first-hand 

understanding of both how units received AWG support and their concerns. His 

experiences as an operational advisor, coupled with his knowledge of the more unusual 

aspects of the AWG mission, gave him a firm understanding of the unit and how he could 

best support it as the senior enlisted soldier. 37  

 As the year unfolded, an additional action reflected the AWG’s ability to conduct 

operations at extended distances.  Army leadership always envisioned the AWG having 

benefits extending beyond the Army and contributing to the efforts of the joint, 

interagency (all US military and other US government agencies) or combined force.  In 

2009, the unit advised the Colombian military in its efforts against the Fuerzas Armadas 

Revolucionarias de Colombia, better known as the “FARC.”  This success enhanced the 

AWG’s credibility within the Army.38   

 One of several anti-government groups that had waged an ongoing insurgency 

against the Colombian government since the early 1960s, the FARC was the best 

organized and most active.  Its successes had forced the Colombian military and National 

Police to devote enormous resources to defeat it.  Compounding the issue of insurgent 
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movements were the drug cartels whose violence also compelled decisive government 

action.  These requirements established a military culture receptive to asymmetric 

thinking and responses to the challenges faced.  Arguably a leader in asymmetric 

thinking, Colombia nevertheless requested and received support from the AWG starting 

in 2010.  Operational advisors assisted in analyzing a changing problem set.  Instead of 

focusing on capabilities gaps as those were known and understood, the advisory 

examined the “seams” of the gaps—that nebulous area between clearly defined 

capabilities and deficiencies from which new threats emerged.  Included in this were the 

conceptual lessons of the SLP and camouflage evaluation programs and how friendly 

actions could concurrently generate new problems or threats.  Also included were lessons 

learned from the American experiences in Southwest Asia and elsewhere.39   

On November 4, 2011, the Colombian military killed FARC military commander 

Guillermo Vargas, better known as Alfonso Cano.  Credit for this action rightfully 

belongs to the Colombian Joint Special Operations Command.  It is interesting, however, 

to note that after years of pursuing Cano, actual success followed the AWG-Colombian 

Army engagement.40 

Reassigning the AWG from the Army Staff to a Permanent Command 

 While the AWG demonstrated the soundness of its organizational and operational 

concept and its ability to perform its mission, the question of just where to permanently 

place the organization within the Army remained open.  With the transitions in senior 

Army leadership, not everyone who came into power believed in the need for the AWG 

as a separate unit and one of them possessed a great deal of clout within the Army—the 
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Vice Chief of Staff, General Chiarelli By September of 2010, Chiarelli concluded the 

Army did not require the AWG as a stand-alone organization.  This opinion led him to 

recommend the unit’s deactivation to General Casey.  Some AWG members and Special 

Forces officers, including Mis, believed Chiarelli disliked the AWG owing to its Special 

Operations origins and his incorrect assessment of the unit as a Special Operations 

organization.  Instead, Chiarelli’s attitudes towards the unit reflected a far more 

sophisticated perspective. He believed in keeping the AWG’s functions by transferring 

them to already existing commands. In theory, such an approach would retain the AWG’s 

perceived essential elements—providing operational advisors and providing a broader 

understanding of threat across the Army—without the personnel, fiscal, administrative, 

and logistical burdens of a separate organization.  Implicit in this was oversight by 

individuals with a more conventional perspective towards military operations.  Chiarelli’s 

assessment profoundly affected the AWG for several months by initiating a series of 

actions by the Army Staff, the AWG itself, and, most significantly, the Department of the 

Army Secretariat.  For Jim Mis, the next few months of his command would be stormy 

ones. 41 

 On September 20, 2010, General Casey ordered the AWG’s deactivation.  Over 

several days, the Army G-3/5/7 Operations staff developed a basic plan per Casey’s 

decision and Chiarelli’s guidance.  The early briefing slides prepared to communicate this 

plan are important because they captured the four major issues associated with the unit, 

irrespective of its status as active or inactive.  These issues were the unit’s mission, its 

mission essential task list (METL), its construction budget, and its operational budget.  
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The mission and METL’s import lay in identifying the functions that the Army would 

have to migrate to other units.  The construction budget was relevant since the Army had 

to decide if it needed to sustain those projects authorized but not yet started, and how it 

would either manage or repurpose completed projects, or those on the verge of 

completion.  The operational budget was important because it included over 

$138,000,000 distributed among contracting, Operations and Maintenance—Army 

(OMA), and Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO) funds. There are strict restrictions 

on how the Army may spend its funds.  To prevent improper expenditures, the Army 

identifies funds by their specific accounts.  The Army could thus take AWG OMA or 

OCO funds and apply them against other authorized OMA or OCO requirements.  As for 

contracting budgets, the Army’s money managers took a close look at every dollar and its 

use.  Indeed, it was Cody’s decision to initially take OMA funds from other units to stand 

up the AWG that caused some of the early institutional resentment the AWG 

encountered. 42 

The METL identified seven discrete tasks, one of which (conduct command and 

control) was common to virtually all Army units, and six reflecting the AWG’s unique 

operational and organizational concept and task organization.  Commanders develop their 

unit METL and do not prioritize tasks; thus, there is no significance in their listed order.  

The AWG METL included: 

• Supporting force commanders by advising and assisting forces both in the United 

States and overseas to reduce vulnerabilities and close capability gaps. 
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• Deploying forces globally to assess threat and friendly interactions to identify 

offensive and defensive countermeasures to defeat threats. 

• Identify, develop, and disseminate both material and non-material solutions for 

full spectrum (offensive, defensive, stability and civil support) operations. 

• Assist in integrating material and non-material solutions for full spectrum 

operations, assist in Army innovation and adapting the operating force to be more 

agile, versatile, and lethal. 

• Staff the unit through both the selection process and modified personnel 

management system. 43 

If viewed considering the functions of the period’s three major commands—Forces 

Command (FORSCOM), Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), and Army 

Materiel Command (AMC)—the majority of the METL lay within the TRADOC's 

primary responsibilities.  The deployment function was a FORSCOM responsibility.  

Elements of the material solution tasks aligned with AMC’s mission. Properly migrating 

these separate tasks while ensuring effective connections between executors would be an 

essential part of the deactivation plan.  The senior officers who had experience with the 

AWG and who possessed first-hand knowledge of its contributions intuitively understood 

the fundamental problem with breaking the unit apart: the loss of the unity of effort that 

made the AWG a fully functional organization.  As a unit, the AWG was more than just 

the sum of its parts and parceling its missions out amongst multiple commands would not 

provide the Army the same results.44 
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The deactivation timeline was aggressive.  It called for completing the final plan by 

November 29, 2010.  This meant identifying the different organizations that would 

theoretically assume the AWG’s specific responsibilities and then coordinating with them 

to ensure they could accomplish the tasks required to ensure they continued 

uninterrupted.  Most METL tasks reflected both a clear threat identification and training 

component.  Did this mean the task should go to TRADOC and then the Intelligence 

Center of Excellence, or should it go to TRADOC and reside with the Combined Arms 

Center?  Inevitably there are elements of friction in developing plans and that would be 

most evident in allocating AWG tasks.  The plan also called for the unit’s formal 

deactivation on July 1, 2011, with all tasks completed no later than September 30.  The 

July 1 deactivation date coincided with the same day the contract with Wexford expired. 

This timeline both ensured full capability through deactivation without incurring any 

costs associated with prematurely cancelling Wexford’s contract for operational 

advisors.45 

For the AWG, it appeared the handwriting was on the wall.  It would case its colors 

and send them to a warehouse for safekeeping within a year.  The unit would suspend 

recruiting while the Army would cease reassigning military personnel to the unit.  Jim 

Mis would preside over the deactivation and then move on.  Other organizations would 

take over the AWG’s facilities.  

Not every decision by the Army chief of staff, however, is a final one.  Civilian 

control of the service means the Secretary of the Army, in this case, John M. McHugh, 

has the final say on many issues—and the activation or deactivation of units remains 
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within the Secretary’s purview.  Two individuals, Gen. Martin Dempsey and Lieut. Gen. 

Daniel P. Bolger, not only recognized the AWG’s value but advocated for its retention.46 

Dempsey was a career Armor officer with a self-deprecating manner and a penchant 

for singing Irish ballads.  When told Time magazine included him on its list of the 

world’s 100 most influential people, he quipped he “wasn’t even the most influential 

person in my house.”47  A 1974 graduate of West Point, his career reflected the Army’s 

Cold War focus with repeated service in tank or armored cavalry units in Germany and 

the United States.  His first combat tour was as the brigade executive officer of the 3rd 

Armored Division’s 3rd Brigade during the Persian Gulf War.  Later command 

assignments included the 2nd Battalion, 67th Armor; and the 3rd Armored Cavalry 

Regiment.  He then commanded the 1st Armored Division; the Multi-National Security 

and Transition Command in Iraq; and briefly served as commanding general, U.S. 

Central Command before assuming command of TRADOC in 2008.  Dempsey was very 

much of the “Big Five” generation with its major components at the heart of most of his 

assignments.  His strong conventional background did not, however, prevent him from 

appreciating the AWG and its contributions.  Like Chiarelli, he recognized a fundamental 

problem—the unit’s placement directly under an Army staff section.48  

Bolger had replaced Lieut. Gen. Thurman as the Army G-3/5/7 in May 2010 with the 

former’s assignment to command FORSCOM.  Commissioned an Infantry officer after 

graduating the Citadel, Bolger served in both mechanized and air assault infantry 

divisions as well as on the faculty at West Point.  He commanded the 1st Battalion, 327th 

Infantry, 101st Airborne Division (Air Assault), and then the 2nd Brigade of the 2nd 
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Infantry Division in Korea.  Additionally, he held the position of chief of staff of the 2nd 

Infantry Division; commanded the Joint Readiness Training Center at Fort Polk, 

Louisiana; and commanded the 1st Cavalry Division in Iraq.  His professional experience 

was very much within the Army’s mainstream.  Holding a doctorate in history from the 

University of Chicago and the author of several books, Bolger possessed one of the 

Army’s most incisive and insightful minds.  He was a firm believer in the Army and its 

many strengths, but he was also unafraid to point out its shortcomings and he was 

unemotionally critical of poor decisions.  His unquestioned intellectual honesty and 

encyclopedic knowledge of the service made him the ideal choice to replace Thurman.  

Bolger was also part of that cohort of division commanders whose personal experiences 

with the AWG made them believers in the unit, especially the operational advisors who 

accepted the risks of the common soldier.49  

Through late 2010 and into early 2011, both Dempsey and Bolger made a case for 

both moving the AWG from the direct supervision of the G-3/5/7 and its retention on the 

Army’s rolls.  Two arguments formed the core of the retention/reposition argument: the 

AWG’s informing current combat efforts and its assistance in preparing the Army for 

future operations.  Bolger’s frequent meetings with both Secretary McHugh and 

Undersecretary of the Army Joseph Westphal provided periodic opportunities to reiterate 

the value offered by the AWG.  Bolger ensured McHugh understood the AWG filled 

critical military skills gaps in the Army’s conventional forces—and did so at a low cost in 

both human resources and money.  $138,000,000 is a large amount of money for most 

people, but to contextualize the amount, it equated to roughly the cost of five AH-64 
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Apache helicopters or nine M1A2 Abrams main battle tanks.  Viewed through another 

lens, the AWG produced 37 different materiel or non-materiel solutions to asymmetric 

problems in fiscal year 2011 alone—and produced these in considerably less time than 

the standard TRADOC model.  These results were in addition to the training support 

provided units preparing for deployment.  Through these actions, the unit created a cohort 

of advocates—division commanders who saw their soldiers benefit from the training and 

assistance that the unit provided.50   

Secretary of the Army John McHugh came to office by way of Congress.  A 

Republican serving a Democratic administration, McHugh grew up in the shadow of Fort 

Drum, New York, and had previously represented New York’s 23rd Congressional 

District.  His service in the House of Representatives included his co-chairing the Army 

Caucus.  He also served 14 years as a member of the U.S. Military Academy Board of 

Visitors.  These experiences gave him an understanding of the Army, its leaders, and a 

desire to support tactical commanders.  Dempsey’s and Bolger’s advocacy efforts 

prompted McHugh to visit the AWG himself so he could get a sense of the unit and what 

it meant in terms of Army resources.  When informed by Mis of the AWG’s cost, 

McHugh observed the amount represented “budget dust” when viewed as part of the total 

Army budget.  Swayed by such arguments and the AWG’s demonstrated value, McHugh 

directed its retention as an active unit.51   

With the decision to retain the AWG as an active unit made, there remained the 

question of its final positioning.  The original AWG concept called for making the unit 

subordinate to the 20th Support Command (20th SUPCOM).  With the evolution of both 
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the AWG and the 20th SUPCOM, however, this concept no longer made sense.  The 

fundamental problem was the 20th SUPCOM’s overarching mission and its misalignment 

with that of the AWG.52 

 Created in 2004, and subordinate to FORSCOM, the 20th SUPCOM is the Army’s 

consequence management unit for weapons of mass effect.  Known collectively as 

“CBRNE,” these include chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear, and high yield 

explosive devices.  The potential use of such weapons by both state and non-state actors 

represent a unique problem in their ability to not only create significant casualties, but 

also the capacity to render ineffective large portions of essential infrastructure.  The 

Army had significant experience in working with chemical, biological, and radiological 

weapons, but this was within the context of a general war scenario in Europe or Korea.  

The migration of such weapons to non-state actors recast the paradigm for both 

employment and defense and drove the creation of the 20th SUPCOM.53  

 By 2009, the 20th SUPCOM’s organization consisted of three Explosive Ordnance 

Disposal groups of three or four battalions, a separate ordnance company, a chemical 

brigade of four battalions, and an Analytical and Remediation Directorate including both 

a dedicated laboratory and aviation detachment. AWG subordination to the 20th 

SUPCOM made sense if one considered the asymmetric threat as one limited to CBRNE 

weapons and their use.  With an increasingly broad understanding of what constituted 

asymmetric threats, and the need to both advise units and create full-range DTLOMPF 

solutions to threats, it was clear that the AWG-20th SUPCOM relationship was 
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fundamentally problematic.  These problems would only increase as the 20th SUPCOM 

increasingly assumed a role in the homeland security mission.54 

Assigning the AWG to the 20th SUPCOM accomplished the goal of moving it 

from the Army staff to a command.  This same assignment, however, would likely 

degrade the effectiveness of both the 20th SUPCOM and the AWG as both organizations 

tried to execute and control operations that were mostly out of alignment.  Equally 

important was the matter of unit funding.  Subordination to the 20th SUPCOM would also 

likely mean decreased funding for the AWG as the 20th SUPCOM commander would 

allocate resources based on his priorities.  This was hardly a small consideration.  As 

difficult as the decisions were at the strategic level, they were even more so at the tactical 

level (the 20th SUPCOM was a tactical unit) where abstract priorities translated into 

specific tasks and requirements and where leaders more keenly felt the pressures of tight 

budgets.  With assignment to the 20th SUPCOM creating as many—if not more—

problems than it solved, the 20th SUPCOM ceased providing a viable assignment option. 

In 2007, the AAWO once again examined the question of placing the AWG 

within the Army’s force structure.  AAWO considered seven courses of action (COA).  

The first, maintaining the status quo, was manifestly undesirable by keeping the unit 

directly subordinate to the Army staff—something initially intended as a short-term 

action necessary to create the organization.  The second was the original plan—

subordination to the 20th SUPCOM.  The AAWO expressed an additional reservation to 

this idea: decreasing the unit’s ability to “change the culture of the Army” by removing 

from the direct supervision of one of the Army’s most senior leaders.  COA 3 would 
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place the unit under TRADOC, but the authors expressed concerns over TRADOC’s 

ability to manage the AWG’s wartime functions and how well TRADOC would resource 

the unit.  COA 4 called for establishing an Asymmetric Warfare Joint Task Force under 

the supervision of US Joint Forces Command (a command subsequently deactivated) or 

directly under the Office of the Secretary of Defense.  This action would remove the 

Army from any significant role in directing activities while leaving the Army in the 

position of providing personnel.  The fifth COA would establish US Army Special 

Operations Command as the higher headquarters with the noteworthy weaknesses 

residing in the command generally not controlling conventional units and concerns about 

how it would resource AWG requirements.  COA 6 was fundamentally a shell game in 

placing the AWG under the administrative control of the Military District of Washington 

while having the AAWO exercise day-to-day supervision.  Finally, COA 7 called for 

incorporating the AWG, the Rapid Equipping Force, the IED Task Force, and several 

other elements into a single command functioning as a Field Operating Agency to the 

Army G-3/5/7—a situation that General Thurman previously identified as problematic. 

This COA had at its heart the core problem requiring resolution—getting the AWG out 

from under the G-3/5/7.  COA 7 represented the proverbial “throw away” course of 

action. 55   

With most of the AWG’s METL falling in line with TRADOC’s mission, this 

command was its logical home.  While the 2007 AAWO analysis found several 

disadvantages in placing the unit under TRADOC, several changes had taken place by 

2011 with the most significant found in General Dempsey’s assignment of as TRADOC’s 
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Commanding General.  Dempsey appreciated the benefits of the AWG, and sought its 

placement under his aegis.  Dempsey relinquished his command in April 2011.  

Dempsey’s successor, Gen. Robert Cone, shared his views on the AWG.  With 

supportive TRADOC leadership, the most significant disadvantages to assignment under 

the command disappeared.  Secretary McHugh accordingly directed the AWG move from 

the G-3/5/7 to TRADOC in June. With this decision, the G-3/5/7, TRADOC, and the 

AWG worked through the details of the command’s coming change in status. 56 

Continuing Operations and Another Change of Command 

 One of Colonel Mis’ strengths lay in his ability to prioritize his activities and 

workload.  Despite the distractions of imminent deactivation and subsequent reprieve, 

Mis ensured his unit successfully completed its various missions. At the same time, he 

continued efforts to make the AWG better understood to the rest of the Army.  In spite of 

its small size, the unit was busy with personnel seeing frequent deployments.  Between 

2009 and 2011, the number of military personnel deployed to theater or on temporary 

duty in other locations went from roughly 700 days per year to 1,400. This was in 

addition to the high deployment rate for its contracted operational advisors. 57 

 One gains a sense of just how diverse the unit’s efforts were during this period in 

reviewing the subjects of the projects successfully worked and products produced.  These 

included tactical communications transmitters, counter-unmanned aerial vehicle 

techniques, the emerging (and lethal) insider threat, techniques to counter indirect fire, 

ambush awareness, non-lethal vehicle interdiction, inter-agency teaming, route clearance, 

and subterranean warfare.  By the time Mis relinquished command, the AWG could 



  

339 
 

claim credit for almost 60 solutions or products that found their way to the larger Army.  

Not included in this total were additional projects focusing on partners or allies and those 

meant to enhance the AWG’s own capabilities—efforts keeping the unit at the forefront 

of a slowly evolving community of practice. 58 

 As Mis prepared to relinquish command, he could look back on an impressive list 

of wide-ranging accomplishments and a sense of satisfaction in how his unit’s 

performance continuously reinforced the case for its retention.  While he initially had 

concerns about coming under TRADOC, Mis quickly found those dissipating as General 

Cone took the position “you work right here for me.”59  Rather than finding the unit 

subordinated to one of the command’s centers of excellence (the Army’s various 

schools), Mis found his organization retained access to key decision makers.  Such 

availability ensured the funding and support required to both maintain the unit’s high 

standards and safeguard its reputation as an innovative, effective, and customer-focused 

organization capable of improving both a unit’s pre-deployment training and battlefield 

performance.  Innovation was particularly important as it was an element missing from 

much of a unit’s pre-deployment training. 60 

 July 14, 2011, saw the AWG undergo its third change of command as Col. Pat 

Mahaney took possession of the AWG’s colors.  Like Mis, Mahaney was a Special 

Forces officer.  Originally from New York, he commissioned as a Military Police officer 

after graduating from New York University.  After serving an assignment with the 96th 

Civil Affairs Battalion (Airborne), he graduated from the Special Forces officer 

qualification course.  As a Special Forces officer, his assignments included command of 
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Company C, 1st Battalion, 7th Special Forces Group (Airborne), command of the 1st 

Battalion, 7th Special Forces Group (Airborne), and both the operations officer and 

deputy commander of the Combined Forces Special Operations Component Command-

Afghanistan.  Combat and operational assignments included service in Panama, Saudi 

Arabia, Iraq, Afghanistan, Colombia, Peru, Honduras, Ecuador, and El Salvador.  

Mahaney’s background also included service in a Special Mission Unit and on the Joint 

Special Operations Command staff.  He was also a graduate of the Spanish Army’s 

Command and General Staff College, Italy’s Institute for High Defense Studies, and 

completed a master’s degree at Italy’s Universitá degli Studi di Perugia.  Moving into 

command, Mahaney did not have direct experience with the AWG but had knowledge of 

the intent behind its creation going back to his time on the Joint Special Operations 

Command staff while still a major.61 

 As Mis had done before him, Mahaney began his command with a critical look at 

the organization and its existing relationships—to include the one with the Army staff.  

Mahaney recognized the strained relationship between his unit and General Chiarelli.  As 

Mahaney saw the problem, Chiarelli perceived the AWG as operating with a set of 

priorities at odds with his own.  As a result, every contact only reminded Chiarelli of the 

differences and thus provided him a source of irritation.  For Mahaney, fixing this 

relationship was a high priority.  One method employed by Mahaney was frequent face-

to-face meetings with Maj. Gen. Joseph Anderson.  As one of Bolger’s deputies, 

Anderson’s responsibilities including overseeing the AAWO, and thus the AWG.  In 

Mahaney’s meetings with Anderson, he delivered a recurring message: the AWG’s focus 
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lay in supporting the Army’s priorities.  This was not so much a case of doing things 

differently under a new commander as it was a new commander taking steps to ensure 

others possessed a clear understanding of what was going on—essentially a shift in 

messaging.  As a result of these efforts, the relationship between the AWG and Chiarelli 

saw a change in trajectory.  Mahaney believed a deteriorating relationship turned to one 

that was neutral and trending positively.62 

 An important early effort in Mahaney’s command was subterranean warfare.  

These efforts continued work begun under Mis.  One of two major problems that the 

Army faced—the other was the closely related problem of combat in dense urban areas—

subterranean fighting presented a monumental list of tactical problems.  With the 2011 

publication of Field Manual 3-0, Operations, the Army aggregated its myriad tasks into 

six different warfighting functions.  Consisting of mission command, movement and 

maneuver, intelligence, fires, sustainment, and protection, fighting underground stressed 

existing capabilities in all six areas.  Controlling forces was difficult as radios did not 

perform in the same way they did above ground and space-based systems such as the 

global position system became useless.  The narrow tunnels characterizing subterranean 

combat restricted both movement and maneuver.  Intelligence capabilities decayed 

dramatically as most collection systems lost their utility with a reciprocal reliance on 

scouts and observers.  Indirect fires could not materially support forces operating 

underground, and their use on surface targets could significantly imperil the underground 

fight.  Additional protection issues revealed themselves, particularly when operating in 

the tunnels providing such infrastructure as heat, sewage, or chemical pipelines.  
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Sustainment suffered from the competition for limited space and the challenges of 

moving commodities.  Despite the challenges of subterranean fighting, however, a variety 

of state and non-state actors were developing increasingly sophisticated capabilities for 

such combat. 63   

Recognizing the increasing likelihood that Army units would find themselves 

operating in such an environment, the AWG began researching and validating effective 

tactics, techniques, and procedures that units could use underground.  These activities 

included liaison with other government agencies and the military and security forces of 

allied and partner nations.  Communicating the AWG’s efforts in preparing the Army to 

win in such an environment demonstrated the unit’s alignment with Army priorities. 64 

Assignment to TRADOC 

 As the AWG continued its day-to-day activities under its new commander, the 

Army staff completed preparations for transitioning the unit from the G-3/5/7 to 

TRADOC.  On July 11, the Army finalized a memorandum of agreement between the 

AWG and the Rapid Equipping Force, outlining the changes in processes effective with 

the AWG’s new placement.  On July 29, TRADOC presented a briefing to Secretary 

McHugh articulating the command’s concept for command and control of the AWG.  

These, and similar efforts among the staff, worked the details of the AWG’s pending 

change in status.  Late September saw the publication of three significant documents—

two from the Army staff and one from the Secretary of the Army. 65   
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 General Order 2011-06, dated September 21, 2011, directed the AWG’s 

disestablishment as a Field Operating Agency under the G-3/5/7 and its formal 

assignment as a subordinate command of TRADOC effective November 11, 2011.  It 

directed the commanding general of TRADOC, then General Robert Cone, to “all 

authority, direction, and control” of the AWG and for the commanding officer, AWG to 

“report to the Commanding General, TRADOC . . . as he may prescribe.”66  This 

essentially closed what some considered a key communication channel—directly from 

the AWG to the Army’s most senior leadership—with a corresponding loss in the 

leadership’s understanding of the circumstances driving the AWG’s activities.67   

 HQDA EXORD 304-11, “ARMY ASYMMETRIC WARFARE GROUP 

ASSIGNMENT TO THE U.S. ARMY TRAINING AND DOCTRINE COMMAND 

(TRADOC) provided the details of the AWG’s new assignment.  These required no 

changes to the unit’s mission and “no disruption of support to current operations and 

missions.”68  The order also specified two future reporting requirements to the Secretary 

of the Army: a May 11, 2012, “integration status update,” and a May 11, 2013, fully 

staffed “AWG integration plan.”69  The former would inform the Secretary issues and 

opportunities associated with the unit’s new placement.  The latter would provide an 

assessment of the unit’s integration into TRADOC after 18 months.  This reporting date 

provided time to identify issues, develop corrective actions, and then assess them.70 

 On September 23, Secretary McHugh signed a memorandum providing additional 

details on the May 11, 2012, reporting requirement.  This report would include 

recommendations for the AWG’s enduring mission and functions in the future 



  

344 
 

operational environment, and a basis for manning and funding as the conflicts in Iraq and 

Afghanistan drew to a close.  It would include a potential enduring role as an “action 

arm” in maintaining contact with the combatant commands and the training base, and 

realignments in organization and structure to achieve its enduring mission.  McHugh’s 

objective was a plan laying out how the AWG would “remain agile and retain the 

capability to expand rapidly during periods of conflict and grow smaller as mission 

demands abate.” 71  This aligned with some of the key elements of the original 

operational and organizational concept. 

 The publication of the general order, the execution order, and the Secretary of the 

Army memorandum assured the AWG’s continued existence—at least over the near term.  

The only significant action remaining was the formal execution of the orders.  The 

concurrent planning efforts of the TRADOC and Army staffs and the AWG itself ensured 

a smooth uncoupling from the G-3/5/7.  TRADOC published TASKORD IN 1279-212, 

Asymmetric Warfare Group Assignment, to TRADOC on October 6, 2011.  The order’s 

mission statement read “TRADOC receives the AWG as an assigned Table of 

Distribution and Allowances (TDA) organization NLT 11 NOV 2011 in order to enhance 

TRADOC’s ability to execute its core functions and support the Generating and 

Operating Forces while ensuring continuity of current and planned AWG operations.”72  

The order’s intent statement was even briefer: “AWG transitions to TRADOC with no 

interruption of AWG support to current operations and missions” with this language 

mirroring that of the Department of the Army order.73  This tasking order assigned 

specific responsibilities to each of TRADOC’s three deputy commanding generals and 
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coordinating staff sections.  It also identified three Commander’s Critical Information 

Requirements intended to provide the commanding general with immediate visibility of 

any major issues impairing the AWG’s ability to accomplish its mission.  Finally, and 

perhaps most importantly, it codified Cone’s earlier statement to Mis by not assigning the 

AWG to any of TRADOC’s subordinate organizations.  FRAGO (fragmentary order) 1 to 

this order followed on October 14 and identified additional requirements for the Resource 

Management and Safety offices.74   

For all the drama accompanying the decision to move the command to TRADOC, 

the unit did not celebrate the actual transfer itself on November 11, 2011, in any fashion.  

Corresponding to the Veterans Day holiday, Pat Mahaney was home in New York City 

and participating in the city’s annual parade as other unit members celebrated the holiday 

either at home—or deployed in support the Army’s combat units.75  

Conclusions 

 The AWG’s transition under its second and third commanders from the 

supervision of the Army staff to TRADOC reflected just how various individuals viewed 

the unit, its contributions, and its future.  Under Generals Schoomaker and Cody, the 

unit’s future was never in doubt.  As their retirements brought new leaders into position, 

there was no guarantee that would remain the case.  General Casey “saw value in the 

unit” as constituted while General Chiarelli believed other units could take parts of the 

AWG’s various missions.76  Generals Dempsey and Bolger viewed the AWG in the same 

favorable light as Schoomaker and Cody.  More importantly, the Secretary of the Army 

realized the many advantages gained by retaining the AWG and ensured its continued 
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existence.  What made Dempsey and Bolger such strong advocates for the unit were their 

personal experiences with it.  Bolger successfully communicated his belief in the AWG’s 

people and capabilities to Casey and Chiarelli, but more significantly, he influenced 

Secretary McHugh.  The impact of personality on change once again presented itself in 

Bolger’s actions.  The Secretary’s September 23, 2011, memorandum, with its future 

reporting requirements, clarify that McHugh’s interest in the unit lay not in its past 

accomplishments, however laudatory, but in its future.  Aware of the challenges posed by 

surprises in the field, and cognizant of the fact that the larger Army did not seem to have 

the ability to assess and report on emerging asymmetric threats, McHugh wanted an 

agency within the Army capable of doing that.77 

 Placing the unit under TRADOC instead of the 20th SUPCOM illustrates a 

second, if subtler, point.  Senior leaders were uncomfortable with the AWG under the G-

3/5/7 for a variety of reasons, most of them related to questions of resources.  The 

original plan to subordinate the unit to the 20th SUPCOM would have addressed most of 

those concerns, but at a cost to both AWG and 20th SUPCOM capabilities.  Aligning the 

unit under TRADOC reflected the belief that capabilities and not resource questions 

should determine the AWG’s final placement.   

 Under Jim Mis and Pat Mahaney, the AWG successfully built on the foundation 

established by Bob Shaw and Greg Birch.  Mis inherited a functionally sound and 

tactically proficient unit and properly assessed its strengths and weaknesses.  He 

recognized a significant issue—how the unit’s original branding created barriers to the 

Army understanding what the unit was and what it did.  In reorienting the AWG’s image 
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while retaining the unit’s standards, Mis improved the AWG’s ability to perform its 

mission by removing some of the mystery and making more transparent just how the 

AWG could support units both before and during their deployments.  “Normal is a cycle 

of a washing machine” made sense to people who thrived in an environment of constant 

uncertainty and change—the kind of environment that was anathema to most 

conventional soldiers.  “Think . . . Adapt . . . Anticipate” resonated with the larger Army.  

If the original motto captured the typical soldier’s approach to combat the Army would 

not have needed the AWG.  Units would have readily adapted to new battlefield realities 

without outside assistance—and without the high cost of lessons learned in Afghanistan 

and Iraq. 

 If “normal is a cycle on a washing machine” did not resonate with the larger 

Army, it still reflected the AWG’s daily activities.  A review of the products produced 

and solutions provided under Mis and Mahaney shows just how diverse the unit’s work 

was.  The AWG was the only unit in the Army to simultaneously consider the challenges 

of air, ground, and underground operations.  Between July 2009 and November 2011, the 

AWG produced over 70 products. Concurrent with this, the unit’s operational advisors 

maintained training relationships with units in the United States and battlefield ones with 

them in the combat zone.  The latter were highly valued by senior tactical leaders because 

it provided them with insights about the state of their unit’s training and operations 

otherwise unavailable.  These “informal reports” were as important as the handbooks, 

studies, graphic training aids, and material-based solutions the AWG provided to the 

operational Army. 78 
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 Secretary of the Army John McHugh once referred to the AWG’s cost as “budget 

dust.”  In considering the totality of the AWG’s contributions to the Army as a whole, the 

Secretary would have been equally correct to term it “gold dust.”  Small in size, cheap in 

cost, disproportionate in its impact on the Army as a whole, the AWG’s performance 

validated its organizing principles, the skill and dedication of its members, and the 

confidence of the leaders and soldiers who benefitted from its service and advocated for 

its retention. 
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CONCLUSIONS 
 

“Not what to think, but how to think.” 1 
 

Army Asymmetric Warfare Office Annual Review 2007 
 

 
 This chapter highlights the Asymmetric Warfare Group’s history since it joined 

the Training and Doctrine Command in 2011.  It also considers the forces compelling 

change within the Army.  Understanding these forces is necessary to fully understand 

why the Army established the AWG, and how it did so.  The “how” of the AWG is the 

most significant element of the AWG story since it provides a template for the future.  

The Army’s history ultimately only proves one thing: the Army’s peacetime 

establishment is usually not what the Army actually requires in time of war.  The Army’s 

battlefield history is its most exciting, but the history of how the Army changes is the 

most useful if one seeks to understand its structure at any point in time—and how it must 

change to meet real requirements. 

The Asymmetric Warfare Group Since 2011 

 The ten years following the AWG joining the Training and Doctrine Command 

saw significant changes occur within the Army.  One of the most significant involved a 

marked reduction in the American military presence in both Afghanistan and Iraq.  With 

Iraq still incapable of maintaining its own security and Syria suffering a civil war, a 

resurrected Al Qaida created the Islamic State in Iraq and Syria (ISIS).  Through early 

2014, ISIS increased its control over portions of Iraq.  By June, it had seized Mosul, a 

key city in Nineveh Governorate in northern Iraq.  In response, the United States created 

Combined Joint Task Force Inherent Resolve (CJTF-OIR) on October 17, 2014.  The task 
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force’s mission was two-fold.  First, it would defeat ISIS in designated areas of Iraq and 

Syria.  Second, it would establish conditions for follow-on operations establishing greater 

regional stability.  CJTF-OIR emphasized Special Operations Forces, aviation, long-

range precision fires, and Iraqi and Syrian Democratic Forces.  As a practical matter, this 

meant a relatively small number of Americans faced the threats posed by improvised 

explosive devices or snipers.  The smaller presence coupled with the tactical and 

technical lessons learned since 2001, many facilitated by the AWG, meant a marked 

reduction in casualties.2 

 The same period also saw the Army reconsidering the questions of modernization.  

To that end, the Army established a new major command, Army Futures Command 

(AFC), in 2018.  The command’s mission lay in modernizing “the Army for the future” 

by integrating the “future operational environment, threat, and technologies to develop 

and deliver future force requirements, designing future force organizations, and 

delivering materiel capabilities.” 3  To realize this, the command organized “cross-

functional” teams addressing six modernization imperatives.  These included future 

combat vehicles; long-range precision fires; the Army network; vertical lift; air and 

missile defense; and soldier lethality.  While all these had implications for asymmetric 

warfare, the focus of this effort lay in ensuring that the Army could defeat any near-peer 

competitor.  The Army’s self-conceptualization as a new decade dawned returned to what 

it was before September 11, 2001: a force focused on using its soldiers, tanks, guns, and 

helicopters to defeat the enemy’s tanks, guns, and helicopters.4 
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 Also driving the modernization effort was the realization that the Army lacked 

sufficient command and control structure in Europe to face an increasingly aggressive 

Russian regime.  The Cold War drawdown that precipitated a reduction of soldiers in 

Europe underwent a change beginning in April 2014 with the ATLANTIC RESOLVE 

exercise series.  ATLANTIC RESOLVE deployed Army combat and support units to 

Europe for nine-month periods during which they trained with various NATO allies or 

European partners.  By design, these rotations were also information operations and 

demonstrations to Russia that the United States would honor its commitments in Europe.  

To reinforce this point, Poland, Romania, Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, and 

Ukraine made their forces available to train with American combat units.  To provide the 

missing command and control and improve allied integration, the Army reactivated V 

Corps and established a permanent forward command for the corps at Poznań, Poland, in 

November 2020.  Again, the unmistakable focus lay in maintaining the ability to defeat a 

technologically sophisticated opponent.5 

 In the minds of much of the Army’s leadership, the AWG did not align with the 

returning focus on modernization and the threats posed by hostile states fielding large, 

technologically sophisticated armies.  Part of the problem was of the organization’s own 

making: it excelled in accomplishing its mission in Afghanistan and Iraq.  Consequently, 

many on the Army staff came to view the AWG as a no longer needed counter-

insurgency unit.  As a result, Secretary of the Army Ryan McCarthy and Army Chief of 

Staff James McConville decided to deactivate the command and transfer its functions 

across the Army.  Some would move to the Maneuver Center of Excellence at Fort 
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Benning, Georgia, while others would migrate to the newly created Army Futures 

Command.  Army Execution Order 110-20 articulated the plan for the AWG’s 

deactivation.  The first milestone was October 1, 2020, when the command would 

become “non-mission capable.”  This meant the only new activities in which it engaged 

were those associated with its ultimate end: work-in-progress would continue but the 

AWG would not undertake any new projects.  May 13, 2021, saw the casing of the 

AWG’s colors.  The unit’s shoulder-sleeve insignia would remain only on the right 

sleeves of a few--and in the memories of those who benefitted from the AWG’s efforts.  

Finally, on September 30, 2021, the AWG disappeared from the Army’s rolls with the 

retirement of its unit identification code—the computer code that represented its 

bureaucratic heart.6  

Through the AWG’s inactivation, it remained a subordinate element of TRADOC.  

The group’s headquarters still occupied a small complex of buildings near its original 

home in the Fort Meade confinement facility.  Until February 13, 2021, it also maintained 

its state-of-the-art training facility at Fort A. P. Hill.  This included a mix of permanent 

and temporary purpose-specific training sites.  The former consisted of an urban training 

site including multi-story buildings and subterranean infrastructure.  This site contained a 

subway station, complete with rails and discarded subway cars from the Washington 

Metropolitan Area Transportation Authority.  This sophisticated facility enabled the 

testing and validation of tactics, techniques, and procedures for a variety of combat 

scenarios.  It also facilitated the training of both AWG members as well as members of 

other Army and Marine Corps units, along with personnel from other government 
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agencies.  Also included was a more austere subterranean training complex consisting of 

tunnels and galleries of different sizes, shapes, supports, and linings.  Like the urban 

training site, this facilitated the testing, validation, and training of the methods most 

effective in underground combat.  Twenty-first century experience shows such 

environments are increasingly the site of military or security operations.   The realization 

that soldiers would likely fight underground spurred another AWG innovation—locally 

producible tunnel trainers.  These modular structures allow soldiers to practice the unique 

skills underground combat requires.  Several installations now have such training devices 

and units routinely use them to practice tactics and techniques developed by the AWG.7 

 The Army’s capstone doctrine continued to evolve through the AWG’s active 

service.  While most of the Army remained equipped for Air-Land Battle, its new 

doctrinal concept became “multi-domain operations.”  Simply expressed, this meant 

dominating the battlefield on land, sea, air, space, cyber-space, and the electromagnetic 

spectrum.  Concurrent with this, the Army continued expanding its ability to provide 

security assistance training to friendly nations, seeking to improve their ability to operate 

with the Army.   Even as the AWG remained the lead organization for countering 

asymmetric threats, the Army invested heavily in a new approach to assisting partners—

dedicated advisory units.  Termed Security Force Advisory Brigades (SFAB), these units 

would “train, advise, assist, support and liaise with partner forces.”8  Together, the 

doctrine of “multi-domain operations” and the rise of dedicated advisory brigades 

demonstrated the Army was rapidly and decisively turning away from 

counterinsurgency.9   
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 Until 2020, AWG personnel still came from across the Army, from civilian 

government service, and private contractors.  Successful completion of the AWG’s 

selection course remained a requirement for soldiers seeking an assignment.  Conducting 

two selection courses annually, approximately one-third of those applying for service 

with the AWG completed the program and received an invitation to join the unit.  

Demographics changed as the group matured.  As Colonel Shaw preferred, soldiers came 

not only from the Special Operations community, but the larger Army.  Increasingly, 

AWG soldiers were female.  By 2015, the Army had lifted all restrictions on female 

soldiers and allowed them to attend every Army school.  For the AWG, this meant that by 

2018, 5 percent of the unit’s military personnel were female.  Interestingly, the selection 

rate for females was approximately 35 percent, while males achieved an approximate 

selection rate of 30 percent.  Branch assignments and military occupational specialty 

included not only Special Forces, had now included such diverse specialties as Air 

Defense Artillery, Armor, Chemical, Civil Affairs, Medical, Military Intelligence, and 

Ordnance.10   

 Those with ties to the AWG did not welcome the deactivation decision. Col. 

Bob Shaw lamented the loss of a critical capability.  For Shaw, deactivation meant losing 

a unit able to “identify/define the problem . . . create and test the tactical or technical 

solutions . . . and get the solutions to the units in contact with training and follow through 

into Army doctrine.”11  The AWG not only did this, it did so much more quickly than the 

standard approaches to doctrine or materiel development.  Col. Jim Mis was similarly 

disappointed.  As he observed, “the AWG was formed in a time of crisis so that our 
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Army . . . could rapidly learn, adapt, and innovate to save the lives of soldiers . . . help 

them win on the battlefield.  The deactivation of the AWG leaves a gap that destines our 

Army to repeat the failures of the past with its Soldiers ultimately being the ones who 

will pay a high price.”12  Col. Pat Mahaney observed that “even with the current focus on 

Great Power Competition, many strategic leaders within the Army are overlooking the 

fact that our competitors are overwhelmingly most likely to continue to use asymmetric, 

irregular and hybrid approaches.”13 

 The Army recognized the AWG’s contributions to the fights in Afghanistan and 

Iraq in 2015 by awarding it the Army Superior Unit Award (ASUA) for its operations 

from November 1, 2011, through August 22, 2013.  What makes this award particularly 

interesting are the details of the accompanying citation.  These noted: “(T)he cited unit 

demonstrated the ability to innovate and accomplish a mission unique to their 

organization alone. The unit was second to none in their support of Army and Joint 

Commands global and rapid solutions development. The unit enhanced Soldier 

survivability, combat effectiveness, and enabled the defeat of current and emerging 

threats in support of Unified Land Operations.”14   

The citation’s language was consistent with that required for an award of the 

Meritorious Unit Commendation.  The AWG, however, was ineligible for such an award 

as its headquarters remained in the United States.  In conferring the ASUA, the Army 

formally recognized the vision of Generals Schoomaker and Cody and the work of 

Colonel Shaw, Command Sgt. Maj. Birch, and their successors in creating and sustaining 

a highly specialized unit with disproportionate impact for its size. 15   
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Considering the Forces of Change 

The AWG’s history illustrates several complementary themes.  The two most 

important are the distribution of power within the Army, specifically between transient 

senior leadership and the enduring bureaucracy, and the influence of self-

conceptualization.  Other themes include the inertia inherent (particularly evident in the 

Program Objective Memorandum, or POM) in the Army’s organization and the 

implications of organizational leadership.  In On War, Carl von Clausewitz described war 

“as a fascinating trinity . . . composed of violence, hatred, and enmity (passion), the play 

of chance and probability . . . an instrument of policy, which makes it subject to pure 

reason (politics).”16  Clausewitz continued by noting the task was to “develop a theory 

that maintains a balance between these three tendencies . . . like an object suspended 

between three magnets.”17  The metaphor of “suspension between magnets” could 

describe change within the Army.  In this case, the magnets are internal forces (contained 

within the service), controllable external forces (those over which the Army effectively 

exerts some influence or control), and uncontrollable external forces (those over which 

the Army exerts little or no influence or control) (Figure 2). 
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Figure 2.  Forces mediating change within the Army 

These three magnets, however, are not static.  Instead, they are subject to multiple 

internal pressures determining their behaviors, and thus their influence.  Foreign 

interaction and emerging threats represent the greatest of these shaping “uncontrollable 

external forces.”  Presidential directives, Department of Defense policy, and directives 

from the Joint Chiefs of Staff profoundly shaped “controllable external forces.”  

Pressures affecting the “internal forces” magnet include self-conceptualization, 

bureaucratic processes, leadership, institutional norms, branch parochialism, tribal 

culture, and soldier acceptance.  All these components affected the AWG’s creation, 

growth, and ultimate transition to the Training and Doctrine Command.  Looking at the 

AWG (both its elements and its duration) provides insight into what magnets and 
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associated internal forces proved most influential as the Army adjusted to new battlefield 

realities in the wake of September 11, 2001.   

Implications—Uncontrollable External Forces 

 The most significant of these pressures were the emerging threat of new weapons 

and their proliferation and foreign interaction.  While elements of both the Joint Staff and 

the Army recognized the threat posed by non-state actors, the implications associated 

with this threat never led to its occupying a place of primacy in either the Department of 

Defense or the service prior to 2001.  Occupying greater attention were the Army’s 

modernization efforts and its overseas operations.  Seemingly never-ending peacekeeping 

or humanitarian assistance operations began with Kurdish Iraq and continued through 

Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, Rwanda, Kosovo, and the Sinai.  These operations proceeded 

against the backdrop of an ongoing presence in Kuwait as a check on military action by 

Iraq.18   

 In retrospect, the attack on the U.S.S. Cole and the bombings of the Khobar 

Towers in Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, and the American embassies in Kenya and Tanzania 

should have led to a reprioritization of threats by both the Department of Defense and the 

Army.  As a practical matter, however, there was no political appetite for large-scale 

operations to eliminate the threats posed by non-state actors.  This condition existed not 

only in the United States but in countries capable of assisting American efforts and in the 

failing/failed states harboring such actors.  To the extent that the United States took 

action against those suspected of terrorist actions, it restricted the action to strikes by 

precision weapons that theoretically allowed engagement without the risk of actual 
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commitment.  A famous metaphor describes the traditional “ham and eggs” breakfast: the 

chicken is involved while the pig is committed.  Until September 11, 2001, there was 

tepid national policy interest in playing the role of the chicken—and none in playing the 

role of the pig.  Employing such a strategy meant there was no real need to create 

additional capabilities within the Army to resolve the complex problems associated with 

defeating an opponent whose structure or methods did not align with the service’s 

existing capabilities.   

 Technological change is also important.  The Army cannot control how potential 

adversaries respond to advances in military or associated technology.  A variety of factors 

influence how different countries respond to technological advances.  These include their 

own perceptions of the strategic environment, their capacity to invest in technological 

advances, and the self-conceptualization of their own military forces.   

Implications—Controllable External Forces 

 The Army cannot exercise sole control over such external forces, but it does have 

the ability to influence them.  The Army’s position within the Department of Defense 

allows it to inform policies, the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan, and Joint Chiefs of Staff 

directives.  While not positioned to directly participate in crafting the National Security 

Strategy, presidential directives, or congressional action, the Army indirectly informs 

them.  The Army’s Office of Congressional Legislative Liaison (OCLL) provides direct 

engagement with senators and congresspersons and thus can communicate concerns on a 

variety of issues.  Under the provisions of the 1947 National Security Act and its 1949 

amendments, council membership includes the Secretary of Defense and the chairman of 
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the Joint Chiefs of Staff and these provide the conduit for Army concerns.  Presidential 

directives are the most difficult for the Army to influence, but again the Secretary of 

Defense and the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff provide a means of expressing 

departmental positions.19 

Implications—Internal Forces: Bureaucratic Processes 

 Where power resides within the Department of the Army is an issue almost as old 

as the service itself.  The modern bureaucracy’s historical roots extend back to the War 

Department’s earliest days and the hiring of civilian clerks to fill a variety of 

administrative posts.  By 1817, requirements reached the point where Secretary of War 

John C. Calhoun introduced the bureau system placing a combination of senior officers 

and civilians into offices possessing significant institutional power. The tensions between 

the bureaus and the commanding general (later the chief of staff) created the sort of 

institutional infighting familiar to many in today’s Army.  How much (or how little) 

power a senior leader will exert reflects directly on his ability to influence the 

bureaucracy effectively.  General Shinseki’s tenure as Army chief of staff witnessed the 

creation of the Stryker brigades and the introduction of the Rapid Equipping Force.  

Generals Schoomaker and Cody succeeded in bending existing structures and processes 

more dramatically to create the IED Task Force and the AWG.  They then succeeded in 

sustaining the REF and AWG and reconstituting critical elements of the IED Task Force 

after the formal organization migrated to the Joint Staff as the Joint IED Defeat 

Organization (JIEDDO).  In doing so, they provided an example of organizational 

behavior validating two of Benjamin Jensen’s arguments in Forging the Sword: 
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Doctrinal Change in the U.S. Army: the powers of bureaucracy and personality in 

mediating bureaucratic power.  Their success in doing this lay in Schoomaker clearly 

expressing what he wanted as the outcome—and providing Cody the freedom to realize 

it.  It also lay in Cody providing unambiguous guidance, placing individuals in positions 

to effectively engage the bureaucracy (to include forcing significant changes in business 

practices when necessary), and maintaining an exceptionally high level of personal 

involvement in every aspect of the AWG’s creation.  This combination of personality, 

vision, and engagement ensured the outcome Schoomaker and Cody desired.  Similarly, 

their replacement with individuals possessing a differing vision consigned the AWG to 

the Army’s long list of inactive units.20 

 The AWG story also illustrates the powerful inertia produced by the bureaucracy 

and its processes.  Many elements of the bureaucracy serve as brakes on progress and 

innovation, but the most powerful is the Program Objective Memorandum (POM).  The 

POM process requires committing funding, the service’s lifeblood, in five-year 

increments.  While mechanisms exist to change the POM when circumstances warrant, 

the reality is the actual changes, as a percentage of the Army’s budget, are relatively 

small—budget line allocations contain reductions representing small percentages with 

premature eliminations occurring infrequently.  This approach is not necessarily a bad 

thing.  By requiring the Army to think ahead, the service finds it must think as rationally 

as possible to glean the best possible returns on the funds allocated.  The POM provides a 

necessary brake against momentary passions or unrealistic expectations associated with 

emerging technologies or concepts.  For all its drawbacks, the POM still represents the 
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best way to force the Army to think before it spends, particularly when the dollar 

amounts can reach the billions.   

 The POM historically casts a long shadow over the Army.  Codifying the one 

essential resource—funding—multiple actors covet its provisions and seek to either 

attack or defend its contents.  The AWG’s unusual initial placement under the G-3/5/7 

reflected this fact, as did its final placement under TRADOC.  For Cody, it was essential 

that the AWG not fall prey to bureaucratic or organizational predation by actors believing 

they could better utilize the AWG’s funding by applying it to other programs or units.  

General Cody ultimately achieved two victories of the bureaucracy with the creation of 

the AWG: creating the unit and preventing it from dying in the proverbial crib by others 

reallocating its funding.  

 In opposition to the POM, stood the Army Strategic Planning Board (ASPB), later 

renamed the Army Requirements and Resources Board (AR2B).  Created by Cody, this 

board imparted the dynamism necessary for the Department of the Army to favorable 

affect operations in the field.  The agility missing from the POM came from the 

ASPB/A2RB.  Those actors whose institutional positions or programs suffered seldom 

appreciated such agility.  It was essential, however, if the Army staff was to enable rather 

than disable units fighting a global war.  

 If “global war” sounds hyperbolic, consider the disposition of Army forces 

during this period, which involved combat operations in Afghanistan, the Horn of Africa, 

and Iraq.  In addition, soldiers engaged in peacekeeping operations in Bosnia, Kosovo, 

and the Sinai; peace enforcement on the Korean peninsula; and training to allies 
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conducting counter-insurgency operations in the Philippines, Thailand, and Colombia.  

Routine approaches were woefully insufficient in providing the units, equipment, and 

training required to execute these missions. 

 The POM and ASPB/AR2B, however, represent only two implements in the 

bureaucracy’s toolbox.  The DTLOMPF construct provides another.  The DTLOMPF 

elements fall across the Army’s staff and major commands and each element represents 

multiple bureaucratic components.  Doctrine, training, leader development, and 

organization are inherent responsibilities of both TRADOC and the Army staff.  Materiel, 

facilities, and personnel have legs in TRADOC, the Army Materiel Command (AMC), 

and, since 2018, the Army Futures Command (AFC).     

Additionally, they also have elements falling under not only the G-3/5/7 but also 

the Army’s G-1 (Personnel) and G-4 (Logistics).  Depending on the function considered, 

the G-2 (Intelligence), G-6 (Communications), chief of engineers, provost marshal 

general, surgeon general, judge advocate general, the director of the Army National 

Guard, the chief of the Army Reserve, or even the chief of chaplains may play a role.  

The Army’s various service component commands and direct reporting units (those 

reporting directly to the Army chief of staff) are also involved.  The former includes such 

diverse organizations as the Army Special Operations Command, the Army Space and 

Missile Defense Command, the Army Cyber Command, and the Surface Deployment and 

Distribution Command.  The Intelligence and Security Command, the Network 

Enterprise Command, the Army Medical Command, and the Criminal Investigation 

Division Command are examples of the latter.  Finally, the Army’s Forces Command 
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plays a role.  While the most common portrayal of all these elements is a line-and-block 

chart showing vertical relationships, a functional portrayal depicts the horizontal 

relationships as well.  It would thus resemble a spider’s web: touching it in one location 

transmits vibrations across the broader web.  All these entities possess bureaucratic 

structures, and these locations are where the web’s vibrations most often resonate: a 

proposed doctrinal change from the Intelligence Center of Excellence at Fort Huachuca, 

Arizona, could involve TRADOC, AFC, AMC, the G1, the G2, the director of the Army 

National Guard and the chief of the Army Reserve. 

In the years since its creation, the AWG achieved a degree of institutional and 

organizational maturity.  This growth placed it entirely within the institutional Army’s 

bureaucratic structure. Unlike its earliest years, it no longer received its funding by 

pulling money from other organizations or programs. Fully embedded in the Army, the 

AWG possessed an identified funding line and went through the POM process like the 

rest of the service.  No longer a direct reporting agency to an Army staff element, it relied 

on TRADOC and its bureaucratic muscle when institutional battles required such action.   

 There is another facet of the Army’s bureaucracy evident in the AWG’s 

creation—the flexibility to reach outside the Army when circumstances warrant to solve 

problems beyond its organic capacity.  The institutional Army could not develop the 

Operational and Organizational Concept providing the road map for building and 

employing the AWG.  One solution to the problem resided in developing the required 

skills within the Army.  This would require reassigning the few officers possessing the 

required experience from other critical assignments.  The second was in exploiting 
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outside expertise.  In opting for the second solution, the use of contractors, the Army’s 

bureaucracy saved a tremendous amount of time, capitalized on hard-won experience, 

and ensured the unit retained the flexibility required to remain effective.  One of the 

paradoxes of the Army’s bureaucratic structures is that while they fundamentally induce 

inertia, they sometimes act as an accelerating force.  Fundamentally rigid, the structures 

nevertheless possess enough suppleness to change in the presence of active and engaged 

leadership—something both Schoomaker and Cody provided--and exigent circumstance. 

      “Buy, try, decide” also had significant bureaucratic implications. In granting 

the AWG the ability to consider and acquire items, the Army tacitly recognized the 

problems inherent in its standard materiel acquisition model.  Reduced to its core 

elements, this model consisted of centers or schools associated with each of the Army’s 

subordinate branches. These centers or schools had a staff of combat developers who 

identified future requirements and who then initiated the process for procurement.  This 

process included creating the request for proposal, determining a provider, testing the 

provided item, determining if the provided item met service requirements through a long 

test and evaluation process, and then acquiring the item.  As this process played out, the 

center or school prepared both the doctrine for employment and the training plan. 

Concurrent with this, the Army determined the units and locations receiving the item.  

When completed, the equipment, doctrine, training, and fielding plans addressed all the 

DTLOMPF elements and provided the Army with the item desired along with the 

capability to employ it fully. 
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   In granting the AWG “buy, try, decide” authority, the Army, in effect, 

transferred some of a center or school’s responsibilities to a unit not subordinate to that 

center or school. Equally important, it provided the unit the ability to operate across 

branch lines. Stated another way, the AWG focused on the Army while the centers or 

schools focused on specific branches.  Linking “buy, try, decide,” to the AWG to REF 

had an additional effect: a marked compression of time. Where the standard model could 

sometimes play out over many years, the AWG could go from idea to test to initial 

procurement in months.  Granting the AWG this authority created the agility necessary to 

counter the diverse threats soldiers faced in the Global War on Terror.  The AWG 

prevented the Army from recreating the failures of the Vietnam War’s TELACS and 

XM-2 Personnel Detector Set (introduction).  The unit also largely eliminated the need 

for units to subvert the Army’s bureaucracy to find solutions to their problems as was the 

case in prior conflicts.  One can argue that “Hillbilly armor” was the Iraq War equivalent 

of the Vietnam War’s artillery firing platforms, but its development and use pre-dated 

(and helped spur) the AWG’s creation. 

Implications—Internal Forces: Self-Conceptualization 

The influence of self-conceptualization is also clearly apparent in the AWG story.  

The events of September 11, 2001, came at a critical time in the Army’s history.  For 

several years, three currents dominated the Army.  The first was recognizing the need to 

re-develop a force optimized for a then non-existent threat as the Soviet Union faded into 

history.  The second was recognizing the military potential of the cyber domain.  

Together, these provided the focus for long-term modernization.  The third was the 
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realities of a force locked into peacekeeping and peace enforcement missions in the 

Balkans and elsewhere. 

The Army’s major equipment items -- the “Big Five”— reflected perceptions of 

Soviet-led military power and the requirements of battle in central Europe.  These 

systems--and the soldiers who employed them--demonstrated the ability to dominate the 

battlefield in southwest Asia in 1991.  That same combat experience also identified some 

significant limitations with these systems.  Compounding this was the effect of the post-

Cold War drawdown of forces.  The Army’s 1990 order of battle (the forces then 

available) consisted of eighteen combat divisions on active duty in the Regular Army, 

with an additional ten divisions active in the Army National Guard.  By 1996, this 

number decreased to ten Regular Army Divisions and eight Army National Guard 

divisions.  Concurrently, the Army eliminated a corps headquarters and the associated 

combat, combat support, and combat service support units.  The Army's fundamental 

mission had not changed, but the resources available were both markedly reduced and not 

necessarily optimized for a different political and military environment.21   

The post-Cold War period saw advances in cybernetics, which ushered in a 

perceived revolution in military affairs.  Theoreticians, both in and out of the Army, 

envisioned a force built not around weapons systems, but information networks allowing 

a much higher level of situational awareness at all echelons.  Such awareness would 

compress time by giving decision-makers information much more quickly.  Presenting 

information graphically would provide necessary context and reduce the potential for 

processing mistakes.  The unambiguous, simultaneous portrayal of friendly forces, enemy 
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forces, terrain, and weather facilitated rapid decision making and rapid responses by the 

soldiers in the tanks, fighting vehicles, helicopters, and other systems maneuvering on the 

battlefield.  A force with these capabilities (or so went the reasoning) would soundly 

defeat a force lacking such capabilities either by pitting its strengths against the enemy’s 

weakest points or by allowing it to overwhelm the enemy’s center of gravity.  Implicit in 

this was the belief of a future opponent possessing a modern, mechanized force.  The 

future Army would face better tanks than the Soviet T-72s and BMP infantry fighting 

vehicles used by Iraq in 1991—but it would still battle such conventional opposition.22 

Operations in the Balkans marked both Gen. Eric Shinseki and the larger Army by 

compelling levels of cooperation between the service’s three components (Regular, 

National Guard, and Reserve) previously unimagined.  Starting with the 1995 

deployment of the 1st Armored Division as the American element of the Bosnia-

Hercegovina implementation force, the region has continuously hosted an Army 

presence.  Throughout this commitment, the mission has changed several times, with 

each change forcefully driving home some painful lessons for the Army.  The most 

significant lay in strategic deployability, the need to maintain Army National Guard and 

Army Reserve readiness, and the difficulties inherent in moving large, mechanized forces 

in the absence of suitable infrastructure.23 

The 1991 Gulf War precipitated deployments ranging from 8,000 to 12,000 miles 

from locations in the United States and Europe to well-developed port facilities in eastern 

Saudi Arabia.  Not only could these ports accommodate large, deep-draft vessels, but 

they were also adjacent to fully developed airfields and connected by a modern road 
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network.  Adjacent to these ports were large areas of vacant land suitable for staging units 

and stockpiling supplies.  Such facilities were largely invulnerable to any serious attack 

by Iraqi forces.   

  In contrast, the 1995 deployment from Germany to Bosnia required traveling 

1,000 miles while the 1999 deployment to Kosovo stretched to roughly 1,200 miles.  

Both countries were landlocked, which necessitated deployment by air and rail.  While 

Bosnia’s Tuzla airfield could support operations, Kosovo lacked any such facility.  As a 

result, Tirana, Albania’s, Rinas airfield became the focal point of air movement.  Rina, 

however, was not usable as a tactical facility without considerable improvements.  The 

combined effects of restricted terrain, poor weather, and substandard infrastructure meant 

the Army had to overcome myriad challenges to get forces into the area and then conduct 

operations.  Shinseki was one of many both in and outside the Army who realized that 

future deployments would more likely look like the Balkans than the Persian Gulf and 

believed the Army needed to make fundamental changes to ensure its deployability.24 

The long-term nature of Balkans deployments also forced a change in how the 

Regular Army viewed its reserve components, and how they viewed themselves.  The 

inability of Army National Guard roundout brigades to meet readiness standards in 1991 

led to ill feelings between the Guard and the Army.  The Balkans, however, provided an 

opportunity to re-cast the relationship.  The smaller Army soon found it could not sustain 

operations in Bosnia-Hercegovina without significant changes in force structure.  The 

reduced number of units in Europe, coupled with other commitments in the Persian Gulf 

and Asia forced the Army to task the Army National Guard with responsibility for the 
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Bosnian stabilization force mission starting in 2000 with the 49th Armored Division 

(Texas) taking the mission from the 10th Mountain Division.  One more Regular Army 

division headquarters would control troops in Bosnia, but it would deploy with 

significant Army National Guard augmentation.  Well before the Global War on Terror, 

the Army National Guard was transitioning from a strategic reserve to an operational one.  

Concurrent with these actions was the mobilization of various Army Reserve elements to 

both support Balkan operations and the resettlement of refugees fleeing the region.  

While the primary purpose of mobilization was to meet Army requirements, an additional 

benefit came in both the bridge-building between the components necessary to complete 

these missions and the “re-greening” inherent in bringing reserve component soldiers to 

active duty for extended periods.  "Re-greening" meant making the mental and 

psychological transition from civilian to soldier.  These were the first steps in 

transitioning the reserve components to the operational role required by the changes the 

twenty-first century brought to American security policy and strategy. 25 

Self-conceptualization, however, reflected more than the Army’s internal 

perspectives on its place in national strategy: external forces also shaped it.  These 

included legislative pressures, funding, public opinion, the broader strategic environment, 

and technological change.  Legislative pressures included the various constituencies 

engaging Congress to shape its decisions.  These groups ranged from the Association of 

the United States Army (seeking support for the Army’s vision) to corporations or 

consortiums (seeking procurement of their products) to members of think tanks (seeking 

to validate or refute the Army’s guiding vision).  Closely tied to this was funding—both 
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the amount provided and the limitations on how the Army could spend it.  At the same 

time, additional guidance came from the President, Congress, the Secretary of Defense, 

and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.  All these elements could shape the Army’s 

self-conceptualization by compelling changes in priorities or by eliminating programs 

associated with its vision.  The Crusader field artillery system, Comanche advanced 

attack helicopter, and the Future Combat System all experienced this fate.26 

Another force that influenced the Army’s self-conceptualization, however, was 

public opinion.  Ironically, the Army’s stunning performance against the Iraqi Army in 

1991 made many people wonder why the country still required either a large Army or an 

investment in a new generation of weapons.  Having defeated the best systems produced 

by its long-term opponent, the Soviet Union, and with no formidable perceived threat on 

the near horizon, many wondered about the actual size of the coming “peace dividend.”  

A smaller Army meant money for other purposes that had gone underfunded over the 

long Cold War.  Paradoxically, the Army’s recent successes created circumstances 

limiting the funding necessary for upgrades. 27 

The strategic environment played an important—perhaps decisive--role in the 

Army's self-conceptualization during the immediate post-Cold War period.  While the 

service observed many indications that the next security challenges would originate from 

non-state actors rather than nation state that did not synchronize with the Army's 

overarching vision.  This vision rightfully reflected a long-term perspective.  In practical 

terms, this meant the Army pursued programs optimized to fight the large mechanized 
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formations of foreign states and did not heavily invest in the capabilities most useful 

against asymmetric actors. 

Finally, technological change profoundly shapes the Army’s self-

conceptualization.  The Big Five represented a massive, and continuing, investment in a 

broad range of technological advances.  As the Army employed multi-domain doctrine 

and concurrently sought replacements for the Big Five, the focus remained on what that 

paradigm originally provided: greatly improved capabilities against similar forces.   

Implications--Internal Forces: Senior Leadership 

The Army is not through changing: change remains the one constant within the 

service.  What the story of the AWG tells us is that effective change only takes place 

when the Army’s most senior leadership takes bold action on two fronts.  The first is in 

recrafting the service’s self-conceptualization to reflect new perspectives the leadership 

introduces.  This assessment is essentially Rosen’s argument in Winning the Next War.  

In creating the AWG, one observes how leaders who can recognize a new problem set, 

can visualize possible solutions, and then effectively describe those remedies can 

establish the conditions necessary to solve those problems.  The key to Gen. 

Schoomaker’s and Gen. Cody’s visualization lay in their unusual backgrounds: both had 

extensive Special Operations experience, but both also had served in divisions as 

generals.  Schoomaker’s service as an Assistant Division Commander with the 1st 

Cavalry Division provided the opportunity to draw comparisons between the Special 

Operations and conventional Army.  It also allowed him to recognize how one could 

significantly enhance the other.  Cody’s experiences with the 101st Airborne Division 
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(Air Assault) imbued him with similar insights and a deeper understanding of the 

techniques (and benefits) of rapid procurement. 

The second is in engaging the bureaucracy at multiple levels and points to create 

the environment needed for change.  This point also reinforces Jensen’s principal 

argument in Forging the Sword.  If senior leadership succeeds in these actions, the 

desired change is more likely to not only occur but also survive beyond the initiating 

leader’s tenure of office.  Cody succeeded in these efforts by both bending the 

bureaucracy to meet his needs and positioning individuals sharing his perspectives to 

ensure the resistance inherent in creating new organizations not fully understood by the 

institutional Army did not smother his objectives even after he retired. 

Change can create its own inertia with this enabling success--and survival.  If the 

proposed change involves creating new units, then one last element appears--the initial 

leadership of those units.  If these leaders establish firm footings for their organizations, 

then the change is not only successful, it is enduring. 

Implications—Internal Forces: Unit Leadership 

 The AWG’s creation and growth also demonstrate just how much difference 

organizational leadership makes.  The tasks of senior leadership include visualizing, 

describing, and directing.  Visualization means a leader possesses a clear mental picture 

of what he or she seeks from the organization.  Most often described as the end state, this 

picture includes the actions or activities that will lead the unit where the leader desires.  

Describing is the way the leader communicates his or her vision to the unit. Most often, 
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leaders achieve this through direct engagement with subordinates. This is perhaps the 

most crucial action as it provides the transmission linking vision and outcome.  The most 

successful leaders are those who possess the ability to describe their objectives. This 

provides understanding of not only the mission's "what," but also the "why" and "how."  

Subordinates, armed with such an understanding, can act independently. Units led by 

such leaders are generally the most effective as subordinates are not only able to behave 

proactively, but can link their actions with the unit's overall objectives or goals.28 

The AWG represented a unique unit, and its initial personnel cohort was highly 

unusual in terms of individual and collective skill sets.  This mix of high-performing 

individuals used to independent action meant directing the unit could pose problems. 

Over-controlling the unit could retard individual performance and work against the 

objectives assigned by Generals Schoomaker and Cody. Under-controlling could also 

pose problems by allowing the over-investment of time, effort, or other resources in 

efforts less likely to create desired outcomes. 

Col. Robert Shaw and Command Sgt. Maj. Greg Birch possessed different 

responsibilities but successfully aligned their respective efforts to build the AWG 

effectively and efficiently.  As the commander, Shaw's primary responsibility was 

ensuring the unit accomplished its assigned mission, and this was not possible without his 

developing and promulgating a clear vision for the unit. The O&O provided a necessary 

aid.  Ultimately, it was up to Shaw to visualize the organization able to perform the tasks 

articulated in the O&O and then build a unit capable of achieving them. As the command 

sergeant major, Birch both reinforced Shaw's efforts and concurrently ensured the unit's 
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uniformed members possessed the martial skills required to operate effectively on a very 

complex battlefield.  Together, Shaw and Birch established the framework for the unit’s 

enduring culture.  This culture prioritized forward thinking by unit members and close 

coordination between deployed and non-deployed elements.  It also emphasized the 

understanding that members supported the units with which they embedded and did not 

grade them.  Operational advisors were not like the observer-controllers at the Army’s 

combat training centers who observed activities and then provided feedback for after 

action reviews.  Neither were they “inspectors” or “evaluators” tasked with reporting 

observations to a higher headquarters.  Instead, operational advisors provided 

commanders with information about tactical trends and what they meant in terms of 

training requirements.  AWG members understood their own success came from the 

commands they supported enjoying tactical success.  These cultural elements 

characterized the AWG through its deactivation and played a major role in developing 

the reputation the unit enjoyed. 

Subsequent commanders, Cols. James Mis and Pat Mahaney, each built on the 

efforts of their predecessors.  Mis and Mahaney saw the need to adjust unit activities and 

did so in a manner that sustained the AWG’s reputation as an innovative, capable, and 

user-friendly organization.  The changes reflected the different approaches of different 

commanders.  While both had similar personal and professional backgrounds, they 

nevertheless had unique perspectives on the unit, its mission, and the best way to ensure 

mission success.  The shift away from “normal is a cycle on a washing machine” to 

“Think.  Adapt.  Anticipate.” reflected a change in perspective from Bob Shaw’s.  Just as 
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new commanders made changes, so too did Sgts. Maj. Ray Devens and Mike Akridge.  

Using the work of their predecessor as a foundation, they adjusted procedures and 

requirements in accordance with the priorities of their commander.  This provided the 

continuity of vision and clarity of purpose required to accomplish the AWG’s mission.  

Establishing the AWG required one approach, but sustaining it took others.  

Implications—Internal Forces: Institutional Norms, Branch Parochialism, Tribal 

Culture, and Soldier Acceptance 

 These four components reflect the Army’s organization from the highest to the 

lowest levels and play a role in change.  Considering them from the lowest to the highest 

levels, however, most easily facilitates understanding their relationships.   

 The individual soldier represents the lowest level.  New soldiers enter the Army 

from an amazingly wide range of backgrounds.  Some come from foreign countries with 

almost no previous exposure to American society.  Others represent an unbroken family 

tradition of service stretching back generations.  Turning such a diverse group of people 

into a cohesive team with shared values is an important part of a soldier’s basic combat 

training.  The process of instilling the Army’s professed values of loyalty, duty, respect, 

selfless service, honor, integrity, and personal courage is also the first step in equipping 

the soldier to accept or reject change.  The overwhelming majority of recruits know little 

of the soldier’s codes, profession, or tools.  As the new soldier acquires this knowledge, 

he or she often develops strong opinions about what is good, bad, right, or wrong.  As the 

soldier matures in service and acquires greater professional knowledge, those opinions 

frequently become stronger.  Efforts at change lacking soldier acceptance quickly become 
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difficult to sustain.  One of the AWG’s great successes was getting the individual soldier 

to accept the advice of operational advisors.29  

 The Army’s tribal culture stems from the amalgam of branch and unit identity.  

The Army consists of twenty-two basic branches.  Each branch has its own culture rooted 

in its primary mission.  Each unit also has a unique culture reflecting its branch 

assignment, its mission, and its soldiers.  Battalions and brigades permanently stationed 

overseas possess a culture different from those stationed in the United States.  A unit’s 

mission also profoundly shapes its culture.  The 3rd Infantry, 25th Infantry, 82nd Airborne, 

and 101st Airborne are all infantry divisions—and all have markedly different cultures 

reflecting their missions.  The 3rd is a mechanized division; the 25th consists of airborne, 

air assault, and Stryker infantry units; the 82nd is a parachute infantry division; and the 

101st is an air assault division.  This means each of these divisions has the same basic 

infantry soldier as the centerpiece of its infantry battalions, but these soldiers operate in 

very different ways on the battlefield.  Most paratroopers look upon mechanized infantry 

soldiers with disdain since they move with the protection of armored vehicles.  To the 

uninitiated, the Army’s various badges, tabs, and patches may seem curious.  For the 

soldier, these loudly proclaim qualifications and tribal identity.  The latter quality is 

important and is the basis for the esprit de corps found in high-functioning units of all 

types.  Since tribal identity both cuts across branch lines and expresses itself on the 

battlefield, it is a powerful force within the Army.  The story of the black beret vividly 

illustrates this power as it relates to change.  Army Chief of Staff Gen. Eric Shinseki’s 

2000 decision to make a black beret, formerly reserved for the 75th Infantry Regiment 



   

384 
 

(Ranger), the Army’s standard headwear led to protests across the Ranger community.   

Shinseki saw the beret as symbolic--the beret proved Army was on the road to the 

objective force.  The Rangers saw the beret decision as insulting.  Strong protests from 

the Ranger community led Shinseki ultimately led Shinseki to approve a tan beret (tan) 

for Rangers.  To allow both parties to save face, the Army invented a narrative linking the 

Ranger beret’s color to both past accomplishments and “the leather caps worn by the 

original Rangers of American heritage and lore.” 30  The story is farcical in many 

respects, but illustrates the power of tribal culture and soldier acceptance.  

 Branch parochialism has influenced change from the Army’s beginnings.  Each 

branch has a specific function and there is little debate over obvious core functions. For 

instance, infantry squad doctrine is the responsibility of the Infantry School.  When 

things become more complex, parochialism presents itself.  Crafting doctrine for a 

combined arms maneuver battalion consisting of two tank companies and two 

mechanized infantry companies is the responsibility of the Combined Arms Center 

(CAC) rather than the Infantry or Armor School.  The CAC incorporates officers from 

virtually every branch, and their contributions to the doctrine writing efforts reflect their 

professional experiences, including those within their branch.  Branch parochialism is 

both desirable and a curse.  While doctrine is where branch parochialism most frequently 

asserts itself, the other DTLOMPF considerations provide additional opportunities.  

Every major technological advance in protection, firepower, mobility, cybernetics, 

communications, or logistics finds champions within at least one branch—and sometimes 
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several.  Thus change, particularly as it relates to tactical capabilities, strongly reflects 

branch perspectives.   

 Institutional norms represent the proverbial Gordian Knot.  They are a synthesis 

of individual soldier, tribal and branch attitudes, and standards.  They also reflect the 

desires imposed by American society, the Department of Defense, and the Department of 

the Army.  A recurring challenge for remains defining these norms, and then bringing the 

Army into compliance with them.  Most often, these reflect changing social norms.  A 

recent example of this is the Army’s failure to end sexual harassment or assault.  The 

Army recognized this as a problem as early as 1982 and developed training programs to 

combat it.  Despite this, the problem persisted.  In 2005, the Defense Department issued 

Directive 6495.01, “Sexual Assault and Response (SAPR) Program.” Updated in 2013, 

the directive required the Army to establish a comprehensive sexual harassment and 

assault prevention program.  This included not only training soldiers in acceptable 

standards, but providing a broad range of support services for victims.  In 2020, a series 

of incidents at Fort Hood, Texas, resulted in a high-profile investigation that found sexual 

harassment and assault remained a major concern.  Establishing new institutional norms 

required two actions.  First, the Army had to promulgate the new norm (itself a very 

bureaucratic action).  Second, it had to adjust soldier attitudes and tribal and branch 

culture to create the desired outcome.31 

Implications—Contracted Expertise 

 Contracted expertise is not one of the pressures constituting internal forces.  

Contracted expertise does, however, touch on the elements of leadership, self-



   

386 
 

conceptualization, institutional norms, tribal culture, and soldier acceptance and thus 

warrants final consideration.  Contractors exercised a significant role in developing the 

Improvised Explosive Device Task Force (IED TF) that became the Army’s counter-IED 

organization and gave rise to the AWG.  The Wexford Group both developed the basic 

concept for the IED TF and provided the initial cohort of contracted personnel for the 

AWG.  The Burdeshaw Group put together the Operational and Organization Concept for 

the AWG.  Both Wexford and Burdeshaw leveraged the expertise of retired or former 

military personnel whose service provided their basic skills.  The Army paid for these 

skills twice: first in developing them while contractor served on active duty and then in 

the form of contracted service as civilians.  Despite the cost, contracted employees, 

especially by Wexford, represented a bargain.  The demands of operations in 

Afghanistan, Iraq, and elsewhere meant the full employment of the seven Special Forces 

groups in both the regular and reserve force structure.  The only way Special Forces 

could provide similar support to the conventional force would be by abandoning 

operations in one or more locations.  Such a course of action entailed tremendous risk by 

reducing the Special Operations presence in the combat zones.32   

 Wexford employees provided an additional advantage: the distinctions of rank 

largely disappeared from relationships.  Contractors did not have military rank, but their 

tactical and training expertise gave them access to all levels of a unit’s chain of 

command.  Contracted Operational Advisors successfully embedded with units, 

supported pre-deployment training, and accompanied units during combat operations.  

During combat operations, advisors provided on-the-spot advice to both small soldiers 
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and leaders.  Such activity entailed considerable personal risk. Contracted Operational 

Advisors found themselves in hundreds of firefights and IED attacks during their tours 

and suffered casualties with four wounded and one killed in action.  Retired Special 

Forces Master Sergeant Robert “Pitt” Pittman received a posthumous Secretary of 

Defense Medal of Valor, the civilian equivalent of the Distinguished Service Cross in 

recognition of his battlefield performance during a company-sized engagement in 

Afghanistan.  Killed in action near OBJECTIVE BAKERSFIELD (approximately ten 

kilometers northwest of Kandahar), the tactical objective of the 1st Battalion, 320th Field 

Artillery, Pittman was advising the battalion commander during a difficult fight.  

Multiple IED detonations and the death and injury of several soldiers occurred during this 

battle.  The battalion was not fighting as an artillery unit, rather, it deployed as a 

provisional infantry battalion (another example of the Army’s lack of readiness for the 

fights it faced).  Its commander, Lt. Col. David Flynn, noted two aspects of Pittman’s 

performance in a letter that included the AWG as one of the addressees.  He credited the 

decisions he made to Pittman’s sage advice.  Flynn also reported that Pittman always 

volunteered for the most dangerous missions with the troops most needing his 

expertise.33 

Occupying such places on the battlefield typified the use of contracted operational 

advisors. These civilians preferred to be with the soldier at the lowest level conducting 

the most dangerous operations.  The fact that such individuals had spent years in training 

and conducting combat operations meant they possessed a tremendous advantage over 

the soldiers serving their first combat tours.  Embedding in a small unit environment, 
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where requirements were incredibly fluid, placed operational advisors where 

commanders could best leverage their tactical strengths.  Their ability to pass on their 

skills facilitated tremendous growth in an infantry squad or platoon’s overall capabilities 

while concurrently exposing them to problems not yet appreciated by senior leaders.34 

The Final Analysis 

 Despite an impressive record of service and sacrifice and the regard of many 

within the Army, the AWG simply could not compete with new priorities.  By the early 

2020s, the Army had largely turned its back on insurgencies.   The sixty-five campaign 

streamers on the Army flag notwithstanding, the service appears to believe such conflicts 

do not represent a priority.  Counterinsurgency is akin to the proverbial “crazy uncle” 

about whom families avoid speaking.  The campaigns of World War II ended with 

decisive, if costly, victories and provided the Army a cultural touchstone.  The Army’s 

new “Army Green Service Uniform” (actually brown and taupe in color) vividly 

expresses the service’s current attitude.  Officially, it honors the generation of soldiers 

who won World War II.  Unofficially, it recognizes the fact that the Army has not 

achieved a truly decisive outcome since that war.  The victory in Kuwait in 1991 only set 

the stage for IRAQI FREEDOM.  Toppling Saddam Hussein’s regime was an impressive 

feat, but subsequent strategic mismanagement coupled with insufficient forces on the 

ground meant IRAQI FREEDOM soon turned into a long, expensive, and inconclusive 

fight.  Operations in Afghanistan tell a similar story.  The counterinsurgencies of the 

twentieth and twenty-first centuries fail to provide happy endings when the enemy 

refuses to submit and the nation declines to commit all the resources required to change 
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his mind.  Only in the Philippines did the Army achieve a clear-cut victory.  Little 

wonder the Army would rather focus on the types of wars it does well.35   

By 2021, the “Big Five” had served two generations of soldiers.  All five systems 

benefitted from ongoing investments that improved capabilities, but prudence called for 

fielding replacements.  Consistent with its self-conceptualization, the Army’s 

modernization emphasis shifted to highly sophisticated systems.  To replace tanks and 

infantry fighting vehicles, the Army now seeks “optionally-manned vehicles” 

incorporating artificial intelligence and advanced robotics linked to an intelligence 

network providing real-time information on the enemy and the environment.  To replace 

its current helicopter fleet, the Army wants aircraft incorporating stealth and tilt-rotor 

technologies allowing greater speed and range.   Such weapons are more suited to 

defeating a large, mechanized opponent and small groups of insurgents.  The Army’s 

evolution continues, but like the dinosaurs, the AWG’s evolutionary line proved 

unsustainable.  The AWG reflected the vision of Schoomaker and Cody—how they saw a 

critical problem facing the Army and then successfully bent the bureaucracy to solve it.  

Today, the Army’s senior leadership sees the critical problem residing in fighting the type 

of war posited by the revolution in military affairs that drove the thinking behind 

Shinseki’s objective force.  With an institutional structure optimized to support such a 

force, there is far less need to manipulate bureaucratic processes.  

In removing the AWG from the Army’s rolls, the service is unwittingly accepting 

two fallacies.  The first is that it will not again face the sort of insurgencies confronted in 

Afghanistan and Iraq.  The Army may not want to face such fights again, but adversaries 
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have learned from observing these conflicts.  They have seen the effects of such wars 

both on the battlefield and the American home front.  To think opponents will ignore the 

lessons of these fights is to willingly blind one’s self to options an enemy may exercise.  

The second fallacy is that future enemies will only employ capabilities in ways that play 

to the Army’s strengths.  This means adversaries will not operate in the “gray zone” 

described by Barno and Bensahel.  It also means an enemy will ignore opportunities 

because we cannot or will not recognize them.  Finally, it means opponents will neither 

exploit emerging technologies nor employ large units in ways fundamentally different 

from the Army.  Such thinking ignores the fact that humans control armies, and different 

humans think about things differently.  People who think differently are the types of 

people who provide unpleasant surprises in wartime.  While an insurgency spawned the 

AWG, the organization identified a wide array of asymmetric methods available in a 

more conventional conflict.  In eliminating the AWG, the Army eliminates the one unit 

focusing on asymmetric warfare in all the domains in which the Army operates.    

The Asymmetric Warfare Group left two enduring legacies.  The first is the 

soldiers who benefitted from the unit’s operations.  Most significantly, this cohort 

includes those whose thinking about basic tactics changed.  It also includes those who 

benefitted from the tactics, techniques, and equipment generated by AWG efforts.  While 

the Army has largely closed the door on insurgencies, it recognizes the need to fight in 

and under cities and the AWG fundamentally changed the way the Army considers these 

challenges.  Similarly, the range of products the AWG produced that did not focus on 

counterinsurgency demonstrated its ability to inform the Army on a broad range of 
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asymmetric warfare issues.  Unfortunately, the circulation of these products all too often 

did not include the Army staff.  Consequently, this staff was unable to assess or 

appreciate the AWG’s true value in a changing world.    

The second is the AWG provided a case study in how to effect change in an Army 

at war.  Changing a large institution is difficult, particularly when its fundamental 

structure tends towards stasis.  Despite this, Schoomaker, Cody, Lovelace, Shaw, Mis, 

Mahaney, Burch, Devens, Akridge, and the AWG’s other personnel proved the 

difficulties are, in fact, surmountable.  Equally important, they proved the benefits 

outweighed the difficulties encountered along the way.  Unfortunately, the AWG’s end 

proved a tragic corollary.  If the change does not align with perceptions of the next war, it 

will not endure.  This is unfortunate as predictions of the next conflict are rarely accurate.   

In deactivating the AWG, the Army improperly identified the AWG as a “one-trick 

pony” suited only for counterinsurgency and consequently accepts tremendous risk.  This 

risk resides in losing its ability to think critically about the problems determined actors 

can present by being smart enough to challenge the U.S. Army’s weaknesses rather than 

its strengths.   

 Only time will tell if McCarthy and McConville’s decision to deactivate the 

AWG was the correct one.  Some doubt the decision was correct.  Pat Mahaney 

succinctly argued against it and noted the “AWG will need to be re-created in some form, 

because the complex, emerging challenges that it works on are not going away.”36  One 

might like to be optimistic.  Military history, however, is largely a chronicle of failures 

rooted in unrealistic optimism. 
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APPENDIX 1 

 ASYMMETRIC WARFARE GROUP ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

 

 

Figure A1.  Asymmetric Warfare Group organization  

 

LEGEND 

“A” Squadron: Operational Squadron 

 Contained operational advisors that deployed with units 

“B” Squadron: Operational Squadron 

 Contained operational advisors that deployed with units 

“C” Squadron: Training Advisory and Assessment Squadron 

“D” Squadron: Concepts Integration Squadron 

  

The AWG’s authorized personnel strength was 330 individuals.  This included: 

231 soldiers (70 officers, four warrant officers, 157 enlisted) 

 99 contractors 

 47 Department of the Army civilians 
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