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The Abrams Doctrine:
Then, Now and

In the Future

In 1993 the National Guard Association of the United States

sponsoreda symposium called“The Abrams Doctrine: Then,
Now and in the Future.” The purpose of the symposium was

to discuss the process and pressures General Creighton

Abrams, Chief of Staff of the United States Army in the post-

Vietnam era, faced in restructuring of the Army, and the

validation of his guidelines in today’s context.

The post Cold War period, like that of any other immediate
post-war period involving Americans, has seen pressures
develop to “bring the boys home” and to downsize the
military. The Cold War, and World War II before it, saw the
largest standing military force in our national history. The
Cold War force, unique in the sense that the period could
really be called a time of peace and stability, was created
because our nation faced a threat like the world had never
seen.

The ups and downs during this period were fluctuations
caused by the ability topay for such alarge standing force and
the political determinations of how immediate that threat
was. The Vietnam era was a fissure that tested political will
and was the beginning of a period of national, political and
economic reconsideration. Dealing with political and eco-
nomic pressures, national leaders had tocreate a new military
while simultaneously still face the Soviet Empire.

The situation with which General Creighton Abrams had to
deal as the Vietnam war ended and what we face today, we
feel strongly parallel and have lessons for tomorrow. The
nation has budgetary challenges; the public wants to down-
size the military. A dramatic difference is that the single
monolithic threat has disappeared, replaced by multi-faceted
uncertainty.

It is our supposition that Crei ghton Abrams set out to institu-
tionalize and integrate the relationship between the active
forces and the Guard and Reserve for three reasons. Number
One. to make integration of the Active Forces and the Guard
and Reserve structure so tight that no major commitment of




American forces could be accomplished without areliance on
the Guard and Reserve. Number Two, to ensure that integra-
tion of the Active Forces, Guard and Reserve was so close that
afuture mobilization, to evenbe contemplated, would require
public support to commit our nation’s forces. And Number
Three, to assure that maximum use is made of Guard and Re-
serve cost-efficiencies.

Thisreportis an edited transcript of those proceedings. A dis-
tinguished group of panelists met in the Walsh-Reckord Hall
of States in the National Guard Memorial building on July 16,
1993 and discussed the creation of what has become known
as the Abrams Doctrine, reconsidered its implementation and
conjectured upon its continued validity.

The following is a summary of the conclusions reached by the
respective panels.

An Historical Perspective of the Abrams Doctrine

Moderator: MG Bruce Jacobs (ret.),
Chief Historian, Historical Society of the
Militia and National Guard

Panelists: GEN John W, Vessey, Jr. (ret.)
Jormer Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
Dr. Lewis Sorley
Historian and author
LTG Herbert R. Temple, Jr. (ret.)
Jormer Chief, National Guard Bureau

Conclusions:

° The Abrams Doctrine s a valid notion which led to
the creation of the right forces to be available to
fight the Gulf War, '

e Its implementation challenged bias and tradition in
the Active Army and the National Guard.

* Itsimplementation challenged Guard soldiers to ac-
complish training beyond anything they had
been called upon to do before.

° We are at a watershed moment in history. Doctrine
of the past 50 years, including the Abrams
Doctrine, has served us well but possesses
strengths and weaknesses. Our nation needs a
top-to-bottom look at our national security needs.




First Hand View of Implementing
the Abrams Doctrine

Speaker: LTG Donald E. Rosenblum (ret.)
former Commander, First US Army

Conclusions:

« Integration of Guard and and Reserve with Active
Army was not an €asy proposition and required
the creation of readiness regions and groups t0
maintain as much integration as possible with
the Active side of the house.

» Integration was enhanced with the development of
Roundout.

« Guard and Reserve forces provide a great stability
in our armed forces.

« Roundout/Roundup units must be utilized when
parent units are called.

« Conditions should be created where the active
Army has to learn about the Guard and Reserve
to increase its appreciation of citizen-soldiers.
Similar conditions must be created for the Guard
and Reserve to learn more about how the active
Army works.

The Abrams Doctrine: Blueprint for the Future

Moderator: MG Francis S. Greenlief (ret.)

former Chief, National Guard Bureau
Panelists: GEN John R. Galvin (ret.)

former Supreme Allied Commander Europe

GEN Dennis J. Reimer

CINC, US Forces Command

LTG Richard G. Trefry (ret.)

former Inspector General, US Army

Conclusions:

« Mobilization for Desert Shield/Desert Storm was
the best mobilization of Guard and Reserve
forces to date. The mobilization process helped
generate greatsupport from the Americanpublic
even when the end-state was unknown.

« There is a need to standardize Total Army Authori-
zation documents.




* Potential adversaries learned as much from Desert
Shield/Desert Storm as we did.

e Volunteerism is a two-edged sword.

* CAPSTONE is a good program.

» Title X1 initiatives, on the whole, are constructive
efforts to improve the readiness of the Total
Army.

e Simulation, computer assisted exercises and new
innovative training programs must be taken ad-
vantage of to improve combat capabilities.

e At all times, but especially in times of change, a fo-
cus must be kept on people - those leaving and
those staying.

° When we go to war, it is something we do as a
people; the Guard and Reserve make sure that
happens in the broadest sense.

Note:

The following abbreviations will identify speakers in the
transcript, after the first reference:

MG Robert F. Ensslin, Jr. (Tet.) ................. RFE
MG Bruce Jacobs (TeL.) .....covvreeeerveererneernes BJ
GEN John W. Vessey, Jr. (fet.) .......occeveuenn. JWV
Dr. Lewis Sorley .......cccoeerverevennrnnerencrnenns LS
LTG Herbert R. Temple, Jr. (ret.) .............. HRT
LTG Donald E. Rosenblum (ret.) .............. DER
MG Francis S. Greenlief (ret.) .......ccoe...... FSG
GEN John R. Galvin (Tet.) .....ccocvevervuerrneane JRG
GEN Dennis J. Reimer.......cccccoveevereerennn. DJR

LTG Richard G. Trefry (ret.) ....... eveenerennenns RGT
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Morning Session

An Historical
Perspective of the
Abrams Doctrine

MG Robert F. Ensslin, Jr.
(Ret.), Executive Director,
National Guard Associa-
tion of the United States:

We believe thatone of Creighton
Abrams’ goals as Chief of
Staff was to establish a
nationally supportable
army in the contextof 1970s
defense strategy. The de-
velopment of any type of
defensestrategy, especially
the conventional part of it,
is subject to many outside
influences. Among these
are resources, technology
and politics. Resources,
from our perspective,
equates to personnclavaila-
bility, equipment and the
money to train. Technol-
ogy is aquestion of what is
available to prosecute war
and how it is applied. Po-
litical influences are a di-
chotomy. the people and
the kand of national defense
they want and the lcaders
we clect and their percep-
tion of what the people
want. Within this context
15 akey vanablc, the ability
of leaders to make the deci-
sions that arc in the best
interests of the nauon.

Creighton Abrams was a jcader
whose influence we still
feel today. It's our view
that General Creighton
Abrams saw first-hand the

It's

stresses created on the
Army when it was forced
to expand in size for Viet-
nam. He was Vice Chiefof
Staff of the Army during
the expansion period, and
when it was forced to
shrink, he was Chief of
Staff of the Army. All this
occurred within aboutaten-
year period of time. It's
also our view that
Creighton Abrams was
very cognizant of the
change Americans under-
went in their views toward
the war in Vietnam.

been said that when

Creighton Abrams became
Chief of Staff of the Army
he set out to fix the *prob-
lem" as he saw it. And I
place the word “problem”
in quotation marks for a
reason. This has been in-
terpreted by some to mean
that Abrams set out to in-
stitutionalize and integrate
the relationship between
the active forces and the
Guard and Reserve for three
reasons. Number One, to
make integration of the
Active Forces and the
Guard and Reserve struc-
ture so tight that no major
commitment of American
forces could be accom-
plished without a reliance
on the Guard and Reserve.
Number Two, toensure that
integration of the Active
Forces, Guard and Reserve
was so close that a future
mobilization, to even be
contcmplated, would re-
quire public support to
commitour nation's forces.
And Number Three, to
assure thal maximum use
is made of Guard and Re-
serve cost-efficiencies.

We believe that addressing the

circumstances with which

General Abrams was faced
and how he approached
solving his challenge is
very appropriate today.
And the first panel will be
addressing this. We feel
that General Abrams faced
a situation thatis similar in
many respects to that which
we arc facing today and
faced at the end of World
War II and the end of the
Korean War: Declining
resources for the military,
a changing political envi-
ronment, and a changed
perception of what the
American public wants in
the way of nationaldefense,
coupled with a change in
the threat. It's a great trib-
ute to the man that what he
envisioned, and what he
began to create, and the
foundation that he estab-
lished turned out to be
exactly what this nation
necded when we were faced
with the Iraqi invasion of
Kuwait.

We now want to generate dis-

cussion as to whether or
not Abrams laid out a for-
mula that bas validity in a
new American and world
environment. Qur first
panel this morning is mod-
crated by Major General
Bruce Jacobs, Chief Histo-
rian of the National Guard
Association. Joining him
as panclists are General
John W. Vessey, Jr., a for-
mer Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff; Lt. General
Herbert R. Temple, Jr., a
former Chief of the Na-
tional Guard Bureau and a
Director of the Army Guard
during the period of time
when resources and stan-
dards for the National
Guard were dramatically
increased; and Dr. Lewis
Sorley, historian and biog-

rapher of Creighton
Abrams, whose biography
Thunderbolt is must-read-
ing for everyone who is
interested in our Army.

have asked our moming
panel to focus on the cir-
cumstances that created the
Abrams Doctrine, the po-
litical and military environ-
ment at that time, how it
came to be implemented,
and its impact on the na-
tion. We've asked our
luncheon speaker, whom
I'll introduce later, to give
us his personal views and
experiences onimplement-
ing what Abrams set in
motion. We have also
asked him to take us up to
the pre-Desert Shield/Des-
ert Storm period.

Our afternoon panel, which our

Moderator, Major General
Francis Greenlief will in-
troduce after lunch, has
been asked to look into the
future. Much has beensaid
and written about the
changes in the world. Ar-
guments have been pre-
sented contending thatitis
such an uncertain future
that all of our forces must
be immediately available
to respond to any threat to
U.S. interests in the world.
In our view, this implies a
lessened reliance on the
Guard and Reserve. Ex-
tending this argument
might also imply removal
of citizen involvement in
defense, along with the
removal of the ability to
easily debate defense pol-
icy issues.

MG Bruce Jacobs (Ret.), Chief

Historian, HSM & NG:

In the context of General

Ensslin's opening remarks,




we have defined an
NGAUS view of an
Abrams Doctrine which
concerns, among other
things, the criticality of
Active, Guard and Reserve
integration as a major step
towards ensuring national
public support for action
taken by an Administration
to use military force when
U.S. national interests are
at stake. And to Bob Sor-
ley, I would like to address
the first question.

b, as you have looked so ex-
tensively, and intensively,
into the life and times of
Creighton W. Abrams, can
we start by throwing the
first question to you and
asking, do you think our
postulation is a fair one?
Do the actions and expres-
sions we have identified
constitute in effect an
Abrams Doctrine?

. Lewis Sorley - Historian
and Author:

ive to begin by saying I think
General Abrams would
smile to hear his policies
given so grand a title as
“the Abrams Doctrine.”
During his service, be of-
ten made use of what oth-
ers came to call his say-
ings, pithy comments that
he would use to illustrate a
point or, quite often. to
deflate somebody who was
over-impressed with his
own importance.

ien a staffer would come in
with a grandiose scheme
that Abrams thought was
too prelentious or was
maybe promising more
than the Army could de-
liver, he would predictably
observe, “We are going to

be stuck with living up to
the rhetoric.” And that's
what he might tell us today
as we propound an Abrams
Doctrine. But I think that
there is, nevertheless, jus-
tification for considering
the sum total of what
Abrams did and planned
with respect to Reserve
Forces as a unified doc-
trine.

Abrams was a very consistent

man. Consistent in his
values, consistent in his
focus on readiness and the
well- being of the soldier,
and consistent in his insis-
tence that everything the
Army did should contrib-
ute to one or another of
those priority concems. His
consistent approach to the
role and importance of
Reserve Forces, taken asa
whole, does seem to me to
constitute what might be
formalized as a doctrine.

Thinking aboutour meeting here

today, 1 consulted my
source of firstresort, Web-
ster's Dictionary, and there
I learned that a “‘doctrine™
is somecthing taught, or
teachings; a second mean-
ing, something taught as
the principles or creed of a
religion, political party,
etc., tenet or tenets, belief,
dogma. And then it said,
“Doctrinerefers toatheory
based on carefully worked
out principles and taught or
advocated by its adher-
ents.” Ithink what General
Abrams put together, in
terms of the policies gov-
erning Reserve Forces on
his watch, does amounttoa
carefully worked out set of
principles, and certainly he
taught and advocated those
with great force in the lim-

ited time available to him
during his truncated period
as Chief of Staff.

1 think that it could be useful to

talk just for aminute or two
about the background that
led him to the formulation
of those policies.

Everyoneknows, of course, that

he had served for five years
in Vietnam, the last four as
the commander there, dur-
ing one of the most diffi-
cult periods our Army has
ever undergone, a period
of increasing drug abuse,
racial disharmony, indisci-
pline and internal dissent,
eroding public support, a
virtually impossible mis-
sion as he tried to com-
mand a force that was pro-
gressively being withdrawn
from under him, and so on.

And ] think almost everyone

knows that before he went
to Vietnam, he spent three
years as the Army's Vice
Chief of Staff during the
period of the build-up for
Vietnam, a time when, be-
cause Lyndon Johnson
would not mobilize the
Reserve Forces, all the ex-
pansion had to come from
made-up units and stripped
units, and cadre units, and,
as Abrams often described
it, “all the new acquisitions
were in privates and sec-
ond licutenants.” As a
consequence, the maturity,
the experience level of the
Army was on a progres-
sively declining slope.

I believe—I'm not a sociolo-

gist, butl belicve that there
isacausal relationship that
could be identified between
that progressivedecline and
the later great increase in

the problemsI’ vedescribed
before. And had we been
able to draw on the experi-
ence and maturity of lead-
ers from Reserve Compo-
nents, instead of bringing
in all privates and second
lieutenants, some of that
might have been averted.

Sothose are the key, mostrecent

experiences that General
Abrams had: Two assign-
ments spanning cight years,
during which he saw the
support of the American
people for the war in Viet-
nam and, I guess you could
say its attitude towards the
Army as well, decline pre-
cipitously. I think that the
failure to mobilize the
Reserve Forces had some-
thing to do with his out-
look.

But I also think that judgment

has to be approached with
a little caution, so, along
with the Truth-in-Lending,
I will say that I think we
need toremember, too, that
for quite along time, in my
view a significantly long
time, the American people
supported the effort of our
Armed Forces in Vietnam
and it was only when year
after year after year went
by without demonstrable
progress toward a success-
ful resolution of that enter-
prise that that support be-
gan to taper off quite pre-
cipitately.

Then, of course, we had the

cataclysmiceventof the Tet
1968 offensive, which is
very complex, and we can
talk about that.

I want to take you back just a

litde further into General
Abrams’ background be-




cause, while those eight
years focused on Victnam,
1 am sure his earlier experi-
ences also had a lot to do
with how he came toview
the appropriate policies for
the Reserve Forces.

He spent a period in the early

1960s as the Assistant
Deputy Chief of Staff for
Operations, and during that
time spent most of his ime
going around on a sort of
special assignment as the
personal representative of
the Chief of Staff on-site
wherecivilrights crisis, had
either erupted or werc
impending. And on many
occasions, he cither was
involved with mobilized
Reserve and National
Guard forces, or they were
planning foror contempiat-
ing such usc, as well as in
some cases Active Forces
as well. That brought him
intoclose contactwith alot
of units and leaders in the
Reserve Forces. especially
the National Guard, and
there were people. espe-
cially people in the media,
who were raising questions
at that time as to whether
these forces could be relied
upon, whether they were
politically reliable, and
whetherthey would remain
disciplined and responsive
toorders under thecircum-
stances confronting them.
General Abrams never re-
flected the slightest doubt
of that, and to the credit of
the units and the leaders,
they performed as be bad
predicted that they would.
Butthat was notan assured
thing before the fact, I
suggest. and I believe that
he gained a great deal of
respect for them in the
course of that assignment.

Earlier, his first assignment as 2

Brigadier, he wasaDeputy
Special Assistant to the
Chief of Staff for Reserve
Affairs and worked for an
interesting fellow, the re-
sult of which was that
Abrams was often the man
doing the testifying, often
the man going to the field,
and I believe it's fair to say
that during that time not
only did he get to know
large numbers of the Re-
serve Force leadership and
gained confidence in them
and respect for them, but
that they gained the same
appreciation for him, build-
ing arelationship that went
on over the years.

And now I'll tell you one more

thing. Ithink thismaybea
little controversial, but I
believe it to be true. In
World War I General
Abrams commanded a
Regular Army tank battal-
ion, but there weren'tmore
than a handful of Regular
Army soldiers of any rank
in that battalion. The bat-
talion was formed in the
spring of 1941, and it was
formed out of people who
had been brought into the
Army because we were
about to go to war. These
are the same kinds of
people, 1 suggest. who
make up the Reserve
Forces. And Abrams
served with them through
that war, and when the war
was over—withonly afew
exceptions, and those were
people whohad beeninflu-
enced by Abrams and de-
cided therefore to make
military service their ca-
reer — the vast majority of
them went back to their
civilian pursuits. They'd
come to the colors when

thenationneeded them, and
when they'd done their
duty, and they did it bril-
liantly, they went back to
where they had been be-
fore. And I suggest that
that's very much the mold
of the citizen-soldier as
well.

So, even from his carly days asa

young officerinWorldWar
11, I believe that there was a
building-up of an outlook
and a confidence and a
respect on the part of Gen-
cral Abrams for what re-
serve forces can do, and
that we saw that reflected
in the policies he put in
place when he became
Chief of Staff of the Army.
Now, there were other fac-
tors involved there, budg-
etary factors, they had gone
to a volunteer force, there
were recruiting factors
involved, therc was the
necessity to stop what he
saw as the precipitate de-
cline in end swength, and
that was involved. So I
don’t wanttoover-simplify
it, but I'm trying to give a
lite background of how I
think he came to view
Reserve Forces as be did.

General Ensslinsuggestedinhis

comments that we arc ata
period now which is simi-
lar in many respects to the
period in which General
Abrams propounded these
policies. And I agree with
that. But I'd like to agree
with him by saying “Yes,
but.” because I think there
arc many things that arc
dissimilar today as well. So
what we are going totry to
work out ourselves by the
end of the day is, given the
similarities and given the
dissimilarities, and weigh-

BJ:

ing the respective impacts
on what we ought to be
doing, ifthere isan Abrams
Doctrine, is thatapplicable
under current circum-
stances?

Thanks, Bob. I won-
der if either of our other
panelists, let me start with
General Vessey. Would
you care to comment on
the original question, which
is the validity of our postu-
lation that there is, in ef-
fect, acollection of expres-
sions which can be defined
as an Abrams Doctrine?
How do you react to that,
and anything that Dr. Sor-
ley had to say?

GEN John W. Vessey, Jr.

(Ret.), Former Chair-
man, Joint Chiefsof Staff:

Bruce, after listening to Dr.

Sorley and to General
Ensslin, I have so many
comments to make about
what's been said that we
can't finish it this week.
But let me say a little bit
aboutthe Abrams Doctrine,
and I believe that we are
justified in calling it an
*Abrams Doctrine.”

Let me preface my remarks by

saying that, and perhaps
give another little histori-
cal vignette and shed some
light on how this all came
about. I think that Dr. Sor-
ley summed it up, but the
important question for the
nation today is, "What do
we take from the past that
is right to move into an
uncertain futre?” Let's
not try to rebuild the past
because we will not be suc-
cessful in doing that, and
we will probably be suc-
cessful only in defending




the nation inadequately if
we take everything from
the past and try to move it
into a future that is, clearly,
remarkably different from
the past. Sothe question at
hand is, "What strengths
and oricntations do we take
from the past to move us
into a very uncertain fu-
ture?” AndI believe there
are many things that we
can take from the past, and
among them, some of the
lessons from Abrams, the
period of the Abrams Doc-
trine.

I think it is important for us to

understand that the funda-
mental question for Gen-
eral Abrams was how to
get enough Army, total
Army, to face the future
that we faced. Bob, you
cited the demonstration of
the Force that Abrams built,
and Ireally believe that that
was a demonstration of the
Abrams Force, in the Des-
ertin Iraq, but the goal was
the demolition of the Ber-
lin Wall, the demise of the
Soviet Union. That was
really the culmination of
the Abrams Doctrine. The
question for General
Abrams at a time when, as
Bob pointed out, the end
strengths were on the way
down, the budgets were on
the way down after the
Vietnam War, is how to
have enough Army to deal
with the very real Soviet
threat, the Warsaw Pact
threat, our commitments in
East Asia, and how to sur-
vive that and defend the
nation. That was the over-
all goal.

And, clearly, be saw what Wash-

ington saw, when Wash-
ington wrote his thoughts

onapeaceestablishment, a
standing force. Washing-
ton, at that time said, to
awe the Indians—George
wouldn'tsay thattoday, but
he would say to awe the
bad guys, and protect our
borders and ourcommerce
and our overseas interests,
and a Ready Force to deal
with immediate problems.
His second part was a stan-
dardized and well-regu-
lated militia. The third was
stores of military supplies.
The fourth was a system of
academies for instruction
in the military arts. And
the fifth was manufacto-
ries for arms, military arms
and equipment, a defense
industry. And, really, since
George's time, we haven't
supported all elements of
that strategy but that's
basically been the United
States’ strategy.

General Abrams could see that

inaworldin whichthe other
fellow had the opportunity
to attack, and attack sud-
denly, that we had to have
a Ready Force that went
through these five parts of
Washington's Peace Estab-
lishment, yet he knew that
the budgets would not
support a Regular Army of
the size necded. We were
beaded toward 730,000,
750,000 I guess it was, the
number we were given.
And the largest Army we
bad supported, at 750,000,
was about ten divisions,
before, under the conditions
that existed. We had many
people on the Army Staff
and in the Office of the
Secretary of Defense who

~were convinced that we

couid only have ten divi-
sions. General Abrams put
a study group together to

look at the world, and that
study group—as almost
anyone withcommon sense
would have said, ten divi-
sions is simply not enough
for the United States with
the responsibilities it faces.

Wehad at that time the so-called

OSD studies about how to
intcgrate Guard and Re-
serve units with the Active
Force, andGeneral Abrams
sent his immediate troops,
his staff, to find a way to
not have ten divisions, but
to have sixteen divisions,
with the budget and end
strength that we had. There
was no other way to do it,
other than a far closer inte-
gration of the Guard and
Reserve with the Active
Force than we had experi-
enced in the past.

Now, I want to say right now

that I believe that is the im-
portant part of the model
that we need to understand
in moving into the future.
Thatthe question forus will
be, "Will there be enough?”
And there will be many
voices in the United States
who will say, "What you
baveistoomuch.” And the
inclination will be to cut
more. Cut more from the
Active Force, and cut more
from the Guard and Re-
serve lateron. Solthink it
is extremely important for
us to see that model that
General Abrams built, at
that time, not as the carbon
copy of what we need in
the future buta guide for an
action in the future. How
dowe we tie Active Forces
and Guard and Reserve
Forces together to make the
whole enough for what the
nation faces, within the
budgets that the people of

the United States are will-
ing to spend?

That's the challenge. There is

BJ:

clearly an Abrams Doc-
trine. And that Doctrine, a
part of that Doctrine, was
integrating the Guard and
Reserve Forces closely
with the Active Forces to
build a large enough force
tomeet the nation’s needs.

Thank you, General
Vessey. General Temple,
would you like to comment
on this particular issue?

LTG Herbert R. Temple, Jr.

(Ret.) - Former Chief,
National Guard Bureau:

My response will probably be

the briefest of all. For one
thing, I did not know Gen-
eral Abrams. As a matter
of fact, I don't recall that I
had ever seen him. What
was interesting was that, at
the time he passed away, I
was a student at the United
States Army War College
and the Commandant at the
time was General Dee
Smith, who held General
Abrams in very high es-
teem. There were a great
many ceremonies that took
place at Carlisle, attendant
to General Abrams' death.
And I was impressed with
one aspect of his life that
sometimes is really not
appreciated. The word that
kept coming out of all of
the events that were taking
place was “integrity.”
Now, as I read Bob's book
and other materialrelevant
to General Abrams, that,
again, seemed to be rein-
forcedin everythingIread.

You know, if you look back on

those people who have




probably had the greatest
impact upon the United
States Army, and maybe
upon national security in
general, I believe thatmost
people would conclude that
Gen. George Marshall ful-
filled that role, because
when George Marshall
spoke, the United States
Congress, and the people
of America, took him as
being absolutely forthright
and honest, and his objec-
tives were always for the
best interests of the coun-
try. Allthatlcan tell from
my investigation of Gen-
cral Abrams—and Bob
perhaps can deal with this
betterthan anyone, was that
that was the hallmark of his
leadershipofthe Army. As
he served as the Chief of
Staff of the Army, I suspect
that his integrity and his
honesty were appreciated
in the halls of this nation’s
leadership in the same way
that General Marshall’s
was. And it was a tragic
loss that we lost him when
we did.

It's often been said that one of

the failings of the United
States Army is that they've
never bad the right Chief of
Staff at the right time. |
think they did have Gen-
cral Abrams as the Chiefof
Staffattherighttime. There
are a couple of other times
in history we would bave
been well served had he
been the Chief of Staff of
the Army. He would have
been the nght man at any-
ume.

In concluding my remarks. let

me say that 1 really feel
very humbled being on this
panel. 1didn't realize my
antiquity until I found the

BJ:

panel that they put me on.
It's a very startling realiza-
tion to find that you arc a
principal in history, rather
than being someone who's
involved in the current is-
sues. So I guess I feel my
age today more than any-
time.

But, Herb, being in-
volved in history docsn’t
mean you are history. So
take some heart in that.

JWV:  Let me just add one

thing, to what Herb said.
Andthat'sjustthat Abrams
was once approached by a
new political appointee
who was about to gotestify
at his confirmation hear-
ings. This fellow said,
“General Abrams, I'm
going to testify to the Con-
gress. Do you have any
advice?”

And General Abrams, in his

BJ:

usual laconic fashion, said,
“Yes, you should start by
telling the truth.” That's
all the advice he gave him.

General Vessey, let
me turn to you again with
ournextquestion. And you
have already referred to the
environment in which the
Abrams Doctrine began to
emerge in terms of what
the world was, in the world
of the 1970s. It was a pe-
riod in which many people
felt very draconian sleps
were being taken. CON-
ARC was replaced by
TRADOC and
FORSCOM. The STEAD-
FAST reorganization, Af-
filiation, ROUNDOUT,
the other new partnership-
type programs to increase
Guard and Reserve readi-
ness through significantly

increased Active Army
support and participation.
We were winding down and
ending our combat role in
Vietnam. Only avery, very
small National Guard and
Reserve presence had been
there. General Harold K.
Johnson had likened his
situation tothatof an owner
of a string of race horses
who was not allowed to
take them out of the bamn.
General DePuy undertook
to have FM 100-5 done
over, I guess reflecting his
feeling that rather than a
call-up of units, you had to
write it for the level of
individual, largely un-
trained Reserve officers
and draftees. Atleast, that's
the conventional wisdom
that comes out of it.

As you look back at this period,

do you feel the Army was
ready for a doctrine which
would place such heavy
relianceupon the Guardand
Reserve that, to quote a
passage from Bob Sorley’s
book, “the force could not
function without them and,
hence, could not be de-
ployed without calling
them up.”" What mindsets
had to be overcome in the
active Army to make such
a drastic shift a success?

JWV:  Well, it wasn't only

mindsets in the Active
Army. There were mind-
sets in the Guard and Re-
serve and in the civilian
community as well, be-
cause, the Defense estab-
lishment itself, and the
Army in particular, was
aboil at that time. Youcited
some of the changes and
mostof those were believed
by General Abrams to be
necessary changes, thatis,

the reorganization of CON-
ARC, and the movement
toward atraining command
that would focus on train-
ing for the Army. General
Abrams understood very
clearly, probably better
than any of the leaders that
1 ever served under, the
importanceof training, how
important an ingredient that
was in battlefield cffective-
ness.

And there were other changes

under way. We were
moving from a drafted
Army toa volunteer Army.
We were integrating
women at a level never
before experienced. Sowe
had all sorts of matters to
deal with. It was a hard
time for those who werc
defenders of the status quo
and an exciting time for
those who wanted to in-
duce change. Were we
ready? I guess an institu-
tion as big and as bureau-
cratic as an army is always
more comfortable with the
status quo than it is with
change.

But we, fortunately, had some

The

marvelous leaders both in
the Active Force and in the
Reserve Components, who
could see the wisdom of
what was being done and
were enthusiastic support-
ers of that change. Some of
us needed a kick in the
shins, or a kick in the tail
from time to time to make
sure we were enthusiastic,
but we all got enthusiastic
about it.

Headquarters cuts were
huge. We slashed General
Officers positions rightand
left and scarfed up Staff. 1
often told the story that,
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well, the next thing that
General Abrams would tell
us to do is hand out num-
bers to the Army people as
they came into the Penta-
gon, and all Number 1's
would report to their post,
and all Number 2's would
fall in in the North Parking
Lot and draw muskets in
the Eighth Corridor, be-
cause we were forming a
new division. The change
was that stark.

So, the answer is Yes and No.

BJ:

Let me move along to
General Temple. First, on
the National Guard Burcau
Joint Staff, then as Direc-
tor of the Army National
Guard, and for four years
as Chief of the National
Guard Bureau, General
Temple had to work to
create the kind of Army
National Guard which
could measure up to the
force needed to sustain an
Abrams Doctrine. During
General Temple's tenure,
the ROUNDOUT program
flourished, as Guard bri-
gades trained with their
parent Active Army divi-
sions. In addition, the
Guard Force structure was
increased by the reactiva-
tion of two divisions, the
35thand 29th. Wetalked a
good deal in those days
about the heavy percent-
age of Army combat and
combat support which is to
be found in the Guard, and
which presumably bad to
be at a high state of readi-
ness to support an Abrams
Doctrine.

General Temple, would you

please address, Number
One, what mindsets had to
be overcomein the Natonal

Guard community, which
is obviously a significant
one, as General Vessey has
alluded to it, and whether
this rather new concept of
the Active Army having
such a major stake in the
success of the Guard and
Reserve challenged tradi-
tional responsibilities for
the training of the Guard,
and whatthis increased par-
ticipation of the Army in
what might have tradition-
ally been called “the
Guard's business” did in
terms of the functions of
the Chief of the National
Guard Bureau in dealing
withthe Army, dealing with
the States?

HRT: The period that I

served as the Director of
the Army Guard was more
important in dealing with
this matter. By the time I
became the Chief, the rela-
tionships had reached their
apex and maybe were be-
ginning to decrement a bit.
Butkeep in mind, it would
benecessary toconsider the
environment that we were
in atthe ime. Every morn-
ing when we woke up, we
thought we were going to
war that day, and that was
driving everything. If you
were privy tothe war plans,
and you were a National
Guardsman and you could
sce the plans to employ
National Guard units
throughout the world to
meet those war plans, you
bad to be struck with the
fact that never before in the
history of the National
Guard was the nations de-
pendence upon the Guard
more critical than it was at
that time. If you had paro-
chial views, you had to
submerge those to the best

interests of the country,
because the National Guard
was being prepared to meet
commitments that they had
never faced before. If you
didn’t become energized
about those matters, you
were exercising a disserv-
ice to your country, but
equally asimportant, adis-
service to your soldiers,
because the soldiers were
not going to fight as part of
the California National
Guard or the Florida Na-
tional Guard, but they were
going to fight as part of the
United States Army. There
was already in place be-
cause of the work of Gen-
cral Greenlief, General
Weber, and General
Walker, the framework for
much of this relationship.
However, there didn't
appear to be a sense of
urgency. And that, per-
haps, best came to light at
the time that one of the
members of the audience
here, General Dick Trefry,
wasthe Assistant DCSPER
of the Army.

General Trefry set aside about

four or five days whent he
satin his office and invited
everyone whowasinvolved
in mobilization to come and
tell him about mobilization.
He invited me to sit with
him, and it was a remark-
able expose of what had
not been achieved in pre-
paring to meet the nation’s
war plans. 1 think after
about the third day, Gen-
eral Trefry sat back in his
chair and as only he cando,
raised his hands and said,
“Christ, I'm frightened.”
That became a benchmark
as [ went back tothe Army
Directorate, to come to
grips withthe issues of how

were we going to mobil-
izethe Guard. To mobilize,
deploy and fight as part of
the Total Army.

Now, aboutof the mindset in the

National Guard. Probably
the mostdominantone was
fear, that fear manifested
itself in several ways. At
the upper levels, as Bruce
indicated, the leadership of
the National Guard was
uncertain if they were going
to lose control of what had
been historically their pur-
views. We in the National
Guard Bureau had been
captured by some of those
same fears. Irecall an in-
stancel asked the folks that
were involved in the auto-
mation program to come in
and talk about automation,
and I was surprised to find
that we had always acquired
computers that were dif-
ferentfromthe Army’s. We
were then atthe stage where
we were beginning to go
out and acquire new com-
puters. I said, “Why don't
we buy the same ones that
the Army has?” And the
fellow who was talking to
me said, “Well, if we do
that, the data in our com-
puters will be available to
the Army Staff and there's
no telling what mischief
will come from that.”

Well, we changed that policy.

We went out and acquired
computers that were com-
patible with the Army. I
recall that during the mobi-
lization exercises our units
that were affiliated or
rounding out Active units
used to have to carry the
punchcards down to the
24th Division and hand
them to the computer folks
in the 24th Division; and
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they spent all night trans-
ferring them to their cards
so they could begin to ac-
count for oursoldiers. That,
itseemed to me, was adis-
connect from what we were
trying to achieve, the rapid
mobilization of the Guard.

An interesting sideline to that,

after we went ahead and
got the computers, about
four years later the Logis-
tics Chief in the National
Guard Bureau came in to
see me in great excitement
and anxiety, and he said, "
regret to inform you that
the DCSLOG of the Army
is redistributing ourequip-
ment." Isaid, “How canhe
dothat”” Hesaid, “Henow
has ourdata and is unilater-
ally redistributing Guard
assets.” Sothe fellow who
warned me at the begin-
ning, gave a legitimate
warning. Itsimply meant I
had to go up to the
DCSLOG of the Army and,
as General Vessey may
recall, we hadto take alead
pipe and say, “No. you
won't do that any more.”
The practice stopped
abruptly.

Although fear at the upper lev-

els was one of control, at
the lower levels, it become
more related to a fear of not
doing well. The National
Guard had always trained
in a relatively mundane,
lethargic, way. Now,
maybe our National
Guardsmen will take ex-
ception tothat, but we never
trained to our full potential
inthe National Guard that 1
grew up with. Much of the
constraint was forcedon us
by the narrow perception
by the Army of whal you
could expect in training

National Guardsmen. My
personal view, and the view
of other National Guards-
men that I associated with
during my development,
was that theNational Guard
had never been challenged
todowhat it was capable of
doing.

So the challenge was, how do

we generate a greatersense
of urgency and increasc the
output, the training output
of a National Guard which
was unaccustomed to train-
ing at the pace which was
essential if the Army was
going to be reinforced by a
National Guard that will
meet its wartime demands.

That was one of the reasons, Or

the genesis, I should say,
for the expansion of the
KPUP Program. KPUP
was not invented here. It
was a program which the
Army Reserve had under
the Titde, I believe, of
Counterpart Training, and
the idea was that you took
a Reservist or a National
Guardsman and you put
himorherwith Active units
so that they could improve
their personal skills and
their military skills work-
ing side by side with Ac-
tive people. It is interest-
ing to note that FORSCOM
didn't fund the USAR’s
Counter partprogram. The
Guard changed the name
and secured separate fund-
ing from the Congress.

We hadonehell of atime getting

National Guard units to go
outand participate in Army
and jointexercises because
they were afraid that they
couldn’t measure up to the
standards. So, by taking
our soldiers and putting

them in with Active Com-
ponent units, our theory
was that they would sce
that they were not training
in an environment with
standards they could not
achieve themselves. And
that came to fruition very
carly when aCavalry unit
from the Army was down
at Fort Bliss and was in-
volved in an exercise. We
sent National Guardsmen
from Oregon and Idaho
under KPUP to participate
in the exercise. And the
message that went to the
soldiers was that General
Temple was interested in
their perceptions of the
level of training which the
Active Army unit was in-
volved in and their ability
to participate at that level
in thier own unit. And
would they call me at that
first opportunity and give
me their observations.

My wife and1 were sound asleep

one night, but at one thirty
ortwoo’ clock in themorn-
ing the telephone rings,
which was not unusual.
Sometimes the Operations
Center would call at that
time. My wifereached over
and got the phone and she
says, “Who is this?" and
she says, “Who?" And she
says, “Herb, it's Licuten-
ant So and So.”" And sol
reached across and got the
phone and the fellow said,
“Hi,I'm Lieutenant Soand
So with the,” I think he was
with the Idaho National
Guard, and he said, *I'm
here with this Cavalry out-
fit from the Army. We've
been exercising for about
five and a half days in the
desert, and this is the first
time I could getnear a tele-
phone to call, and some-

body said to call you. And
I'm doing that to tell you
that I am really impressed
with the training. Itis first
class. But I want you to
know thatmy unitcan train
this well, too.”

1 believe KPUP was the most

successful means of inte-
grating the Guard into the
Army. It provided hands
on experience that Guards-
men could transfer to their
units at little cost.

It was worth being woke up for.

So that was the mindset -
fear. Getting the soldiers
willing to train at an in-
creased tempo and perhaps
evenathigherlevels, which
we eventually were able to
achieve. There was agreat
deal of distrust in the Na-
tional Guard about the
motives of the Army, as
they began toacceptus into
more of these activities.
And the question then was,
"Is this simply a cover for
the Army assuming more
control over the National
Guard?”

From the perspective thatIbad,

there was never any ques-
tion in my mind that the
Army would have enjoyed
command authority over
the National Guard, but for
those of us who understood
the system, the statutes and
the responsibilities of each
of the separate components,
there was never really a
threat. Of course there were
intrusions during the course
of eventsintowhathad been
the prerogatives of the
Guard, but these were re-
solved by the leadership of
the Army, principally. And
though there may be those
of us who have been criti-
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cal of Army leadership in
their relationship with the
Guard, Imusttell you, from
having over twelve ycars
of experience in working
with the leadership of the
United States Army, the
Guard today could nothave
achieved whatit' sachieved
if it had not been for the
Chiefs of Staff of the Army
with whom I served, and
that goes back all the way,
toGeneral Rogers, toGen-
eral Myer, to General
Wickham, and General
Vuono, and of course Sec-
retary Marsh. He was ab-
solutely key.

Imusttell you that each of those

chiefs of staff, within his

ability, was absolutely
committed to the National
Guard meeting its wartime
responsibilitics. The diffi-
culty we bad at the time—
and I don’t know how it is
today,— was that the mind-
sets of the Army, as Gen-
cral Vessey may have de-
scribed them, and the mind-
sets of the Guard, with
which NGB was dealing,
were separated by a great
gap of ignorance. Neither
one knew very much about
the other. As a National
Guardsman, | can tell you
most Guardsmen knew
about the National Guard,
and beyond their statc knew
even less about the Army.
So it was important to us
that if we were going to
resolve these matters. we
bad to find a way to inte-
grate the Guard into the
Army. the Army they were
goingtofight with. and they
had to get to know ecach
other because they were
going to have o live and
fight together.

Those were our objectives; per-

BJ:

haps it's questionable how
successful we were. I do
believe the Guard attained
unprecedented capability
and readiness through a
closerrelationship with the
Army and that was
achieved without loss of
control of the Guard.

That's a very, very
interesting summation. [
think we have now heard
enough to launch usinto a
more public discussion. I'll
just mention one little per-
sonal aside to General
Temple. Knowing of your
interest in General
Marshall's managementof
the Army-and the integra-
tion of the National Guard,
and your mention of Keep-
Up. it's interesting that we
reflect back that the year
before the National Guard
divisions were mobilized,
General Marshall gotall the
Division Staffs to run
through a week with
counterpart training with
Regular Army Division
Staffs. There's very little
record of that, but we know
that every National Guard
Division Staff got a week
on active duty doing the
job that they would do on
active duty with one of the
few Regular Army Divi-
sions then in the system.

But now the time has come to

turn to you, the members of
the Symposium, and who
would like to shoot the first
question to the panel? Do
we have any? I see a few
people edging around out
there. Yes, Sir.

I wonder whether the
time that we were—I'm
General John Lenhardt,

JWV:

from OSDReserve Affairs.
I wonder, and probably ei-
ther General Temple or
General Vessey might
know the answer to this:
When the Army and Gen-
cral Abrams in particular
were beginning to take a
look at the levels of inte-
gration in the ROUND-
OUT concept, my informa-
tion would tell me that it
was done at two levels.
There were ROUNDOUT
battalions, the ten battalion
divisions, and then there
were the brigades. How
much debate occurred on
that? And did anybody take
alook atgoing perhapseven
lower than that? And did
you have any feeling about
where you were going to
get the greatest level of
utility and the greatestlevel
of integration?

IthinkIcan say some-
thing. I can probably say
more than you wantto hear
about that. But many of
you in the audience, Fran,
others in the audience, will
recall the so-called OSD
Tests we ran in the early
"70s on integration. We
ran tests on various levels
of integration.

The tests were questionable tests.

I'd put*tests” inquotations,
because what they were,
were -atiempts at integra-
tion at various levels, and
there wasn’'t a broad sam-
pling. There were onesies
and twosies around the
country. Some were done
very, very well. They were
more dependent upon the
capabilitics and enthusiasm
of the local commanders,
both the Active and Guard
and Reserve people, than
they were on a concept. So

we had some that did su-
perbly and some that did
poorly. The debates cen-
tered more on some of the
fears that Herb raised ear-
lier on the question of,
what's going to happen if
you integrate Guard and
Reserve units atlow levels;
do you then automatically
rule out the opportunity for
this marvelous group of
American patriots whogive
up their vacation time to
serve the nation’s defenses
for the opportunities torise
tohigherranks? And that's
a very legitimate question
and fear.

I think that, overall, we know

that with 38 training days a
year, the lower the unit is,
the [more the] readiness
from that particular unit,
and thatin theory youcould
integrate at the level of one.
You know, there are all
sorts of positions, I believe,
in the Active Force today
that could be filled by
Guardsmenand Reservists
on the 38 training days a
year, or perhaps two for the
position or something like
that, and the nation would
nevermiss a beat. But what
we don't want to have is a
system that says if you are
going to enlist in the Na-
tional Guard you are
doomed forever to rise no
higher than the rank of
squad leader or platoon
sergeant or tank com-
mander, or something like
that. That's a different
problem to be solved.

Sothere were all sorts of debates

and questions raised and fi-
nally, when there are de-
bates and questions about
things like that, it was de-
cided by fiat. General
Abrams decided where we
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wouldintegrate and therec-
ommendations were taken
to him and he made the
decision and we integrated
it at that level. And, you
know, it worked far better
than the people in the Ac-
tive Army, there were many
people in the Active Army
who thought this was a
bummer. I, along with
some of you in this room,
were at the meeting of the
Army Reserve Forces Pol-
icy Boardwhen1 presented
the integration concept.

I stood up and, you know, I was

very proud of my Guard
beginning. 1'd fought for
three years with the Na-
tional Guard Division in
World War II and enlisted
in the National Guard and
am very proud of my Na-
tional Guard heritage.
Unfortunately, Ididn'thave
my 34th Division patch on
this day, but I got up and
briefed the concept, the in-
tegration concept which
was the heart of the Abrams
Doctrine, to the Reserve
Force Policy Board. Jobn
Baker stood up and said,
“General, Idon'tknow who
you arc or what your back-
groundis, butIcantell you
onething. Youdon'tknow
a damn thing about the
National Guard.” So.it was
a concept that was not en-
thusiastically embraced by
cither the Active or the Re-
serve Component Force.

It ook great leadership. People

like Fran Greenlief and
Vern Weber in the Guard
and leadership on the Ac-
tive Force to make it work
at the levels that we did.
Now we know alotmore. |
think it is time to examine
other concepts, but we have

HRT:

to keep in mind all the les-
sons, not just some of the
lessons.

We have to keep in mind all the

lessons that weknow about
what a militia is for, you
know. What is the State's
role? The very legitimate
role of States to have a
militia. How do we serve
that? How do we we build
a larger force for the na-
tion? How do we ade-
quately reward both mone-
tarily and psychically the
people who enlist in the
Guard and Reserve.

So, there are alotof questions to

answer. There aren’t any
simple answers to this
thing. But we havealot of
information that we didn't
have before General
Abrams imposed what we
are now—and I agree with
Bob, that he would be
appalled to hear us call it
“the Abrams Doctrine.”

I'm going to invite
General Vesscy to correct
me, because I was not privy
to the level of discussion
that he was during this time.
but as I recall ROUN-
DOUT, it was designed o
dosomething that was more
strategic in nature in that
the Soviets were counting
divisions and we were striv-
ing to reach a prudent risk
force. Idon'trecall, but 32,
33 divisions, something of
that sort. And the idea was
toraise division flagsinthe
Army. not only for a fight-
ing capability but also a
deterrent.

Because of dollar constraints the

Army could increase the
number of active divisions
only through this method

As.

of integrating Guard units
into their divisions. The
brigade was the most ef-
fective level and though
there were some battalions
that were integrated into
Active units, brigades
secemed to achieve better
results more clearly and
more quickly than at the
lower levels.

General Vessey discussed,
maybe it's time to begin to
look at different techniques
and different methods to
achicve this integration, or
is that kind of integration
relevant today? If nooneis
counting divisions, do you
really need ROUNDOUT
as we've known it in the
past?

Iwon'tevendiscuss ROUNDUP

because I'm notcertain that
I know what that is. The
fact is ROUNDOUT had
proven to be successful
when the division com-
manders made the effort to
make it successful. I can
recall that many of the
division commandersinthe
24th Division thought they
were my shadow, from Jim
Vaught to Don Rosenblum
to General Galvin. These
guys were on the phone
frequently to the National
Guard Bureau pounding the
table and demanding that
the National Guard Bureau
meet its responsibilities to
ROUNDOUT. These men
made the program work.

But the question, I think, that we

now need to ask, that Gen-
eral Vessey alluded to, was,
*Is now the time to exam-
ine different courses and
perhaps the National Guard
ought to return to a more
wraditionalrole?" Butthat's

BJ:

your afternoon question.

Yes, Sir.

JWV: In answer to your

question, you are absolutely
right that part of it was
building divisions. We
could not build 16 divisions
without making the third
brigade of a number of
those divisions Guard bri-
gades. But we also
wanted—Gencral Abrams
made itclear thatthey were
to bereal fighting divisions
with the capability of fight-
ing. We wanted notjust di-
visions, not just hollow di-
visions, we wanted big,
tough, divisions, and that's
why additional battalions
were added to some of the
divisions, to make the big,
tough divisions.

MG Francis S. Greenlief

(Ret.):

Perhaps I can add something to

this discussion by relating
an anecdote.  General
Vessey and 1 were mem-
bers of a group called the
Dance of the Pachyderms
thatdeveloped the STEAD-
FAST Plan. Part and par-
cel of this was the integra-
tion of the Guard into the
Active Army through
ROUNDOUT. A great
debate occurred between
General Vessey and my-
self, at that time both Ma-
jor Generals. Jack pro-
posed that battalions of
Guard, organic to Guard
Divisions be available for
ROUNDOUT. I was ut-
terly opposed, although I
was very willing to inte-
grate Guard separate bat-
talions as ROUNDOUT.
My argument was I didn’t
want to destroy the ability
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of the Guard Division tobe
mobilized as a whole divi-

sion.

General “Dutch” Kerwin was

Bu

=

BJ:

the Chairman of the group,
as I recall, and after Gen-
eral Vessey and I had our
discussion, atthe end of the
discussion General Vessey,
having heard my diatribe,
said, “Hey, Fran, if1 were
a Guard battalion com-
mander"—and I knew
General Vessey's back-
ground — "if I were a
Guard battalion com-
mander I would be abso-
lutely delighted to have my
battalion mobilized as part
of an Active Army divi-
sion, even if I ran a Guard
division.” I've said that
wrong. WhatJack said was,
"IfI were thedivision com-
manderof aGuard division
Iwould be delighted tohave
one of my battalions mobi-
lized with an active divi-
sion.” And Dutch said,
*“Jack, it's pretty obvious
you ain't going to com-
mand no Guard Division."”

considering those relative
positions, then, I'd have to
tell you that today I'm not
sure I'd hold to that posi-
tion. Considering the kind
of environment we are
involved in, the kind of
mobilization that would
occur, I'm inclined o be-
lieve that today I might
agree that a Guard battal-
ion of a Guard division, in
the right time and place,
could be mobilized as part
of the Active Army. l agree.
It'sanewenvironment, and
it's time to take new ap-
proaches. Thank you.

Thank you. General
Greenlief. Justtoreferback

for a moment to the origi-
nalquestion, Irecall an ini-
tiative, a strong initiative,
but I don't remember the
exact year. But if you re-
call the Finsterle Study, that
went in great depth into
ROUNDOUT at below
battalion level, and had a
concept for rounding out
artillery battalions with
batteries from the Guard,
as an example, and it got
quite a lot of scrutiny dur-
ing aspecificperiod of time.

I want to ask a ques-
tion of General Temple.
You were speaking about
the mindset and you were
speaking about the com-
mitment during his time at
the Burcau of Army lead-
ership to the concept of
integrating the Guard and
Reserve. Is there the impli-
cation, perhaps, that that
same commitment may not
baveexisted then, ormaybe
even now, on lower levels
toward integration of the
Guard and Reserve?

What I'm  asking, somewhat

diplomatically, is that when
you talk to Guard com-
manders who participatein
foreign force deployments,
or even the Persian Gulf
War, and when they speak
rather explicitly and vehe-
mently about second-class
treatment that they per-
ceived that they received
from their Regular Army
counterparts, is there justa
burcaucratic problem in
trying to take that commit-
ment from that leadership
and reach down to lower
levels? Because thatis just
something that has always
existed in American his-
tory andit’sdifficult todeal
with.

HRT:

No. I never found a
case of a soldier in the
National Guard whowasn't
proud and excited and
wanted to participate as part
of the Army, at the levels
you are talking about.
Again, back to my original
comment, the fear and the
anxiety was at the senior
levels. The soldiers, as I
said earlier, were in many
cases uncertain about their
own abilities because the
Army had done apretty fair
jobofconvincing them that
they could not do very
much, and many of their
own leaders wholacked the
experience themselves to
provide the leadership to
train to the levels and at the
tempo that was necessary,
had convinced them that
perhaps they could not.

Ineverfoundacase of aGuards-

man who wasn't fully
committed to the United
States Army. I often had a
hell of a time sorting out
the fact that every National
Guardsman thought he was
in the Army even though
be only was in the Army a
few days a month was ir-
relevant to him. He was in
the Army and he wanted to
beapartofit,and he wanted
all the trappings that went
with it, and perhaps the
personal slights or insults
that might have been lev-
cled at him were off his
back very quickly. I never
found an instance where a
National Guardsman was
afraid of losing his Guard
integrity because of his re-
lationship in relationship to
the Army. Just the oppo-
site. They were always
willing to soldier.

LS:

I would like to say
something about that. As]
think youknow, I'm work-
ing on a book — I've been
working on it too long and
it should be finished — a
book about Reserve Forces
in the Gulf War, and that’s
given me an opportunity to
talk to an awful lotof people
about the kinds of things
yourquestion addresses, at
least in that limited con-
flict. AndIwillhave tosay
the evidence is not homo-
geneous. It's quite differ-
entiated in terms of how
people, mobilized people,
were treated by Active
Forces that they served
with. And it ranges all the
way from people who
thought that they really
were treated very poorly to
people who thought that
they were treated better
than the Active Forces that
they joined, they were
treated almost like VIPs.
Neither of those extremes
represents, in my view, the
center of mass of reality.

A lot of times people described

to me experiences where
initially they might be
treated—] think second-
class citizens is too strong
aterm, butmightbe treated
with some, I don't know
quite what to say, suspi-
cion is not the right term
cither, but not fully ac-
cepted. Let me just put it
like that. And after they'd
worked a little while they
found that that evaporated,
and I really feel—this is a
personal opinion — 1 re-
ally feel one of the sort of
sad things in the aftermath
of the Gulf War is the fol-
lowing: The relationships
between the components in
many respectshadreached,
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Ithought, an unprecedented
level of mutual respectand
comity and to adegree that
was undercut by the later
controversies that sur-
rounded the performance,
readiness and policy re-
garding the utilization of
the ROUNDOUT units,
which were after allnot the
main part of the story, al-
though they are an impor-
tant part of the story.

But I'll have to say, I'm even

somewhat critical of some
of the senior leadership of
what we might call the Re-
serve Forces community,
active and retired, for put-
ting undue emphasis, I felt,
on that aspect when so
many of the other forces
deserved so much credit.
And you could tell anec-
dotes all day that would
illustrate that, but one an-
ecdote that I think almost
everybody here has proba-
bly beard involves an ar-
mored division that was just
about out of fuel, and into
their CP late in the day.
maybeearly in theevening,
walks a female captain.
And they look at her and
they say, ‘‘What arc you
doinghere”" Andshesays,
“] got fuel. Want some?”

And they did. And, believe me,

it was accepted with more
than open arms. So there
are a lot of stories that, I
think.are true, arc valid,
and that help to reflect a
reality that is more differ-
entiated than the experience
of some individuals who
maybe felt they weren't
accepted in the beginning
and never were. Undoubt-
edly there were cascs like
that, too. Butthat'snot the
center of the mass, at least

as my research to this point
identifies it.

JWV: Well, the issue has

been, I think, very well
discussed by both these two
people. I just recall my
own serving as a soldier in
a National Guard division
between two Regular Army
divisions committed to
combat in the carly days of
World War II, and bow
important we all belicved it
was that welook as good as
the Regular Army did out
there. Wedidn't. Wetook
more casualties. It was
harder for us simply be-
cause we did not have the
totality of training and ex-
perience that the 1stInfan-
try Division and the Ist
Armored Division had.
And that should be no sur-
prise toanyone. Butwe did
all right.

That colored my later views of

what to do. I later had the
good fortune of command-
ing one of those heavy
divisions that was rounded-
out by a National Guard
brigade. I want to tell you,
I would have been very
comfortable going to war
with my National Guard
brigade as the third brigade
of that division. I recog-
nized that there certain
levels of training that they
hadn't achieved, that you
justcouldn'tdoin 38 train-
ing days a year. If you
could, there is noreason t0
have an Active Army. On
the other hand, we had
worked closely enough
together to understand the
strengths and weaknesses
of each other and how we
could accommodate to
those, and I believe that the
Doctrine was sound and

that we could have done it.

In a way, I understand the deci-

sion that was made in the
mobilization for the Gulf
Warwiththe ROUNDOUT
brigades, but it is too bad
that it happened the way it
did. The way it turned out
there was plenty of time to
give them all the training
that they ever would have
needed before they fired the
first shot, even if they had
started at a lot lower level.
But we shouldn’t dwell a
lot on that experience.
What we should do is
couple that into all of the
things that we know about
how to integrate the Guard
and Reserve and deciding
how we march on into the
future.

Sir, I'm Colonel Jack
Mountcastle fromthe Army
WarCollege,andI’ vegota
question for Dr. Sorley as
General Abrams’ biogra-
pher. I think allofus, given
our experience in the '80s
when the CAPSTONE
Program involving the
National Guard and the
Army Reserve, and a pro-
gram like the National
Guard captains in Europe,
was working and very
aggressively. There was al-
mostnotime, inmy experi-
ence while serving in Eu-
rope, when you could not
find a National Guard com-
mander and his staff or
individual Guardsmen on
duty in Europe. Did Gen-
eral Abrams, during his
short tenure as Chief—
because I know he wentto
Europe, so, did he take any
steps towards the forma-
tion that we would thenlater
know as the program of
CAPSTONE and aligning

Reserve Componeats todi-
rectly with the active ...

I'm going to have to
say, Jack, thatI'm not sure
of theanswer tothat, butlet
me speculate. And Gen-
eral Vessey may wellknow
and can tell you.

As you know, General Abrams

had a lot to do and little
time to do it in. He died
after just under two years
in office as the Army Chief.
One of the last and most
significant things he did
was to call his senior asso-
ciates togetherand tellthem
that he had committed toa
16-division force with no
increase inend strength and
no budgetary impact, at a
time when we had then
maybe 13 and 1/3divisions.
In other words, we were
going to take this outof our
hide. He disestablished
seven major headquarters
and cut back drastically on
many others, including bis
own,inordertotrytogetas
many spaces as hecould to
underwrite that expansion
of the division force.

He was able to do that because

he reached agreement with
Jim Schlesinger, then Sec-
retary of Defense, thatifhe
could make any savings of
that kind he could keep
them and apply them to-
ward a greater combat
force. And at this meeting
shortly before he died, he
said to them, “I' m commit-
ted to this course of action,
unless anybody here knows
of any reason why we
shouldn't do that. And if
anybody thinks that, they
should have the courage to
speak out now and tell me
so." Now, you know, if
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you had been one of those
people and had itput to you
like that, I guess you would
have had to really suck up
your gut to say to General
Abrams, under those
circumstances, “We can’t
do this,” or “We shouldn’t
do it.” But the fact is no
onedid, and so he then said,
“Allright. That's what we
are going to do.”

And then it was only a matter of

weeks before he died, and
50 it was left to others to
carry thaton. Andsofaras
Tknow, the manifestations
of efforts to increase the
capability of Reserve
Forces, the step-up to this
tougher, more demanding
mission than they'd ever
had before, (a mission that
was in some ways tougher
than what we bad in the
past asked of our Active
Forces), the next half-gen-
cration of leadership, let's
say, was left with that
charge from him, which, in
my view, they carried out,
they executed brilliantly.

JWV: I would just add to

that. thaton the Active side,
it was the triumphant effort
of Kerwin, DePuy, and
Fred Weyand, who were
given this legacy, and then
along with people like Fran
and Vern and some of us
lesser lights who were
marching to the same tune
because it was the only band
in town, who were the foot
soldiers in that exercise.
Many of these other refine-
ments came later.

The Guard captains to Europe,

and CAPSTONE. CAP-
STONE is BobShoemaker,
we fortunately had a series
of dedicated Active and

Reserve Componentpeople
who made this work, and I
think it’s important that we
understand that we had a
good bunch of TAGs, a
good bunch of State Adju-
tants General, who were
able to grasp the concept
and make it work because
itis out in that arena where
these sorts of ideas work.
You can have all sorts of
grand ideas at the national
headquarters, but if they
don’t work at the posts,
camps, and stations in the
Regular Army and in the
States, in the Guard, they
don't work.

I think you might like
to know one little vignette
apropos of what we've been
discussing, one thatalso oc-
curred very late in General

-Abrams' life.

General Vessey mentioned that

hecommanded one of those
heavy divisions and it had
a ROUNDOUT brigade in
it, and that he would have
been very comfortable tak-
ing that unit to war with
this ROUNDOUT brigade.
There is a reason why he
had that division.

Late in General Abrams’ life,

when he was mortally ill
and able todo very little, he
would do a litde work on
the veranda of Quarters |
at Fort Myer. His associ-
ates would bring to him
those things they knew he
cared most about and
viewed as most important.
And on a given day, Colo-
nel Bill Livesy, his Execu-
tive Officer, brought to him
some such matters, includ-
ing the proposed new slate
of division commanders.
The people who put those

slates together knew Gen-
eral Abrams well, and they
usually got those slates
through without any
change. On this occasion,
Abrams looked at the slate.
Then he turned to Livesy
and he said, “Have you got
apen?” Livesy handed him
his pen. Abrams took the
pen, struck through one
name on the list, we don’t
know whose, and wrote in,
“Vessey" opposite that di-
vision. Then he gave the
slate back to Livesy and
said only, “He's asoldier.”

Q: I'm Pat Garvey, from New

York. This is kind of a
follow-on to General
Vessey's comments about
integration on mobiliza-
tion, and I wonder if (Gen-
eral Vessey) would like to
comment on the role of the
full-time cadres, the mix of
the cadres, and what you
think they might contrib-
ute to facilitate in the inte-
gration of the Guard and
Reserve Forces on a, not
only on a day-to-day basis,
but of course in terms of
mobilization. Where do
you see that whole busi-
ness going?

JWV:  Well, we are at a time

whenthere's a great oppor-
tunity for us to examine
what we've donein the past,
what.is good about that,
and then look at the uncer-
tain future that we see, and
ask ourselves, what should
we do in the future? I per-
sonally believe that it is
time for a complete, top-
to-bottom look at the way
wemix Active and Reserve
Forces. This will not be
popular in much of any
place. The Active Forces
will have difficulty with

this. Many Guardsmen and
Reservists will have diffi-
culty withit. Politicallead-
ership will have difficulty
with it, when their plate is
full of other problems, tak-
ing on something that ob-
viously has great political-
overtones and the prospect
of big debates and “why fix
it when it isn't broke that
badly?" willberaised. And
that’s a good question.

On the other hand, I would sug-

gest that we are at a water-
shed of history. We have a
model that has served us
very well over the past 50
years, 50, 60, 75 years, and
it has served us well. And
we take, we gain from it
enormous strengths. We
also take from it knowl-
edge of very clear weak-
nesses that need to be fixed.
And] think that we have an
opportunity to ask that
question in the context that
I have just raised. I think
looking at bits and piecesis
the wrong way to look at it
now.

There are enormous problems

with doing what I've sug-
gested doing, but also, I
think, enormous potential
benefits for the country a
few years ahead.

And there arc great dangers to

this country, and the great-
estdanger that I see, on the
Defense side of the house,
is inadequate defenses for
the years ahead. The popu-
lation is growing; the per-
centage of population that's
involved in defense activi-
ties is becoming ever
smaller; compulsory mili-
tary service has long since
disappeared; the numbers
of Congressmen and
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women who have served in
the Armed Forces becomes
anever smaller percentage.

National Guard Armorics arc

being closed in communi-
ties that have bad National
Guard Armories since those
particular states werestates.
How to tic any defense
force with the population
atlargeis amajorquestion.
How to get support for
defense?

ROTCs are being folded up

because “we don't need
the officers that they pro-
duce.” The ties between
the citizens of this country
and its defense forces are
becoming increasingly
weaker. So, what we have
to look at is, how do we
have enough? And the
difference? There will be
arguments about, well, you
don't want too much be-
cause the nation needs its
resources for other things.
But if you have to choose
between too much and oo
litde for defense, the pen-
alty for having too litde is
exponentially greater than
the penalty for having too
much.

Now. how do you do it? And ]

say. let'sstart with a look at
how we tic the total force
together, and that's not Just
Army. but Army. Navy. Air
Force. Marine Corps. Coast
Guard.

How do we build this nauon’s

defenses from the roots of
the nauon and the histones
and traditions that we have
that arc worth taking into
the future” And howdowe
graccfully get rid of those
things thathave served well
but aren't necessarily worth

taking into the future?

That's along-winded answer to

BJ:

your excellent question on
a narrower subject.

Bob, inyourresearch,
what do you feel, looking
at the keen sense that Gen-
eral Abrams had with re-
spect to the values of this
integration and the ability
tobuild public understand-
ing and support for mili-
tary operations, doyou feel
that he had similar views
with respect to the impor-
tance of a strong industrial
base, with respect to manu-
facture, competition, and so
forth? Certainly, inhisBig
Five Program he identified
a certain level of interest.
Would you comment on
that?

1 will. But what I'm
going to say is going to be
speculalivc.bccauscldon't
have any detailed, factual
knowledge of that.

I think you are right tolook at the

The

Big Five, and on an carlier
occasion General Vesscy
had commented on the
Abrams' legacy as we
viewed it in the Gulf War,
to which he also alluded
briefly this morning. And
he identificd a number of
different things.

effective air support was
one. Theintegration of the
Reserve Forces was an-
other. The training I think
be identified as the most
important, the great train-
ing which taught our sol-
diers how to stay alive on
the batteficld. But he also
talked about high technol-
ogy that worked, and
worked when we needed it.

It was determined that the
readiness of the force,
which depended primarily
on the soldier and his lead-
ers, would also be enabled
by the right kind of equip-
ment. And, of course, this
is one of the similarities
between that period and
what we are now seeing,
the limited amount of re-
sources, a lot of competi-
tion for those resources.

1 think focusing on a few key

BJ:

HRT:

systems was a very impor-
tant aspectof that, and while
many of those systems went
through the kinds of grow-
ing pains that I guess is
endemic to any high tech-
nology enterprise, I can't
helpbut feelhe would have
beenextremely gratified by
how well those systems
performed when the time
came to have them tested
in combat.

I'dliketo giveeachof
the panelists, starting with
General Temple, anoppor-
tunity to take perhaps three
or four minutes to summa-
rize your thinking on the
issues that we' ve discussed
this morning, and orient
them, if possible, towards a
summation we mightcome
out with before the noon
break, to contribute toward
a summary statement.

At the time, and of
course this was during the
Cold War era, the integra-
tion of the Guard into the
Army was essential for the
preparation for the nation
to go to war. At that time
the perception was that
we'd be fighting outnum-
bered and outgunned in far
off places, under very dif-
ficult circumstances, with

very, very little time in the
mobilization process, and
very little time betweenmo-
bilization and commitment
to combat. That was the
driving feature for every-
one whowas addressing the
National Guard 's prepara-
tions for war.

That concem for readiness con-

voluted how we trained the
National Guard. We went
from training from the
bottomupsequentially, and’
we began to focus on the
fact that we could not de-
ploy divisions in 60 and 70
days if they bhad never
trained Division Com-
manders and Staffs. We
made aconscious decision
that it was essential to fo-
cus training on the highest
level of training that you
could because that was the
mostdifficultand complex
level of training.

The difference between the Na-

tional Guard of the 80's
and the one which General
Vessey related to when he
was mobilized in World
War Il was the fact that the
modern Guard was a to-
tally different organization.
Everyone had basicand ad-
vanced individual training
as a requirement for serv-
ice in the National Guard.
Officers were already serv-
ice school trained and many
more officers C&GSC
products.

We rejected out of hand the

contention that 38 days of
training was the training
limit for the Guard. It was
and is not. The stability in
the Guard provided the
opportunity to build on
training over a period of
years. You would go out
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and talk to National
Guardsmen who were in
training and ask them, "how
long have you been in the
Guard?" If he said ten
years—and the average was
running about seven years,
you were taking 38 days
times seven, and then all of
the additional training ac-
tiviies which were then
incorporated into the
Guard. And on top of that
you had the basic and ad-
vancedindividual training.

Inmany instances, you were now

talking to peacetime Na-
tional Guardsmen who
were better prepared to go
to war than many soldiers
we sent to war in World
War II, Korea and Viet-
nam. They had more ac-
tual trainingand experi-
ence.

So we were not dealing with

novices, or recruits, in pre-
paring them to meet their
wartime commitments. It's
just that we had to refocus
how we were going to train
them with the view that you
bad to train divisions and
brigades, and that the sol-
diers could be refreshed in
basic skills after mobiliza-
tion. You could do that in
28 or 30 days. You could
not train divisions in 28
and 30 days. So what you
found was an inverted
approach to how we pre-
parcd the National Guard
togotowar. But. ifl could
just take an additional mo-
ment.

Two people, in my experience,

were key to achieving train-
ing success. One was
General Bill Richardson,
who was my next-door
neighbor when 1 lived at

Fort Myer. He had an op-
portunity to go up and
cvaluate the 28th Division
of the Pennsylvania Na-
tional Guard back in the
late '70s, and came back
and explained to me that,
"You have very good sol-
diersin the National Guard,
that I've seen” — he had
never scen a National
Guard unit before—he said,
"But they are not very
savvy. They can't put
thingstogether. They could
not operate as a Division.
They need practical expe-
rience." And he wrote a
very lengthy report to
General Jeff Smith, who
was the First Army Com-
mander, to whom he was
reporting on his evaluation,
and thatreport became the
first training document the
National Guard Bureau
ever put out.

Iregret to tell you I plagiarized

most ecverything from
General Richardson's re-
port. But that was the
genesis for our infusing a
sense of urgency into the
Guard. Train at the level
organized, reinforce serv-
ice schools with realistic
experiences. Train units at
an accelerated tempo ori-
ented on CAPSTONE
missions.

The second person that I thought

played a very key role in
permitting the Guard to
expand beyond what it had
ever envisioned for itself
was General Sennewald.

When he became the Forces

Command Commander
those opportuniticsopened.
1 can recall his teiephone
call to me at Fort Bliss
where 1 was visiting. He

said, “Look, I'm about to
sign a policy that for every
annual training period, a
National Guard unit will
train several days at the
level it's organized.
You've got any problem
with that”” “No, Sir. That's
a good policy.”

That was the impetus we needed

totrain units to accomplish
their missions. This was
proven in world-wide ex-
ercises and permitted the
mobilization and deploy-
mentof large organizations
with little orno post-mobi-
lization training for Desert
Shield/Storm. It wasnow a
new National Guard, ready
and mission capable.

I guess I'll just close
by making an observation
about then and now. It
seems to me it's been es-
tablished without question
that the concept for the in-
tegration of the forces
which stemmed from Gen-
cral Abrams' experience
proved to be the right con-
cept for the Gulf War. The
working title of my book
about reserve forces in the
Gulf Warconveysthat. It's
called, “Good To Go.”

I would like to suggest that

whether it proves to be the
right policy for the future—
and [ would very much like
to see the kind of top-to-
bottom review of this issue
that General Vessey advo-
cated be done in the next
year—depends in part on
what role Americadecides
to play in the international
affairs of the future.

You hear, for example, people

saying that the Cold War
was an aberration, that the

maintenance of a large
standing Army during the
period of the Cold W ar was
an historical aberration.
And the Cold War is over.
And therefore, the impli-
cation is that we can go
back to ourhistoric primary
relianceon Reserve Forces,
with a small, almost a cadre
of standing Army.

Now, I'm not prepared to say

that’s right or wrong, but I
will just point out that the
one major difference be-
tween the pre-Cold War
period, as amodel, and the
post-Cold War period is we
haven'tdecided to go back
to being non-involved in
world affairs the way we
essentially were before
World War II. So what-
ever determinations are
made, I suggest they have
to be made with that in
view.,

Now, if the United States con-

tinues to try to advance
what some have called a
“New World Order,” and
I'm not sure what that
means, but what it means
to me, or what I suggest it
might mean, is a world in
which aggressor nations
and aggressorelements are
not permitted by the world
community to work their
will through the use of ille-
gitimate armed force. Any
"New World Order" that is
going to be imposed, be-
causc that's what we are
talking about—imposing it,
is going tohave tosee lead-
ership by the United States
in bringing that about. That
seems to be unquestionable
to me.

And underthose circumstances,

it seems to me that frequent
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resort to force in varying
degrees will be a virtual
certainty. So I close by
raising aconsideration that
troubles me in this respect.

General Vessey pointed outquite

eloquently how the budg-
ets arc going down, and
how the percentage of the
population under arms is
going down, how the expe-
rience of our Congressmen
with military affairs is
going down, and a number
of other factors, all con-
tributing I think tothe same
drive in one direction. But
if we are going to have
frequent resort to armed
force, Reserve Forces are
inevitably going tobe a part
of that. Andoughtto be, in
my view.

And yetin the Gulf Waryousaw

some types of capabilities
that reside in the Reserve
Forces. Even such a mun-
dane thing as line-baul
trucking capability were
used 100 percent, or close
to 100 percent. Thereason
1 mention that is that if we
go back to some campaign
like that again soon, we arc
going to have to go back o
the same people and say,
“Come again.” And the
way to avoid that course is
to have redundancy of ca-
pability, so this time we
can draw on these people,
and then if we have to go
again pretty soon, we can
go and draw on some other
people clsewhere. Butre-
dundancy of capability is
costly.and I suggest proba-
bly not politically atain-
able — under current cir-
cumstances, anyway.

So. if wedid areviewof thekind

General Vessey advocates,

which I strongly support, I
would hope that we would
look very carcfully at not
only discreet instances of
the potential use of force,
but the cumulative impact
over time, if indeed we are
going to try to impose a
"New World Order,” or
play arole in world affairs
which causes us at fairly
frequent intervals to have
to mobilize parts of our
military capability.

JwWV: Well,I’'mnotsure]’m

capable of doing that,

Bruce, but the very title of |

this Symposium here sort
of says two things. One is
it's sort of a tribute to
General Abrams, and 1
think that's right and good
that we should dothat. But
it also raises a huge ques-
tion for what do we do in
the future, and I gave my
little speech aboutthat. Bob
has just reminded us of
some of the things that we
need toexamine. There are
some others.

General Abrams was a very

buman individual, among
other things. He was a
person who could find you
in scrious trouble but put
you at ease by telling of
some similar circumstances
that he had once been in
that was very akin to the
kettle of fish that you now
found yourself in. He un-
derstood soldiers wonder-
fully.

As we look at how to make the

best defenses by using
Active, Guard and Reserve
Forces, we need o under-
stand that it is in the
strengths and weaknesses
of those people that we call
soldiers, whether they be

Active or Reserve Compo-
nent, that will decide the
issue.

Many of you have heard me tell

the story before, butI'litell
it again, about the
enormous strengths that
one finds in soldiers, that
can be part-time soldiers.

1 visited a tank battalion at Fort

Drum, before Fort Drum
was an Active Army post.
A New England tank bat-
talion (was) there in train-
ing, andit was fardownthe
DAMPL. They had old
turkeys for tanks. But I
engaged in one of my fa-
vorite activities, which is
riding the bustle rack of a
tank as it's going down a
Table 8, and I did that. Got
the headsets on, and lis-
tened to the crew.

And this was absolutely a top-

notch tank crew that would
bave compared very fa-
vorably with any tank crew
any place in the world. It
just went down that range,
bang, bang, bang. Thecom-
mands were right The
techniques were just abso-
lutely top-notch. And they
scored very high on that
Table 8.

We got back to the start point

and 1 dismounted, and I
hadn't been introduced to
the crew before 1 got on,
and I introduced myselfand
talked to them and talked
tothe tank commander and
asked him how long he had
been tank commander.

He said, “Ttdepends onbowyou

count it, Sir.” He said, "I
was supposed to be a gun-
ner in the Second Armored
Division at Fort Hood, but

I was, most of the time, the
tank commander for three
years. And then,” be says,
*J was tank commander for
three years or something
like that in the Third Ar-
mored Division in Europe.
And then I've been with
this outfit"— I've forgot-

" ten the number, whether it

was seven years, or cight
years or whatever it was
that he was a tank com-
mander with this outfit.
"So," he said, "I think you
can probably say 13, 14
years.” 1 asked him where
he lived. And itturned out
he lived about a four-hour
drive from the Armory
where his tank company
drilled. And I said, “You
drive that far fordrill?’ And
he said, “Yes, Sir."” Isaid,
“Why do you do that, Ser-
geant?" Hesaid, “General,
it's the closest good outfit
with tanks.”

Now, therein is sort of the heart

of the strength of the Re-
serve Components, and the
Active Force. We under-
stand that.

In our county seat back home in

Minnesota is the 194th -
was the 194th — Tank Bat-
talion, before youdummies
here in Washington took
them off the rolls. But it
was the first tank battalion
tofire ashotinangeron the
beaches of Luzon. It cov-
ered the withdrawal to
Bataan. It made the last
counterattack on Bataan,
with the battalion com-
mander and his three re-
maining tanks. Allofthem
Guardsmen, who never
fired a shot in anger out of
the main gun of those tanks
'til they fired at the Japa-
nese. And an outfit that
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maintained 110 percent
strength all through the
years because of its asso-
ciation with Bataan and
those battles. And we took
itoff the rolls. Wecan'tdo
those things.

Now, how we take those sorts of

BJ:

strengths and build for the
futureis the question. That
model won't fit the future.
Maybe the 194th ought not
to be a tank battalion in the
old form, but somehow
there's an armory there with
a unit therc and guys re-
porting, and somehow the
legacy of that battle has to
be infused into those
pecople. So, that's your
problem. But we have to
doit.

Thank you, General
Vessey. 1 think General
Vessey has made a very
cloquent case for our large
discussion of our intense
desire to somehow hang on
to our National Guard unit
linecage during this great
perniod of restructuring and
turbulence.

In summary of this moming's

discussion, an almost im-
possible task, there have
been so many thoughts and
ideas that have been thrown
out at us. | think what we
can say in retrospect about
the morning session is that,
“Yes, we can agree. from
the panel's standpoint,
there s a validity toour ref-
erence to the emergence of
an Abrams Doctnine,” al-
beit it was a doctrnine that
really forced the Nauonal
Guard 1nt0 a posiuon of
more prominence i the
Defense structure, and re-
ally putittoagreattest. To
a test which [ think one of

our panelists said required
National Guard soldiers to
do more in the way of
preparation and training
than perhaps soldiers of
eventhe Regular Army had
had to do under normal
conditions, under non-Cold
War circumstances. But
that even successful doc-
trine must be subject to
reevaluation, as we look not
only to the past as to the ac-
complishments, but to the
future as to what needs to

be done.

First Hand View of Im-
plementing the
Abrams Doctrine

RFE:  Ourluncheonspeaker
today, Lt General Don
Rosenblum, has had an
awful lotof experience that
relates to the subjects that
we' ve been discussing this
moming. He was one of
the architects of STEAD-
FAST when he was on the
Army Staff. He was one of
the earliest participants in
ROUNDOUT brigades as
they developed.

WhenI was appointed the Adju-
tant General of Florida, he
was my CONUSA Com-
mander, and I don't know
whether he inherited me or
Iinherited him, buthe was,
let me say, vitally inter-
ested in the training of the
National Guard units in the
State of Florida and evi-
denced that by alot of per-
sonal interest and attention.

We've asked him if he would re-
flect upon those steps that
began to carry us up to the
Desert Shield/Desert Storm
arena. Andit’s with a great
deal of pleasure that [ in-
troduce Don Rosenblum.

LTG Donald E. Rosenblum
(Ret.), Former Com-
mander, FirstUS. Army:

Thank you. Iam used tobeing a
utility ball player, because
when I was in highschool I
was a damn good baseball
player.

Whenlwenttocollege the curve
balls were a little bitsharper
and the fast balls were a
litle bit faster. So I be-
came the utility infielder
for my alma mater. I went

in in the late innings, like
Rafael Belliard does, and
went to shortstop in the
cighth and ninth or pinch-
ran and everything. So
pinch-hitting doesn’t
bother me. It probably
bothers you because you
are stuck with me for the
next two hours and 38
minutes as 1 reflect on
things.

And I would like to reflect. I

probably, when I was on
active duty, had as much
experience with the Guard
and Reserve as any other
General Officer or maybe
more. And so I think thatI
understood, in those days
anyway, about the Guard
and Reserve.

But my first brush with the Na-

tional Guard was as a Sec-
ond Licutenant of Infantry,
as I reported to my com-
pany in the Korean War. I
reported to Easy Company,
224th Infantry Regiment,
40th Infantry Division,
California Army National
Guard. Another Second
Licutenant whoreportedin
at the same time, we came
up through the Replace-
ment chain together, took
over the Weapons Platoon
and 1 took over the First
Platoon. His name was
“Shy” Myer.

As a matter of fact, when Bob

Ensslin asked me to speak
here, I picked up the phone
and called Shy and I said,
“Youain'tgoing tobelieve
this, butl've gotto speak to
abunchof guys, sogiveme
some insights,” which he
did, and if you figure out
what he told me to say, you
will have figured out Shy
Myer.
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My battalion commander in

those days was a fellow by
the name of AlvinE. "Bull-
dog” Howell. Now, Herb
Temple may know him.
Bulldog Howell was a Cali-
fornia Guardsman. He'd
been a battalion com-
manderin World Warll, in
the 40th Division in the
Pacific. And they didn’t
call him “Bulldog” for any
other reason except he was
as tough as nails, and he
taught me a lot. I'll never
forget him.

I will not forget my regimental

commander, who was
“Walking Jim”
Richardson, who'd been
the Senior Army Advisor
to the California Army
National Guard. and when
the Guard was activated and
sent to Korea for the war,
be volunteered for it and
was accepted as the Regi-
mental Commander of the
224th Infantry Regiment.

Some twenty years later [ gotre-

involved as I was assigned
to the Pentagon, to the
Office of the Deputy Chief
of Staff for Operations, as
it was called in those days.
I was assigned to the Op-
erations Directorate. And
my assignment was the
Special Assistant to the
Directorof Operations. My
fricnds told me, “Youarca
Special Assistant for one
of two reasons: You arc
either undergoing court-
martial charges or Yyou
didn’t have a job." Mine
was the latter.

A fellow by the name of Don-

nelly P. Bolton was the Op-
erations Director. and he
liked to stack up colonels
justin casc he needed them.

Well, he needed me be-
cause 1 became the
DCSOPS representative to
STEADFAST, anditwasa
fascinating experience.
STEADFAST, the reor-
ganization was headedbya
fellow by the name of
Snapper Rattan, who was
ttheputyChiefofCORC.
You younger guys don't
even know what CORC
was. It was the Chief of
Reserve Components,
headed by a Regular Army
licutenant general, and his
dcputywasachularArmy
major general. I haven't
figured that out, but that’s
what it was.

And my only claim tofame under

STEADFAST was the fact
that, when we were getting
close to making decisions,
the CONARC representa-
tive—and CONARC was
then in the throes of be-
coming TRADOC and
FORSCOM, which was
another great thing during
the Abrams ecra — the
CONARC representative
came up to the Pentagon at
one of our final meetings,
and he was a general and
was a colonel, and he got
upand he said, “The CON-
ARC position is we will
test onc Readiness Group
on the West Coast and one
Readiness Groupor Region
on the East Coast.” And]
jumped up and said, “BS.
It will take five years to im-
plement and the DCSOPS
position is we will do it
now.”

Now, bell, 1 didn't bave a

DCSOPS position.  Nei-
ther did I have the author-
ity to say it. But we did it.
What we did in STEAD-
FAST was probably one of

the greatest things thatever
happened in integrating the
Regular Army and the
National Guard andUSAR.

Now, in case you've forgotten

what happened in those
days, the CONUS Armies,
the CONUSAs as they are
called, prior to STEAD-
FAST, had responsibility
for land masses, for com-
manding posts within their
geographical area. That
was changed to what it is
today, or almost is today,
where the CONUS Armies
command the USAR and
supervises the training and
readiness of the Army
National Guard.

Within each CONUS Army you

bad a certain number of
what were called Army
Readiness Regions, com-
manded by Regular Army
major generals, witha staff
of colonels and senior lieu-
tenant colonels who were
branch coordinators, de-
pending on the branches
within that geographic lo-
cation. And under the
Army Readiness Regions
were Readiness Groups
commanded by Regular
Army colonels, filled with
very bright, dynamic, dedi-
cated sergeants, captains,
and majors. And then,
within the Guard and Re-
serve, reduced to a very
small fumber, were the
advisory detachments.

Within the First Army area—we

had four later on, and dur-
ing that time, if you'll re-
call, the First Army
stretched from Maine to
Florida, east of the Missis-
sippi to include Puerto
Rico, Virgin Islands, Dis-
trict of Columbia.

We had four Readiness Regions,

and each one of those ma-
jor generals stationed at
Devens, Dix, and Fort
Meade, and in Atlanta, had
"x" number of groups un-
derthem. It was a wonder-
ful organization.

My only complaint then andasit

is today, and the then Vice
Chief of Staff of the Army
and the current Forces
Command CINC hasheard
me say this to him onmany
occasions, the rest of the
Regular Army never has
understood whatReadiness
Group guys do and what
Readiness Region guys do.
So when the Regular Army
guys who were out there,
dedicated to the cause of
assisting, notadvising, but
assisting with hands-on,
when the boards meet the
guys sitting on the boards
who have had no experi-
ence with this say, “Gee,
don't know. What is a
Readiness Group guy?
What is a BAT? Some-
thing thatflies?" No. It'sa
Branch Assistance Team,
within that Readiness
Group. A very dedicated
young captain or major,
who probably has more
technical expertise in his
field than his counterpart
who is the S3 of the Third
Battalion of the 505th Air-
borne, where he would
rather be, but works harder
and more hours, and proba-
bly accomplishes more,
than his counterpart.

Butnobody knows whathe does,

so when the boards come
out and they don't select
him for Leavenworth, or
they don’t make him a
major, he doesn't under-
stand that. And so that’s
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my cross that I bear, that
I've borne all these years.

But during the General Abrams

era was when we had
STEADFAST. Ifyoulook
at what we have today, in
addition to what General
Reimer and his people are
trying todo to increase and
improve the readiness of
the Guard and Reserve,
STEADFAST, with the
exception of nomore Army
Readiness Regions—
which I think was a mis-
take to do away with, is in
factlike it was twenty years
ago. And if you think about
that, you say, well, maybe
Snapper Rattan, who
headed STEADFAST, was
pretty good. And so were
the two guys from the
USAR, CAR, and the Na-
tional Guard, Joe Burke,
who went on to bigger and
better things in the Guard,
and Rock Huddleston, who
was the USAR guy, two
colonels, did a superb job
in attempting to meld the
Regular Army and the
National Guard. That was
kind of my second look at
the National Guard, USAR,
and the Regular Army.

The next one was—and you've

heard itthis morning, when
General Abrams said, "We
are going to increase the
size of the Army from 13
Active Divisions o 16
Active Divisions, and it
isn't going o cost five cents
in more pecople, more
spaces or anything of that
nature.” Nobody believed
General Abrams could do
that.

Now, one of the believers was

the DCSOPS of the Army,
who was an Abrams guy.

He looked like him. Broad-
shouldered, smoked cigars,
Camel cigarettes. Most
magnificent guy I've ever
worked for. His name was
Don Cowles, C-0-w-l-e-5.
And that's another day for
another story about Gen-
cral Cowles and General
Abrams. ButI'llrelate one.

I used to say—I was General

Cowles’ Exec, and I'd say,
“You meet with General
Abrams three times aweek.
What in the hell do you
do?" And he'd smile and
say, “We run the Army.”
And they did. And the
meeting that was talked
about earlier this moming,
when Gereral Abrams said,
“Does anybody have any
objections?"’ I laughed. I
sat in the back of the room
there. I was alittle colonel,
you know, sitting there. My
boss told me to go in, I'd
learn something, which I
did.

But, anyway. take 13U.S. Army

Divisions, make 16 and not
cost you any spaces or
faces. But they were what
we called Bobtail Divi-
sions, two Regular Army
brigades, two-thirds of a
DISCOM, two-thirds of a
Division Artillery, two-
thirds of everything else,
and to be filled out. or
rounded-out as it was
called, with a National
Guard brigade plus their
support, combat support,
combat service support.

The 5th Division at Fort Polk.

and Fort Polk was a train-
ing center. The 7th Divi-
sion at Fort Ord. Califor-
nia. Fort Ord was a train-
ing center. The 5th Divi-
sion would get a Louisiana

Well

brigade. The 7th Division
would get a brigade out of
Oregon. Andthen, the 24th
U.S. Infantry Division, to
be activated at a place called
Fort Stewart- Hunter Army
Airfield, Georgia, in south
Georgia, coastal Georgia,
with the 48th Mechanized
Infantry Brigade of the
Georgia Army National
Guard to be its ROUN-
DOUT brigade.

, I have personal knowl-
edge of that because I went
to Fort Stewart in January
1979 as the junior briga-
dier general in the Army,
and I was assigned as the
Commanding General of
the U.S. Army Garrison,
Fort Stewart-Hunter Army
Airfield, Georgia.

And I didn't like that title. 1

knew that my mission was
to build the 24th Division.
And so I made myself the
CG of the First Brigade
(Scparate), 24th Infantry
Division. Had the papers,
you know, all the papers
printed with this, signs up,
and nobody gave me per-
mission todo it, but, hell, I
thought it was fun to do
that.

When I first got to Fort Stewart

Ilooked around and 1 talked
to the people there, who
werenot very interested in
seeing the Regular Army
build up at Fort Stewart.
Their biggest thing was to
sec who could get to the bar
first, by 3:30 in the after-
noon. And, seriously, their
only mission at Fort Ste-
wart in those days was the
Reserve and Guard train-
ing. You know, training
arcas, ranges, officers
clubs, things of this nature.

So when I got there I looked

around and there were no
barracks. There were two
permanent barracks but
nothing else. I thought
they'd have a bunch of
wooden barracks. Iremem-
bered that from my days in
the Pentagon. They were
supposed to be there. And
I said, "Where are all the
wooden barracks?" And
they said, "Well, we tore
them down and we are
waiting for the new bar-
racks." And I said, "Hell,
that's not going to be for
another two years!"

Solcalled the Adjutant General

of the great State of Geor-
gia, in those days an Air
Force Officer by the name
of Billy Jones, and I said, "I
am on my knees, I am ei-
ther going to put my sol-
diers in tents or I am going
toask youifl can rent your
National Guard barracks."

And he said, "of course youcan -

rent my National Guard
barracks.” And we worked
out the agrecment. And so
the soldiers of the 24th
Division, First Brigade
(Separate), lived in the
Georgia Army National
Guard barracks.

Forty-man, cinder block bar-

racks. Ron Harrison and
BobEnsslin and everybody
else in the southeastknows
what they looked like. No
heat. No air-conditioning.
Sergeants loved it because
you could walk in the bar-
racks, you could look down
and sce the bunks lined up,
and the boots lined up. If
you wanted to go to the
bathroom ortake a shower,
you went outside. And
that's where the 24th Divi-
sion started.




Interestingly enough, they had

the best reenlistment rate
for two years of any divi-
sioninthe FORSCOM, and
the best reenlistment rate
of the posts in FORSCOM
in those two years. I
thought it was rather inter-
esting whenTlooked, andI
usedtotell them, “Youlive
in spartan conditions, 50
you are the toughest outfit
around.”

So we rented the barracks from

the Adjutant General of
Georgia. A year later we
were told that the 48th In-
fantry Brigade of the Geor-
gia Army National Guard
was going to be our ROUN-
DOUT brigade. "Would
youlike to announce that?"
And I said, "You are out of
yourmind. A fellow by the
name of Sam Nunn and a
Govemnor by the name of
George Busby are going to
announce that” I'm
smarter than that. So we
did.

The 48th Brigade came in and

we bad a mecting in the
Officers Club, after a
couple of drinks. Wehada
meeting of the leadership
of the brigade, and we said
tothem, "“Look. youalihave
a great history and I don’t
want you to take off your
Gray Bonnet patch. But
would you like to wear the
24th Division patchon your
pocket”" 1 didn't have
authority to do that, but I
decided to do that anyway.
And that weekend all the
patches in the 24th Divi-
sion were sold out. And
thenIsaid. “We wear *V"'s
on our helmet covers,”
which they still do today.
"and you all might think
aboutdoing that.” And that

was on within a week.

And then we talked about being

the Third Brigade of the
24th. And I said, “We all
believe in that, and you are
the Third Brigade of the
24th, and we will all meet
the same standards.” Well,
the 24th Division didn’t
have too many standards
becausc We Were just new.
But those standards that we
did have, the 48th Brigade
were part of it.

Now, it was a little difficult be-

causethe24th Division was
what I used to call a light-
foot division. It was an
infantry division. The48th
Brigade was a mechanized
brigade, had two mech in-
fantry battalions and atank
battalion.

Butregardlessof that, the battal-

jons of the 48th Brigade
and the battalions of the
First Brigade of the 24th,
and the DIVARTY in the
support battalion, all be-
came sister units, and each
helped each other in what-
ever it needed to be helped
on.

When we got tanks into the 24th

Division later on, guess
whotaught us how to main-
tain them? Guess who
taught us how to drive
them? Guess who taught
us, if you've ever been to
Fort Stewart, how to re-
trieve them frommud? The
Georgia Guard.

So ROUNDOUT worked both

ways, as far as | was con-
cerned.

And every weekend and during

annual training, soldiers of
the 24th Division were with

soldiers of the 48th Bri-
gade. Now, whether it was
at Fort Stewart or whether
it was in Tifton, Georgia,
made no difference. And
whether our guys went
there by helicopter or jeep
or sedan or privately-
owned vehicle made no
difference. But they were
out there assisting, in con-
junction and coordination
with the Readiness Group
and the Readiness Region.

When we evaluated the 48th

Brigade, the chief of staff
of the 24th Division was
the chiefevaluator. Ididn’t
bave an assistant division
commander because 1 was
a brigadier general. I was
the only guy that didn't
have an assistant division
commander, so ] worked it
all myself, which was a
great hardship on me be-
cause [ loved it.

But the point was that between

the 24th Division and its
ROUNDOUT was a great,
close, professional cama-
raderie, and an almost love
for each other. And so we
started it out this way, and
intalking tothe current 24th
Division commander, I
think it's probably still that
same way.

The 24th U.S. Infantry Division,

Lightfoot, within a year
went on a joint training
readiness exercise, or train-
ing exercise called, 1 think
it was called BOLD
SHIELD or BRAVE
SHIELD, in Florida. We
were mancuvered against
the 82nd Airborne Divi-
sion. The Second Brigade
of the 24th had just been
activated. We had 13 guys
in that brigade. And they

CPXed along with mem-
bers of the 48th, and our
DISCOM along with mem-
bers of the 48th Support
Battalion, together went to
Florida to support the 24th
Division.

About that time, somebody said

tome, “Youknow, the 24th
Division, you might think
about it being a mech divi-
sion.” And I said, “Well,
I've never served in any-
thing but infantry and air-
borne and air mobile divi-
sions. I don't know any-
thing about mechaniza-
tion.” And he said, “Well,
you ought to look at it.”
And I said, “Okay.” Sol
called the then DCSOPS of
the Army, and I said, “Sir,
you ought to come to Fort
Stewart because Iknowyou
are testifying in a little
while.”

And the DCSOPS of the Army

came down, and he said to
me, “Rosie, we are in
trouble. I've justlooked at
an engineer map and Fort
Stewart can't take tanks or
APCs or whatever we had
inthe Army in those days.”
And 1 said, “General
Vessey, I've gotaG-2 and
Assistant G-2 who've al-
most walked this whole
grounds and you need to
listen to the briefing.” Part
of that briefing came from
the OSD tests, the Georgia
units that had maneuvered
tanks and other tracked
vehicles at Fort Stewart,
Georgia.

Well,General Vessey wentback

to Washington and obvi-
ously convinced those guys
that the 24th could in fact
be a mech division. And
50, within a short period of
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time, we got a tank battal-
ionin and, as I mentioned,
the Guardsmen of Georgia
tanght us how to maintain
and how to drive and how
to do other things.

When I left Fort Stewart I be-

came an Army Readiness
Region Commander. And
I went from Fort Stewart,
Georgia to Fort Dix, New
Jersey. And if you don't
think that's a culture
shock—with all due respect
to you people from New
York and New Jersey, it
was a great culture shock
to me.

Butthe Army Readiness Region,

Ilearned, had ahell of alot
to offer to the training and
readinessof the USAR and
the Army National Guard.
You've got to remember
that the weckends of those
young captains, sergeants,
and licutenants and majors
was Tuesday and Wednes-
day. Lots of people don't
understand that. It ain't
Saturday and Sunday be-
cause they are working with
the Guard and Reserve.

After that I did other things, but

then [ had the opportunity,
as Bob mentioned. tocom-
mand the First United
States Army. And [ re-
member the Adjutant Gen-
cral of Puerto Rico saying
to me, “When are you
coming to visit™ 1 said,
*“I'm coming 1o visit you in
the winter, because I'm
going to Maine in the
summer.” And he allowed
as how that—you may
remember that, Billy—he
allowed as how I probably
wasn't very smart, but he
understood why | was say-
ing that.

Again, I'll go back and reem-

phasize for some people’s
memory, the Army Readi-
ness Region was agreat or-
ganization for the training
and readiness and supervi-
sion of the Guard and Re-
serve. It was done away
with because it “had no
wartime mission.” Itought
to be looked at again.

I believe in that period of time

that I was in the Army, we
stopped paying lip service
to the Guard and Reserve
with reference to equip-
ment and training readi-
ness, although the Adju-
tant General of Florida
always bitched tome about
his Dusterbattalions which
he wanted me to go about
getting rid of. Now they
are going to get Avengers,
1 understand.

On the other side of the coin, the

Guard stopped looking at
annual training as summer
camp, where the guys
would goand have a hell of
a good time for two weeks,
and play cards, and drink
beer, and maybe go to the
range every so often. And
Icanrecall very vividly the
48th Brigade going on their
AT, going from home sta-
tion to the field, which had
never been done before. |
also remember the middle
weekends where they
trained right on through,
and continued to train until
they had to come in and
maintain their equipment
and getitready for perhaps
the next unit or for them-
sclves.

That was a great step forward

for the Guard and Reserve.
It was a struggle todo that.
But we did that. And I

think that is being done
today, and it's something
which has to continue to
get done.

I think the Regular Army and

the National Guard and the
USAR started respecting
each other, and seeing their
capabilities from the PFC
on up. Although Dr. Sor-
ley has mentioned, and I
agree with him, nottodwell
on some things, but I think
a terrible mistake was
made, and maybe too much
was made of it, by not call-
ing the Roundout Brigades
up and sending them with
their Divisions.

Maybe I'm a little parochial

about it because of my ex-
perience with the 24th and
the48th Brigade, butl think
that was a mistake, and I
think what that did was
open a chasm between the
Reserve Components and
the Regular Army, which
had been probably closed
very well before that time.

I don’t know the reasons, and I

don't know the rationale.
But I think, from an out-
sider’s viewpoint, weought
not to do that again.

Ithink thatsome people, young-

sters, young people in the
positions of some author-
ity forgot, when we talked
about the draw-down of the
Guard particularly, and the
USAR, butparticularly the
Guard, as we reduce our
forces, have forgotten that
the National Guard has state
missions.

Now, many of you as I look out

there, understand that.
Many of you can under-
stand it now, when you

think about what South
Carolina did, when we had
Hurricane Hugo. When
you think about Hurricane
Andrew, when you think
aboutthe Los Angelesriots,
when you think about
what's going on right now
in the middle west, and
people oughttounderstand
that there is a state mission
as well as a federal mission
for the National Guard.

Today, reconstituting the serv-

Bu

=

ices with people and equip-
ment, it doesn’t appear to
some that there is a firm
policy on what to do with
the Guard and Reserve. We
all recognize that they can-
not be as immediately de-
ployable as the Regular
Army, and as somebody, I
think it was General Vessey
mentioned this moming, if
they were then we wouldn't
need a Regular Army.

when you talk about the
Roundbout brigades and
the division commanders
tell me it will be about
ninety days, that's not a
bad figure. And I don't
know what it is for divi-
sions, National Guard di-
visions or Reserve divi-
sions, from that point on.
But I think people have to
understand that.

I think people also have to un-

derstand when you talk
about 39 days of training,
you are not talking about
the firstsergeants, company
commanders, battalion
commanders, brigade com-
manders, on up. Those
guys go by the armory
almost every day. They go
and check in. They see
what's going on. They
work the papers. They
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check on the training. And
a lot of folks don't under-
stand that. They think the
guy jumps in there on Fri-
day night and takes his
company over to Fort Ste-
wart, Georgia for training.
That doesn’t happen to a
well-trained unit. And 50
the dedication of those
young officers, and even
old, and sergeants, is some-
thing that people have to
remember.

1 think the Guard and Reserve

have to be looked at as our
greatest stability in our
Armed Forces. I go along
with, again, General
Vessey—I mean, I worked
for him a couple of times
so, you know, it rubbed off
onme, when he talks about
an assessment—and that's
what my notes say to me.
An assessment as to what
we want todo pertaining to
thereadiness of the Reserve
Component.

And you have to understand, as

you all know, it's a func-
tion of assets. There is a
certain amount of uncer-
tainty out there with the
troops, and you havereten-
tion problems today in the
Guard, and you havereten-
tion problems in the USAR.
1 believe, off the top of my
bead, with no facts to back
itup with, thatit's the basis
of the instability and the
unknown of the future. Let
me give you an example.

A maintenance company in

Georgia is ld that it's
going to be out of the sys-
tem. They worked the is-
sue very hard. turned in
cquipment. and just before
it's to go of f the book. they
arc told by “them.” who-

ever “them” is, or “they”
is, “We are going to keep
you for a couple of more
years.” Now, there may be
a good reason forit. 1 will
not fight that.

But I would ask you who are in

authority today to remem-
ber that every single deci-
sion that you make regard-
ing these units affects
people. These guys love
the Guard. Letme tell you.
These guys really like it.
I've got a son that’s a
Guardsman today, andI'm
very proud of him. He's a
captain. Hespentfive years
inthe Regular Army. He's
now in the South Carolina
Army National Guard. But
every decision you make
affects people. And that's

important.

1 also think that we don’t have

cnough officers. We've
never had enough officers,
at the Pentagon,
FORSCOM, TRADOC, 1
don't care where, who are
told what the Guard and
Reserve really are. I'm
talking about the Regular
Army guys. They don’t
understand them. They do
not understand what the
Guard and Reserve is about.

Conversely, and just as true,

you' ve got alot of Guards-
men out there, and Reserv-
ists, who don't know what
the Regular Army does and
what they are about. So
that sometimes causes the
head-knocking that we see,
which I guess we can do
away with at this point,
because, in my view, with
all the problems that we
face today, you know, if
we don'tlive together, then
we'll perish together. As

an Army, as a country, or
whatever it may be.

In addition to all of that, and

there are some here in the
audience today, the con-
tractors of the defense in-
dustries don't know what
is going on, either, in the
great struggle as we draw
down the Armed Services.
And so, I think we have to

~ do a better job, or you all

have to do a better job in
keeping them advised and
informed. I don’t know
how. I haven'tfigured that
out. But it's an unknown.
There are tough times out
there. Andif youtalk tothe
Don Wilsons of NGAUS,
or the Frank Eatons of the
ROA, they'll tell you that
the House and the Senate
marks today arctough. We
need to keep industry in-
volved in what we arc
doing.

Well, whatis it all about? I want

But

to give you this back-
ground. We are talking
about General Creighton
Abrams, STEADFAST,
taking an Army from 13 to
16 divisions with no in-
crease in people, and the
Roundout concept, whichl
think is a very sound, solid
concept. I've seen it, I
understand it, I think I
know it works.

we've ‘got to be a litde
smarter on the Roundout-
Roundup concept as to
ensure that if you call the
24th Division, orif youcall
the 1st Infantry Division,
by God. send that National
Guard brigade with them.
If you don't think they are
up to snuff with them, keep
them in the Reserve, or
whatever. Andif we'd gone

with the 48th Brigade to
the Gulf, they would have
gotten better training than
they did at the NTC, any-
way, but that's long past.

But don't forget the lesson that

was learned.

Ircad abook,]'m a greatreader.

Idon’tread well,butI'ma
great reader. I'm full of,
among other things, quotes.
And I love to quote from
the book, "The Killer An-
gels,” where Robert E. Lee
istalking toLongstreetafter
the second day of the Battle
of Gettysburg, supposedly.
It's a historically correct
novel. If you haven't read
it, read it.

Lee knows that the battle is lost,

the . Confederacy has
reached ahigh water mark.
But what he says is as true
today as it was 130 years
ago this First, Second and
Third of July. He says:
"To be a good soldier, you
must love the Army. Butto
be a good officer, youmust
bewilling toorderthe death
of the thing that you love.
That is a very hard thing to
do. Nootherprofessionre-
quires it. And that’s one
reason why there are 50 very
few good officers, although
there aremany good men.”

And for you who sit out here

with the Officer uniform
on, it's something to con-
sideras you gothrough your
quest as to what to do with
the National Guard and the
Regular Army, and the
USAR.

My last quote for you comes

from PatBuchanan's book,
"Right from the Begin-
ning."
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This quote, it's right after Pat

Buchanan’s oldest brother
dies, is a wonderful thing
for life, as well as for those
who serve this great coun-
try in the military. And,
anditsays: “Youwill learn
there are only two impor-
tant things in this life, an
old priest once said. "To
live well, and to dic well.”

The old priest did not mean to

die full of bhonors, sur-
rounded by admirers, but
to die bravely and in the
Faith. Andhedidnotmean
to live successfully and
comfortably, but to live
truthfully and honorably
and with courage. And
that's what we need, cour-
age, and courage of our con-
viction.

Thanks a lot for asking me. I

appreciate it.

[APPLAUSE]

RFE: Dowehaveanyques-

tions for  General
Rosenblum? He's offered
to comment on anything
that you'd all would like to
bave him comment on or
answer.

You said in your talk
that the Readiness Regions
performed a really good
function and you were sorry
to see them go. If we did
have a top-to-bottom. reap-
ing experience from the in-
tegration reports and such
(inaudible), what are some
of the other things you'd
like to see and what are the
features of .... (inaudible).

DER: Iknowinsomeplaces

they are talking readiness
training detachments.
know in the 24th Division,

because the division com-
mander told me, he has 42
officers and NCOs living
in the little cities where, the
towns where the armories
are located.

I'm not sure, to be very candid

with you, what it is we
ought to be looking at, but
ratherthan doit piecemeal,
as was said before and I
agree with, let’s really re-
look at the thing. Let's not
try to change things for the
sake of changing them.
Where did we, if we look
back on history, where did
we make our mistakes, and
where did we have our
triumphs in the dealings of
the Regular Army and the
USAR and the Army Na-
tional Guard? Take a look
at the Air Force. Take a
look at the Marines. I'm
not advocating inspector
and instructor type things,
or a division commanded
by a Regular and a Reserv-
ist, but I'm saying to you,
you have to look at those
things that made the inte-
gration, the Total Force, the
Total Army successful.

And that's the top-to-bottom

thing that I think we ought
to be looking at. Butl am
justan absolute believerin,
Idon'tcare if it's the Basic
Course, the Advanced
Course, Leavenworth, the
War College, Regular
Army Officers have to
learn about the Reserve
Components a lot more
than they think they know.
And Reserve Component
Officers have gottounder-
stand how the Regular
Army works.

And I think if we don’t do any-

thing else, we've got to do

that education. And then
you will have less “them”
and “us” type things. And
I think, six months ago it
was pretty poor, pretty bad,
“them” and “us.” Orayear
ago, whatever.

It's a great privilege to be here

with you all.

[APPLAUSE]

Afternoon Session

The Abrams Doctrine:

Blueprint for the
Future

RFE: Our Moderator for the

afternoon panel, Major
General (Retired) Fran
Greenlief, former Chief of
the National Guard Bureau,
is aGuardsman of greatex-
perience, who has been in
leadership roles in the
National Guard | during
much of the time of all the
events that we have dis-
cussed thus far today, and
we are privileged to have
him as our moderator this
afternoon. Fran.

MG Francis S. Greenlief

(Ret.), Former Chief,
National Guard Bureau:

Thank you, Bob. Good after-

noon, ladies and gentlemen.
General Jacobs has been
good enough to provide me
with a summary of the dis-
cussion this moming. I'd
like toread that as the basis
for the Afternoon Panel.

This morning the panel said the

Abrams Doctrine is a valid
notion. It led to the crea-
tion of the right forces tobe
available to fight the Gulf
War. Its implementation
challenged bias and tradi-
tion in the Active Army
and in the National Guard.
It challenged National
Guard soldiers to accom-
plish training beyond any-
thing they had ever been
called upon to do, and
sometimes may have asked
more of a Guardsman than
had in earlier times been
asked of a Regular.
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And, finally—and thisreally sets

the pace and the style for
this afternoon’s discussion,
we are at a watershed
momentin history. During
the past half century we
have followed doctrinal
patterns whichhave served
us well. The doctrine of the
past fifty years, including
the Abrams Doctrine, pos-
sesses strength, but also
demonstrates weaknessces.
We probably nced a top-to-
bottom look atour national
security needs, even though
this will trouble an institu-
tion, and by that we mean
the military, which inher-
ently favors the status quo.

With that as the starting point, I

won’t re-introduce the
panel members because
you have their bios in front
of them, but they are
uniquely qualified to dis-
cuss the subject at hand,
including General Galvin,
who will joint us later.

General Dennis J. Reimer. as

Commanding General,
U.S. Forces Command, is
responsible for establish-
ing the training require-
ments and standards of
Army National Guard
units. He assumes com-
mand of Army Guard units
upon mobilization.  As
assistant executive officer
and aide-de-camp for Gen-
eral Abrams. he has per-
sonal knowledge of Gen-
eral Abrams' philosophy
and his actions while Gen-
eral Abrams was Chief of
Staff.

General Galvin is today an au-

thor. an historian, a former
Supreme Allied Com-
mander, Europe, and is now
the John M. Olin Distin-

guished Professor of Na-
tional Security Studies at
the U.S. Military Academy,
West Point. While he
commanded the 24th In-
fantry (Mech) Division, fol-
lowing Rosie, that Division
was rounded-out, as you
know, by the 48th Infantry
Brigade (Mechanized) of
the Georgia Army Guard.

General Trefry is a truly out-

standing and timely mem-
ber of the panel. General
TrefryisaformchCSPER
of the Army, and as IG of
the Army had a more in-
depth knowledge of the
National Guard during my
time than anybody clse that
Iknew in the Active Army.
He stayed current and he
stayed abreast. Asamaticr
of fact, General Reimer tells
me that General Trefry has
just completed a study for
the Department of Army, a
current study on force
management and integra-
tion. Force management
and integration is part and
parcel of what we are talk-
ing about in the application
of the Abrams Doctrine.
Dick is a many-talented
man. After he retired from
active duty he served as
Military Assistant to the
President and as Director
of the White House Mili-
tary Office.

With that in mind, I bave pre-

pared several questions
which we'll putto the panel,
and we hope you will join
in the discussionjust as you
did this moming.

[ want tostart with a questionto,

General Trefry. General
Trefry, Desert Shield/Des-
ert Storm., as this nation’s
most successful mobiliza-

And

tion, clearly demonstrated
that the Total Force is a
policy that works and, it
seems to me and to the
moming panel, that it vali-
dated the Abrams Doctrine.
There were over 250,000
Guardsmen and Reservists
mobilized. Of that num-
ber, 30,000 Guardsmen
served in Southwest Asia.
Thousands of others were
deployed to Europe. Army
National Guard Roundout
units metthe Army'sreadi-
ness requirements before
mobilization. And Geor-
gia's 48th Brigade, al-
though not mobilized until
late November, was com-
bat-certified to Southwest
Asia before the ground war
started.

so, General Trefry, from
your perspective, your past
experience, your current
role, what do the results of
the Desert Storm mobiliza-
tion portend for continued
application of the Abrams
Doctrine, and what lessons
should force planners learn
from these results?

LTG Richard G. Trefry (Ret.),

Former Inspector Gen-
eral, U.S. Army:

I think the results speak for

themselves and I think that
if you have any knowledge
of history, this is probably
one of the most successful
mobilizations we've ever
had. One of the interesting
things that neverreally gets
a lot of publicity, and you
can probably substantiate,
I think there are actually
more volunteers from the
units than we ever had
before in the Guard and
Reserve whohavecomeon
board.

I was inviteddown to Tennessee

on the 24th of August 1990
tospeak to the annual lead-
ership conference that Carl
Wallace had, and they were
mad as hell because they
hadn’t been called up —
they got called up about
two weeks later. Butitwas
amazing how well they did
do.

I can tell you, back in 1978,
‘Bernie Rogers sent me

down to Macon, Georgia,
to the 48th, because there
were a lot of allegations at
that time that not only the
Active Army and the Guard
and the Reserve, but none
of us could fight together,
nor would we fight.

And he said, “Go down and take

alook at the 48th.” AndI
called Jim Vaught, and I
called Billy Jones, and I
went down there on a—I
remember it was a Wed-
nesday night, and 1 was
there Thursday and Friday,
when they started filing in,
and Saturday and Sunday.
Jim Vaught came up.

And I came back and I told the

Chief that there was no
doubt in my mind that I
thought those fellows could
do the job. And you heard
Rosie talking about the state
of the 24th at that time.
And he was exactly right,
think, in the way he por-
trayed that to you.

1 had another very interesting

experience with the 256th
Brigade. When we started
the force integration in-
spectionin 1981, one of the
first places 1 went to was
down to Lafayette, Louisi-
ana, and I spent the night
before with Buddy Stroud,
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and we talked about the
256th. I went out to the
256th and I had had a team
up there for about a week.
When I got there the next
day, I spent about an hour
with my team, and then we
brought in the leadership
of the 256th, and I remem-
ber they put a series of
charts around this room,
and they said, “Now we are
going to show you how the
Regular Armmy screwed
you.” I'd heard about this
for about an hour and, boy,
it was true.

That was one of the greatest edu-

cations that I think anybody
could get, and I'll always
remember, when it was
over, Buddy Stroud came
to me and said, “You have
my permission to use this
anywhere that you can if it
will make it easier for the
Active Army and the
Guard.”

Now, you hear that this business

is touch-and-go, but I can
tell you, back then, when
there were some real prob-
lems, when they wentmech
from straight leg, the first
tracks that were delivered
to them, they didn’t even
know how to turn them on.
And they told us, in one
litde place, they winched
the, I think it was a 113,
they winched it sideways
on a lowboy, and the state
cops went down the road
because it wasn't wide
enough fortwocars to pass.
until they got it to the ar-
mory and then winched it
off.

Boy. have we come a long way

since then! I think that was
reflected in that mobiliza-
tion.

Now, have we gotalong way to

go yet? Sure, we've got a
long way to go. All the
things that you heard here.
This study that I just com-
pleted, about two-thirds to
three-quarters of the Total
Army is on the old series
TOE, MTOE. The Guard
is on G Series, L Series, H
Series. Ithink that we make
it very difficult for our-
selves when we do that.
One of the recommenda-
tions that we are making in
the study is that. Where
we no longer have a de-
ployed Army or an Army
that is going to deploy to a
place, like the Fulda Gap,
but we would, the battalion
that was in, say, the 8th Di-
vision isnow back in, hypo-
thetically, Riley or Sill, they
could go anywhere.

And the National Guard battal-

ion that was designated to
be part of IIT Corps Artil-
lery or one of the groups
that is going to reinforce
the IstCavorthe4th, that's
not going to go where they
went. They are going to go
anywhere.

What we needtodois putevery-

body on a standard authori-
zation document, and a
standard requirements
document. The Guard has
been part of this study, and
s0 has the Reserve, and |
think there's a lot of prom-
ise. AndIthinkitwillgoa
long way toward making
the mobilization, as well as
the training, as well as the
relationships a lot easier
than they've ever been
before.

You can’t help but realize that

this is a shift If you go
back toNSC-68, that Harry

Truman signed onthe 15th
of April, 1950, when he
said, you know, we require
large standing forces, mo-
bilization-based, which
meant of course a large
Guard and alarge Reserve,
oriented toward this thing
that we've called the
Abrams Doctrine.

That wasn't even heard of in

those days, but that's what
it was, the forerunner of a
draft supported Army, a
large industrial base, large
procurements, large R&D,
short warning times. Then
you go to the President’s
speechin Aspenon the 2nd
of August 1990 and sud-
denly you have small stand-
ing forces, and a projected
Army, a volunteer Army,
but still the requirement,
you see, for substantial as-
sistance from the Guard and
Reserve.

Some people will tell you that

thereisalong warning time,
but, you know, you stop
and think. Perbaps there
was more stability with the
monolithic threat than there
is withidiots running loose
in the world. Maybe the
rcal fear is seven guys
wrapped in sheets out here
in Gainesville witha Ryder
truck and some form of a
launcher. How do you
protect yourself against that
threat?

And if yourcad the newspapers,

they seemed to try to start
something up in New York
atthe World Trade Center.
Every day there’s another
target or something that
they are working on. So
our work is cut out for us.
And. at the same time, the
opportunities are there, and

we ought totake advantage
of them.

General Reimer,
given the results of the
Desert Storm mobilization,
whatdoyou think thatdoes
portend, from your pointof -
view, for application of the
Abrams Doctrine from this
pointon? In this changing
environment and this
changing Army.

GEN Dennis J. Reimer, CINC,

U.S. Forces Command:

Well, I think you have tolook at

Operations Desert Storm
and Desert Shield, to un-
derstand the totality of that
mobilization. As we look
back on it, I think people
sometimes miss some of
the decision gates we had
to go through. When we
started out, we did not real-
ize that we were going to
grow as fast as we grew.
Nobody knew what the
end-state was when we
started out. The first au-
thorization was for 25,000
Reservists. We worked
with those numbers and it
was kind of metered out
because we were working
the coalition issue at the
same time. How big was
the force going to be and
what was going to be re-
quired? I don't think all of
that was known at the very
start, at least from my per-

spective.

I think there were some very

valuable lessons learned
from Operation Desert
Storm. I think we've fac-
tored them in. Ijust wrote
down a couple of them.

First of all, it was a window to

the future for us, and I




would certainly agree with
General Trefry that war-
fare has changed justas the
world we live in has
changed. I think we've
raised the level of warfare
tothe Ph.D. level. The way
we fight now is different
than any other time in our
history, and I think we doit
much better than anybody
else.

Desert Storm showed us the need

for the Total Army. I was
the DCSOPS of the Army
at that particular time, and
1 made three trips over there
with the Chief. Each time
we would go into a session
and talk to soldiers, they
would tell us that every-
body there was wearing
"U.S. Army." You rolled
up your sleeves and you
gotthejobdone undersome
very trying and austere con-
ditions.

1 think the great support we got

from the American people
was largely because of the
fact that we went througha
mobilization process. Ijust
don't think you can over-
cmphasize how important
that was to us. When you
compare that with my ex-
penence in Vietnam. I think
all of us would certainly
agree that this is the way
we want to go.

We certainly achieved “deci- .

sive victory.” but 1 hope
that we are ncver gauged
by measures such as “can
you win a war in sO many
hours. or so many days.
and with so many casual-
ties” But, on the other

hand. I think we have set

out some expectauons for
the American people.
“Decisive victory” to them

is defined winning as But the decision on how to do

quickly as possible with a
minimum amount of casu-
alties. Ithink that's one of
the lessons learned.

1 think the other thing all of us

realize is that the next time
wemay nothavesix months
to build up the force. If1
was on the other side look-
ing in, I'd say, "Don't give
those guys six months,
because if they can get their
act together, they'll clean
your clock. You just can't
allow them to have six
months to build up.”

1 think the other lesson I would

FSG:

take out of Desert Storm if
I was on the other side is
that weapons of mass de-
struction cause a lot of
concern for our troops and
for our people. The Scud
rockets were one of our
great fears as we went
through this mobilization.
Justafew of them caused a
lotof panic. Andsol think
those are some of the les-
sons lcarned that you have
to factor in from the mobi-
lization for Desert Storm,
and I think those arc the
things we have tolook at as
we move to the future.

You know, General
Reimer, you have raised a
point, or made a point that
I mustadmitl badn'treally
considered, carcfully at
least, and that is that when
you started that mobiliza-
tion for Desert Storm, you
did notknow the end-state.
There's a similarity there
with the mobilization for
Vietnam. Certainly, when
we started that we had no
idea of what the end-state
was.

DJR:

DJR:

that even prolonged it.
When you approached the
Desert Storm end-state, you
started by using some
Guard and Reserve units as
needed for your force at
that time, and it grew, so 1
think that makes good sense
and it's the best explana-
tion I' ve heard of that sub-
ject at any time.

Someone might have
known the end-state, butif
they did, they didn’t share
it with me.

FSG: Idon'tthinkanybody

did know it, and certainly
nobody foresaw how suc-
cessful the end-state would
be, I don’t believe.

General Trefry raised an inter-

esting point to me. One
that I'm not terribly com-
fortable with, I might say.
You mentioned the volun-
teerism that occurred from
the Guard for the mobiliza-
tion of Desert Storm. In
my day we fought for unit
integrity. We viewed any
volunteerism as weaken-
ing that unitback home that
we had to have ready to
mobilize as a unit. Andyet
1 know that the National
Guard Bureau encouraged
volunteerism, and it was
very successful; it pro-
duced alotof highly skilled
individuals. General Re-
imer, what was your reac-
tion to that volunteerism
and whatdo you think about
that as a method for the
future?

I think, there was the
volunteerism.  Initially
everybody was concerned
about who was going and
who was going to go, butas

I mentioned, we were build-
ing up the Force. We were
very hesitant to take sol-
diers out of one unittobuild
up another unitbecause we
didn’t know if we were
going to have to usc that
other unit later. We might
have been breaking good
units that we were going to
need later on in the fight.

You really have to work the

volunteerism issuc both
ways. | mean, you arc
delighted about having
them but you've gottolook
atthe overallimpacton the
Total Army when you start
taking volunteers fromone
unit and putting them into
other units.

I think, the other part of volun-

teerism that I would high-
light, was the call-upof the
IRR. We were told that,
we were not going to get
very many of those people
to come back. When we
called up the RT-12s we
were very, very impressed
with the number of people
that actually came back.
Some of them called and
said, “Now I've got my
orders to come, but three
months ago you told me
you didn't want me in the
Army because I did such
and such a thing. You re-
ally want me to come?" It
was nice of them to call.
We said, “Thank you very
much, we don't need you
to do that.”

1 think the volunteerism that we

saw in the Total Force, was
really good. But I think
you have to always becare-
ful about what you are
doing for the readiness of
the Total Force when you
start taking volunteers out
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RGT:

of one unit to beef up an-
other. You want to take
your most ready units ini-
tially. So those were the
items we took into consid-
eration when we went
through the process.

There was a very detailed proc-

ess for doing that. We had
what we called a “sanity
check,” some of the people
I see in this room were a
part of that process. We
would look at the require-
ment that was given to us
by the war fighting CINC,
we'd look at the readiness
of units in terms of person-
nel, equipment and train-
ing, and we'd make deci-
sions based upon that, in
terms of whether that unit
was ready to be mobilized
or not.

FSG:  General Trefry, you

mentioned the problem of
the mix of TO&Es. That's
certainly not a new prob-
lem. However, it's a prob-
lem we've lived with for a
long time. How serious is
that to the integration of
Guard units into Active
Army units?

Well, I think it varies.
I think there are some units
that bave a very severe
problem with that, particu-
larly the units that have the
old equipment. They are
expected to be in support
of units with comparatively
new equipment. and not the
newestequipment. Particu-
larly if you have the newest
equipment, you have a
problem. You have a par-
ticular problem with com-
munications.

Now, just going on a TOE, or

going to a different docu-

ment, is not going to help
unless you are able to sort
out the equipment. We
have, I think, particularly
with the reductions com-
ing, a better chance to do
that and if we go back into
force packaging that Gen-
cral Thurman developed
when be was the PA&E,
the business of the first to
g0, the firstto equip, I think
we can do a lot to improve
that.

Wehave arcal problem in docu-

mentation, in that the sys-
tem is so arcane I could
spend the rest of the after-
noon talking to you about
it, and you'd just get more
hopelessly -confused as 1
went along. And it's the
same with all of us.

What we have to do is simplify

But

the system and have it so
we understand it. We, |
think, went too far in say-
ing to young commanders
at all levels, “If you don’t
like your TOE or your
MTOE, tell us and we'll
change it for you.” And
when we'd do that, it was
usually changed all the way
up, but when you reached
the point of getting deliv-
ery, it was an unprogram-
med cost, and there was
nothing there to give.

what happened? We
changed the document and
perhaps the best way to
describe it to you is this: I
am authorized four Hum-
vees, I'm required four
Humvees. and I' ve got four
Humvecs on hand. But ]
wantto gotoeight. Andso
I submit a request up the
chain, and assoon as it gets
up there—everybody says
yes, nobody says no, and it

gets to the DCSOPS and
suddenly the documents
change to cight and eight,
but I only have four on
hand.

What have I just done to the

readiness? The unit went
from C-1 to C4 with the
flick of a pen. And he's not
going to get it next week,
and he's not going to get it
next year because it's an
unprogrammed cost. Noth-
ingin the form. And so the
natural reaction for com-
manders is they don't post
the requirement.

And then when yousitdown and

youtry and figure out what
is the wartime requirement,
you've got a hell of a mess
on your hands.

Now, that sounds very bureau-

cratic. But that's the way it
works. And we have areal
mess trying tosort that out.
That's about the best way I
can explain it to you. And
I'think if we get everybody
on the same sheet of music,
and we take a look at what
the true wartime require-
ment is, I think we'll do a
lot better than what we've
been able todo becauseI'm
not surc we really under-
stand what the wartime re-
quirements are.

Did that problem
impede the mobilization,
General Reimer, that you
are aware of?

I think it's something
that has to be taken into
consideration and it was
one of the primary factors
of the sanity cell. In other
words, they would take a
look at the unit's equip-
ment, as reported in the

unit's status report, see
what they had on hand,
what they really needed to
do the job, and then you
could make adecisionas to
whether they needed some
additional equipment or
we'd send them as is. But
it’s a very complex issue,
as General Trefry knows
better than anybody.

I would just simply tell you that

I think we are making prog-
ress in this area. As] go
around, and look at the
Roundout and the Roundup
brigades, the equipment
compatibility with their
parent divisions is there.
We've done a good job in
that particular arca.

When you get outside, the non-

Roundout/Roundup cate-
gory, you start to find it
cuts both ways. I was in
Salt Lake City just a little
while ago and I looked ata
National Guard Apache
battalion, probably one of
the best-equipped battal-
ions that I've seen in the
Total Army. I told the
commanders over there,
including the TAG, John
Matthews, that the Active
Component guys wouldkill
forthose facilities. I mean,
those are just outstanding
facilities, outstanding
equipment, great pilots,
great training arca. Thatis
a case where the Guard
battalion is better equipped
than probably a lot of our
Active Component units.

Most of our units have the

Apaches and they have
them in the same quantity
as that Guard battalion, but
the facilities of that Guard
battalion were just out-
standing. And that's the




way itshould be. Sol think
you have to take into con-
sideration the unit, and the
specifics of that unit, when
you make mobilization
decisions.

We have a problem in terms of

getting the rest of the force
filled out. Wehave 500,000
short tons of equipment in
Europe waiting to come
back to the United States.
We will take that equip-
ment - and it's good equip-
ment - and we'll replace
some of the shortages that
exist throughout the Total
Army. Soover time that's
going tomake things bet-
ter. It just takes dollars,
and it takes time to make
that type of thing happen.

We have a plan to do it and we

will continue toequipbased
upon the “first to fight”
principle.  The Contin-
gency Force package will
be equipped before the rest
of the force. There's no
other way you can do it.
You can't make the Army
wellin fiveminutes, or five
days, or five months. It's
got to be a phased type of
thing, and so we approach
it from that standpoint.

The short answeris, yes, MTOE

and equipment compatibil-
ity do impact upon your
mobilization decisions.

I'dsuggest that. inmy
experience, we have never
fought the war that we
planned to fight. Given
that Guard and Reserve
units were not mobilized
for Panama, Grenada or
Somalia. but Desert Storm
required a very significant
mobilization, and now
we've got a military pres-
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ence going in the Balkans
with apparently noconcem
for mobilization.

1s there some way of defining a

level of contingency that
we might expect mobiliza-
tion and that Guard and
Reserve Commanders in
the field can expect their
role in the Abrams Doc-
trine to become very real,
like mobilization?

In terms of mobiliza-
tion, I think you can make
the argument that you
mobilize based upon asitu-
ation. I think you do it
through all spectrums of
conflict. If we fightin a
global war, we are certainly
going to mobilize. It's the
only way you can do it.
You can't fight the major
regional conflicts we have
on the books without mo-
bilization.

If you look at our Contingency

Force package, we talk
about being able to move
five and a third divisions
anywhere in the world in
thirty days and being able
to fight. You need the mo-
bilization to move and
sustain thosc particular
units. So I think you can
make the point for the
major regional conflicts,
and I think you can even
make it in the military to
supportcivilian authorities
case thatyou need tomobi-
lize. Ithink it's been dem-
onstrated. We did it in
[Hurricane] Andrew. We
did it in Task Force LA.

It’s a situation-dependent exer-

cise. You go through and
youdowhatyouhave todo
with the Total Army. We
probably will not have to

mobilize based upon what
1 see in the Mississippi
River Valley. That’sbeing
handled very, very well by
the National Guard, and I
think they are doing a great
job. They are providing
some regional support and
that type of thing. AsItalk
to the TAGs who are in-
volved there, that's work-
ing out very, very well. I
don't think, unless some-
thing happens differently
than what we expect, that
we will necessarily require
a mobilization decision. I
think it will be handled on
state active duty.

FSG: The Fiscal 1993 De-
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fense Authorization Act
includes Title XI, Army
National Guard Combat
Reform Initiatives. Con-
gressional intent was to
ensure that Army National
Guard units were combat-
ready and available for use
at all levels of the contin-
gency, just as General
Abrams intended. We will
start with you, General
Reimer. What are your
viewson Title X1, and other
initiatives being taken by
the Army itself to ensure
the establishment of, and
acceptance of, readiness
and by that I mean accep-
tance by the Army estab-
lishmentand acceptance by
the Army of the readiness
and accessibility of Army
Guard units? The ability of
the Army to get at them
when they need them.

Let me go back and
try and tie thattogether with
what was said this morn-
ing. 1 thought this mom-
ing's panel did a great job,
and it was a very educa-
tional thing for me to hear;

I learned a lot. But just
frommy expericnce, based
upon the short time that I
had the opportunity, and
the good fortune, to work
for General Abrams, there
were a couple of impres-
sions that I have of that
particular time.

I think, firstof all, the overriding

theme of General Abrams’
tenure as Chief of Staff of

_the Army was the terrible

price we pay for un-
preparedness. If you go
back and look at his
speeches, look athis testi-
mony in Congress, and par-
ticularly his first AUSA
speech, that's what he hit
and he hit it so very, very
hard.

1 can just close my eyes and sec

him saying, “Nobody wants
war, especially those who
have seen it. The pain and
the human suffering are
beyond telling.” And he
would pound the podium,
and the powerful message
was such that nobody could
miss the point. I mean, you
just couldn't possibly sit
through that and not under-
stand what he was saying.
And I think he made that
point time and time again.

1 would teli you that based upon

the time that I worked with
him from the time he was
Chief of Staff until his
death, 1 thought he was
focused on turning the
Army. He used to always
talk about changing the
direction of a large organi-
zation. He said, “To do
that, to change it even one
degree, is a tremendous,
challenge.”

What be was faced with was
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bringing the Army back
from a rather bad experi-
ence in Vietnam and get-
ting it focused on the main
actin Europe. I think about
the second or third trip af-
ter going to Vietnam, we
went to Europe, and I can
tell you that I think he was
very, very concerned about
what he saw. He knew he
had a lot to do in that par-
ticular arca. And he was
very concerned aboutbeing
able to deter the Russian
threat, being able to build
up the force, particularly
the tooth-to-tail ratio which
was important to him. It's
already been talked about.

I think General Temple brought

upthe fact thathe was going
from 13 o 16 divisions,
and keeping the end-
strength of the Army con-
stant at 780,000. I think he
knew thathe wouldn'thave
to deploy. or couldn't de-
ploy the Army all at one
time, that some of them
would have more training
available to them.

He was one of the first to recog-

nize that there were skills
that were transferable from
civihan life to military
units. and that those par-
ticular units would be cas-
ier and faster to deploy.

He emphazised the strategy of

contanment and the deter-
rence that has now been
called the Abrams Doc-
tnne, and ] thunk it's a
good name. | think the
strategy of containment
was very successful. Ob-
viously, we won the Cold
Warand1 think he deserves
alotof creditforthat. That's
the first thing 1 would say.

I would also say that the world

bas changed, and I think
everybody here recognizes
that. The change I often
talk about is that the Wall
came down in November
of '89.

I had the guys at Forces Com-

The

mand do a little bit of work
on that the other day, and I
asked them to take alook at
June of 1989 and compare
it with a day in June of
1993. And what you find
when youdo that is that we
are moving at an optempo
that is about twice as fast in
‘03 as it was in '89. In
other words, if I go back
and look at the number of
soldiers deployed out of
Forces Command to vari-
ous places in '89, it was
about 4,500 on a given day
in June. That same day in
June of '93 we have over
9,000 deployed. They are
deployedin Somalia. They
arc deployed in Kuwait.
They are deployedin Saudi
Arabia. They aredeployed
in South America and Latin
America. It'saTotal Army
perspective now. So the
optempo is much faster.
And at the same time, we
are having todownsize and
reshape the Army. A terri-
fic challenge.

other thing that makes it
more difficult is that when
General Abrams was going
through this in the 72 to
*74 time frame, there was a
single threat. It was the
Russian threat. We refo-
cused on that.

Now, it is more difficult. What

is the threat? We've never
been good at predicting the
threat. We've talked about
CAPSTONE. A very, very

good program and a very
popular one. One that I
believe very deeply in, and
I'm tying to get reinsti-
tuted throughout Forces
Command. But it's diffi-
cultbecause youdon'thave
a single war plan driving
the training rightnow. You
have people who focused
on one area, now you have
those same people focus-
ing on several different
areas of the world. I mean,
you've gotpeople who look
atdifferentareas anditdoes
not line up neat and tidy.
We'llsortthatone out. That
one's solvable.

Those are some of the changes

that have occurred. Now,
let me talk about the spe-
cifics of your question
because [ think it's impor-
tant.

You know, we've talked about

mobilization and the fact
that it can go on at any end
of the spectrum, and I think
we've got to be able to
handle all ends of thatspec-
trum with the Total Army.
And, as ] said, whetheryou
mobilize or not is depend-
ent upon the specific situ-
ation you face. I think as
we continue to get smaller,
we have to become more
integrated, and it's going
to require more mobiliza-
tion decisions. We must
learn how to do that.

If we are going to have a Total

Army, we are going tohave
to bave one that is capable,
available, and affordable.
Those are the three major
challenges that we are
working on.

In general terms Title XI moves

in the right direction. It

was primarily designed, to
improve the readiness of
the Army National Guard
combat units but we've
expanded that somewhat
and we arc now talking
about the readiness of the
Total Army. There are an
awfullot of initiativesin this
particular area that should
help us with the readiness.

We've got the BOLD SHIFT

initiative, that was started
by Ed Burba before I came
to Forces Command. That
is doing very, very well.
As I go around and check
the training, I sec a lot of
good things happening.
And I think that’s a step in
the right direction.

We've started what we call a

Total Army Training Study
that is being developed, it
has not been approved, but
I think it clearly gets at the
Total Army readiness, is-
sues such as the Tri-Com-
ponent Division, and some
things that we've talked
about here today. We still
needtoflesh thatouta little
bit. There’s alot of people
involved in that, and we
baven't gottotal consensus
yet but I think we are
moving forward more of a
Total Army that is ready to
do whatever the nation
wants us to do and we are
moving to greater integra-
tion.

We are building a force that will

meet the national military
strategy. There's some
exciting things going on
right now in that particular
arca.

Sol guess, from my standpoint,

there's some goodness in
Title XI.




General Reimer, let
me include you in this, as
well as General Trefry. Let
me ask you a couple of
specific questions about
Title XI. First of all, Title
XI requires the Army, or
the Army Guard, to have a
personnel mix by 1997, I
believe, in which 65 per-
cent of all the officers in
the National Guard will
have had two years Active
Duty and 50 percent of all
enlisted personnel in the
Guard must have had two
years Active Duty. And
the end date of that is Sep-
tember 30, 1997.

Now, I happen to believe that's

a very desirable thing. But
I've got some real ques-
tions about can that be
achieved? And, if so,how,
what are we going todo to
achieve it? General Re-
imer.

As yousuggest. itisa
toughthing toachieve. And
it depends upon the size of
your forces. RAND has
studied that, and basically
concluded that, given the
sizes we're looking atright
now, you probably can't,
achieve that just through
the normal coursc of cvents.
In other words, if you go
back historically and look
atthe number of people that
have gone from the Active
to the Reserve Compo-
nents, you probably won't
meet the 50 and 65 percent
goals that have been estab-
lished with the projected
and stengths.  You arc
probably going to have o
do some special things.

1don’tknow what the size of the

Army, the Total Army, is
going to be, based upon the

Bottom-Up Review, butI
certainly share your con-
cern about that goal being
hard to achieve.

On the other hand, I think it’s a

very desirable goal. We
need to give it a good shot
to see if we can make it. 1
don’t think we've looked
at the innovations that we
need to look at yet. At
least, I' m notaware that we
have. We probably need to
do, more in this particular
area, butit willstill be tough
to achicve.

FSG: Would you think

that's a desirable enough
goal that perhaps there'd
be a payoff in providing
cither incentives to Active
Army personnel to early-
out into Army Guard com-
bat units? Or incentives
for Guard personnel to
volunteer for the additional
time on Active Duty?

DJR: 1 think it's a desirable

My

goal, and I besitate to say
yes or no to that specific
question until I know what
the ramifications of the rest
of that really are. I don't
know how much turbulence
that creates throughout the
Total Army when you say
something like that. I think
turbulence bas to be fac-
tored in.

assumption is that those
types of things are being
looked atin the Bottom-Up
Review going on here in
Washingtonrightnow. I'm
not a part of that. in Forces
Command, so [ cannot
commentdirectly onit. But
I think incentives to reach
those objectives, the 50 and
65 percent, are important.
We ought to look at initia-

tives that will help us
achieve those goals with-
out degrading readiness.

General Trefry, I'm
going to ask you the next
question because I know
that you had experience
with this problem some-
time in the past. Let me go
back to, I guess, General
Rosenblum'’s statement, or
remarks.

Before STEADFAST we had

thousands of advisors in the
Army Guard. They existed
in every level down to bat-
talion, and not justone, but
there'd be several at many
levels. They had both offi-
cer and enlisted advisors.
Thousands of them.

One of the ways STEADFAST

saved spaces to create new
divisions was to eliminate
most of those advisors and
then, using the organiza-
tion that General
Rosenblum talked about,
they provided the support
services, the hands-on work
with Guard units. The in-
tent was to replace and do
better what advisors had
done.

Now, we are kind of going full

circle. The Army Readi-
ness Regions are gone, and
the House Armed Services
Committee in the Army-
Guard- Combat Reforms
initiative has mandated
5,000 advisors to the Army
National Guard. Now, it's
always been aproblem, it’s
been a quality problem. In
aparticular discussion with
me, General Abrams prom-
ised that the advisors that
did come to the Guard and
the personnel that were
assigned those Readiness
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Regions would be the
cream of the Army.

I had pointed out to him that

what we were getting were
people, notbad officers, but
they were officers at the
end of their career, want-
ing to retire in place, we got
nowaterwalkersatall. And
he promised that the Army
would send their toptalent.
And for a while that oc-
curred.

Now,1don’tknow if thatoccurs

now ornot. Butgivenallof
that, and your experience
with the problem, what do
you think, General Trefry,
of the Army’s ability to
follow this mandate, and
with quality personnel?

1 think they are going
to have a hell of a tough
time. And I can't make it
any plainer than that. You
know, it's very hard to get
where we are trying to go
with what we've got now.
And what am I talking
about? When you take a
look at the number of
schools that an officer has
to go to, he goes to the
Basic Course, he goes to
the Career Course, he goes
to CAS?, he goes to Leav-
enworth, and today every-
body has to get a master’s
degree somewhere along
the line. If the Army
doesn'tsend them toschool
in association with some
assignment thatrequires it,
itthen has to puthim some-
where where they can get
one on their own.

When you start mandating, you

have todo this, oryou have
to do that, that's when,
whether correct ornot, you
get into this ticket-punch-
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ing syndrome. And that's
bad.

The average Regular Army Of-

ficer spends about 23 years
on Active Duty, and then
heretires, and part of that is
that a fellow gets to be a
lieutenant colonel or colo-
nel, 18, 19 years service, he
doesn't get selected for a
brigade command, or he
doesn't get selected for
brigadier general. He says,
“Oh, what the hell, there's
nothing here.”

And it's a young man’s game.

Fighting is a young man's
game. No question about
it. Andit's very more physi-
cal today than it ever was.
Andsoyouhave atendency
for people to get out.

Now, how do you squeeze all

that in twenty ycars? And
now you say, if you look at
Goldwater-Nichols, it says
you've got to have certain
Jointtime if you want tobe
a general. You see, we
could never have another
George Marshall because
Goldwater-Nichols says
that the guy who's going to
be Chairman must have
been a commander of a
unified, Specified Com-
mand, or a service chief.
Well, by my count that's
thirteen guys. AndGeorge
Marshall came up 50 or 60
in from the pile.

So you limit choices. and when

you start putting all these
thingsonthatandsay, “This
is what you have to do,”
then it gets very tough.

Now, it's extremely desirable

that you get people who
have experience, if they are
Guard soldiers, that they

bave experience with the
Active Army, and vice
versa. But how do you do
that, when you think of all
the other things that you
have to do? It gets very,
very tough.

You can have a roomful of gen-

iuses and put themon a bell
curve and 50 percent will
be above the line and 50
percent will be below. We
bell curve everything, as
you well know. And we
grade on the curve. So no
matter how you look at it,
you are going to get some
above and some below. 1
think we are going to have
a very tough time, and I
think it's going to take a lot
of patience and understand-
ing.

And the other part is, I don't

think people who write
these things really under-
stand what they do. People
want to do right by their
people, and some people
may not have the strength
of character that other
people do, and it opens the
window to cheating. It
opens the window to ener-
vating reports, vitiating
reports, because it's tough
to tell a guy he hasn't been
tooimpressive. Andifyou
say, “Well, you've got to
do this, or you've got to do
that,” then pretty soon you
get people griping.

Now, all those kinds of things,

unintentionally, attack the
very core of what we stand
for. As an institution. I'm
nottalking the Total Army.
So | think we are going to
bave a tough time with that.

General Reimer,
General Trefry, it seems to

me has talked mostly about
the quality issue, but num-
bers, it seems to me, is a
very serious problem. How
does the Army, with a
declining force structure
and a declining end-
strength, produce 5,000 ad-
visors for the Army Guard?

DJR:  Letme pick upon a

couple of things General
Trefry said, which I think
hesaid very, very well. But
I think the point that he
made thereis that itis going
to be a tough challenge to
meet the quality gates for
most peopleinorder tomeet
the criteria for basically
promotion and selection for
school.

And I think the point he made

towards the end was very
compelling, at least in my
mind. And that is, when
you look at that require-
ment individually, it's
probably a pretty good re-
quirement, but when you
look at the totality of the
other things we are doing,
Goldwater-Nichols and
thatotherimportant things,
itmay be an almost impos-
sible task, given the quality
guidelines that we gener-
ally use. ] mean, we are
getting to the point that we
are really getting boxed in
in terms of being able to
assign our officers and
NCO:s to the right jobs.

The other thing I would say is

that the quality of the people
outthere in the fieldis good.
I've talked to a number of
them, and I have not found
anyone who does not have
the credentials to be an
advisor or to participate in
the job that he or she is
doing. I haven't found a

National Guard or USAR
Officer whose not satisfied
with their advisor or the
full-time support which
they arereceiving from the
Active Component.

We've got an awful lot of qual--

ity in the Total Army right
now. The bench is very,
very deep. Now, the issue
is, how many of these
peopie will be selected for
promotion, and how many
of them will be selected for
school? And that's what
we’ve got to watch very
carefully.

We are committed to try and

make that happen. I've
talked to General Putnam,
who heads up the Officer
Personnel Directorate, and
we've discussed this in
great length, and we are
trying to assign the right
people. Just based upon
the limited amount of
checking that I've done,
I'm convinced that we are.

I' ve seen battalion commanders

from Europe that have been
assigned there. I've seen
some red hot captains that
have been assigned there.
We continue to work the
Jump Start Program and 1
think we can expand that.

In the Jump Start Program you

take a graduate outof Leav-
enworth and send him for
two years to the 4th Divi-
sion, for example, and then
you send him two years to
be an advisor or to work in
what we call the Regional
Training Detachment with
the 116th Brigade, which
is a Roundout brigade for
the Fourth Division.

So, those are the types of things




we are trying to do. I think
we can domore of it. Most
of the divisions, based upon
what I've seen so far, are
getting somewhere around
20 or 30 Leavenworth
graduates that are coming
to them this year. We'll
take those people and put
them in key jobs in the
division like XO or an S3
and then assign them to the
Regional Training Detach-
ment.

We can do things like that and

move them back and forth.
That's going to cost some
money because there are
PCS moves. But if we are
serious about this, those are
the types of things we've
got to do.

In numbers, we need some help.

If we arc held to the
DOPMA criteria here, you
arc talking about 5.000
advisors or full-time assis-
tors, as I call them. That's
about adivision's worth of
leadership. And to the
extent that we arc not able
to get the DOPMA relief,
you are going to hollow out
the Force in terms of lead-
ership that's not going to
be available in the divi-
sions. or that's not going to
be going through the requi-
site Officer -Professional
Development or the NCO
Professional Development
which is very important to
our future.

We are going totake thatoneon,

and we are going to need
somchelpintermsof being
able to convince Congress
that they need to make a
change.

That's a winnable argument.

They are the ones whohave
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told us to do that, and they
ought to be able to give us
relief, if that’s what they
really want. Otherwise, we
are talking about hollow-
ing out in terms of readi-
ness. And I don't think
that's what they meant for
us to do.

I don't think people
really realize the impact of
DOPMA and ROPMA and
Goldwater-Nichols and
some of these things that
put these things on. And,
believe me, I wasn't refer-
ring just to quality. 1 was
referring to numbers, be-
cause as the end-strength
goes down and the grade
levels are reached, you
don't have the people to
play with.

Now, there's one other point that

goes back to what we were
talking about this morning,
and that T think vitaily af-
fects this.

Up until about ten years ago, we

had the experience from
World War II and Korea
and Vietnam in mobilizing
and building armies. Most
of that bas now retired. The
emphasis in the last ten
years hasbeenon unittrain-
ing andsoforth. And when
we wentinto the accredita-
tion problem in the schools,
we went to clectives and
that type thing where we
taught people how to mo-
bilize and do that kind of
stuff, and that's not there
any more.

Wedon't have enough time now

toteach people bow tofight
as much as we'd like, but
we don'treally teach in the
school system how you
raise, provision, sustain,

maintain, train and resource
the Army. And that is the
meat of what we are doing
here. That's why we have
a problem in force man-
agement.

1 can remember I came down to

visit Jack Galvin one day,
and I said, I'm down here
because the Chief tells me
you've got a computer
game on mobilization. I'd
just written a scathing 1G
finding because there was
no mobilization computer
game in the Army. And
Shy said, “Go down and
see Jack Galvin. He's got
one.”” I went down and I
said, “Look, show me this
mobilization game you’ve
got. He says, "Hell, Idon’t
have any game.” And be
didn’t. AndI think you've
got onc started now, but
that's the first one. And
this was, what, fourteen
years ago, when] was writ-
ing those kinds of findings.
So we need to look at this
kind of thing.

FSG: Ladies and Gentle-

men, General Galvin has
arrived, as I'm sure you've
all noticed. General Galvin,
welcome. We have intro-
duced you bricfly before.
Yourfull bioisinthe folder.
And I did mention that you
arc the former Supreme
Allied Commander, Eu-
rope; you are now the John
M. Olin Distinguished
Professor of National Se-
curity Studies at the U.S.
Military Academy, West
Point; and that you com-
manded the 24th Division,
Mechanized Infantry Divi-
sion when they were
rounded-outby the48th In-
fantry Brigade.

This morning we had a distin-

guished panel that dis-
cussed the Abrams Doc-
trine on the basis of then
and now. They summa-
rized that by saying thatthe
Doctrine is valid, is a valid
notion today, althoughBob
Sorley mentioned well that
General Abrams himself
would havelaughedat such
ahigh-flungtitle. He made
the point that it led to the
creation of the right forces

" to be available to fight the

Gulf War, thatit' simplem-
entation challenged bias
and tradition in the Active
Army, and in the Guard. It
challenged Guard soldiers
to do more and better and
harder training than they
ever had before.

But even a successful doctrine

must be subject toreevalu-
ation, and that'sreally what
we are doing today. He
makes the point that we are,
they made the pointthat we
are at a watershed moment
in history, that during the
pasthalf century we've fol-
lowed doctrinal patterns
which have served us well.
That the doctrine of the past
fifty years, including the
Abrams Doctrine, pos-
sesses strength, but also
demonstrates weaknesses.

And this afternoon we are doing

The

really quite alot of discus-
sion about how do we ad-
dress those weaknesses.
participants bere in the
audience may wonder if I
haven't gotten a little off
the Abrams Doctrine, since
1've been concentrating on
Tite XI. But when we talk
about the Abrams Doctrine,
General Abrams stood for
a whole bunch of things.
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And my impression was that he
stood for training andreadi-
ness above all. And the
facts of the matter are the
Abrams Doctrine can't
work unless the Army
National Guard combat
units can in fact attain and
maintain the standards
required by the Army, and
that they can be as acces-
sible to the Army as is
possible.

Sowe'vediscussed anumber of
aspectsof thatquestion this
afternoon, General Galvin.
And at the moment we are
talking some aboutthe Title
XI, butbefore I do that, you
have long experience and
you know the subject mat-
ter. Would you like to just
make any sort of an open-
ing statement?

Iwanttoalsosay that this distin-
guished gentleman has
made the maximum effort
to be here. To start with,
he's on leave at Fort Story.
Now, when you compare
Washington, D.C. and Fort
Story, nobody makes that
trip from there to here just

- for the fun of the drive.
And they've been told
about your difficulty en
route. That you have come
at all is a very real plus to
us, and a very real tribute to
the National Guard. We
are delighted you are here.

Would you like to say a few
words before we pick up
the discussion”?

GEN John R. Galvin (Ret.),
Former Supreme Allied
Commander Europe:

Thanks. I really don't want to
try tojumpinto what's been
going on without, you

know, knowing a lot more
about it than that. I would
simply say that I do think
we need to apply every
cfforttoGuard readiness in
order tostill keep the Total
Army concept, which is
really, basically, very much
what Abrams was talking
about. Guard participation
in whatever contingency
that comes upis going tobe
important. I want to get in
a little bit later as we go
along on the how, but I
think I'd rather not try to
come in the way I have
here and start off with a
statement. I'lljust goalong
here now, if I can.

Thank you, very
much, Sir. About twenty
years ago, in the Army Staff
Iproposed asystem of train-
ing our division and bri-
gade staffs using simula-
tors. Idid that because, in
my view, inmy experience,
Army leadership has al-
ways had a very real reluc-
tance to accept the ability
of National Guard division,
and to a lesser extent bri-
gade, commanders and
staff to do their thing in
combat. Idon'thave totell
you that a lot of Guards-
men here might wonder
about my saying it, but I
shared that view. Andone
of the reasons is that over
the years, about the best we
ever did for a Guard divi-
sion commander and staff
is. first of all, they had tobe
a Leavenworth graduate,
-which might have been
done by extension course—~
and then we had an annual
refresher course at Leav-
enworth. I must have done
that bhalf a dozen times
myself.

But in my view, nowhere in the

And

DJR:

system did we have a way
of providing National
Guard division command-
ers and their staff the kind
of training and experience,
and I want to underline ex-
perience, in maneuvering
battalions, management of
fire power, and logistical
and administrative support
of units. You know, at that
point in time all you could
do is have a maneuver and
we neither had space nor
time nor money for maneu-
vers. And yet we required
divisions in the structure.

in my point of view, to
make the Army comfort-
able with mobilizing them,
we need to do something
about the training. Well,
with that in mind, I note
that Title XI has some lan-
guage in it that requires — I
don’t know if it's just ex-
ploration or development,
but it talks about ~ the use
of simulators in the con-
duct of training. I don’t
know if they are just talk-
ing about firing simulators.
I'm talking about simula-
tors to train commanders
and staff in the maneuver,
firc power, logistical and
administrative support. I
know you are all qualified
to discuss the subject.
General Reimer, would you
like to start with that?

Yes. Let me take that
one on, because I think itis
one of the arcas where real
improvement has to take
place.

I mentioned earlier the outstand-

ing battalion I saw in Salt
Lake City, the Apache bat-
talion. The closest simula-
tors that they have are lo-

cated at Fort Campbell and
Fort Hood. Soitmakesita
very, very tough situation
to train that battalion if you
have to go there to use the
simulators. We will square
thataway. I' ve gotthe J3 at
Forces Command laying
out forme the current simu-
lation, or simulator distri-
bution, and then what's
planned in the future. But,
again, Apache simulators
are not just small change,
and it's something that's
going to take a little bit of
time to fix, butI think we
are going to be able to fix
that one.

If you go to Fort Knox, Ken-

tucky, right now, and I'll
start at a lower level, and
then bring you up to the
division level; you can
bring abattalion's worth of
tank crews, for example,
and go through the SIM-
NET training. Youcan fly
in on the weekend and
conduct simulation train-
ing.

If you really want to be innova-

tive, and any unit in the
Total Army can do this,
you can hook up with simu-
lators at Fort Rucker, and
start to work your air-
ground team through simu-
lation. You could do that
for 48 hours, or whatever
time you want tospend. So
there are some exciting
things that are on the hori-
zon, and they will only
grow.

In terms of training at the bri-

gadelevel, part of the inno-
vation that we have with
the Total Army training
study is something called
the Battle Command Bat-
talion Staff Training Pro-
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gram, where units go
through staff training. For
example, I was with a bri-
gade of the 29th Division
at Fort Dix, and they were
doing a CPX that was
driven by the 78th Divi-
sion. The brigade com-
manderindicated they were
getting a lot outof it It'sa
simulation exercise, just
like we put our Active
Component brigade com-
manders through.

The Battle Command Training

Program has been a part of
the Combat Training Cen-
ter experience in the Ac-
tive Component for the last
three or four years, and we
require every Active Com-
ponent division com-
mander, and every corps
commander and his staffto
go through it, and it has
now been expanded to the
Reserve Component. I'm
goingouttoseethe 35thgo
through that training in
August.

So. I think those programs arc in

place and they are moving.
We understand the need to
do that. It’s going to take
us a little ime and a little
money to do it. but I think
it's terribly important. So,
] would agree with you that
we have not done well in
the past, but I think we are
moving in the right direc-
uon right now, and I think
there's a lotof momentum.

The Batue Command Training

Program that General
Gaivin and his people did
such great work on over
there in the Warnor Prep
Center brought the Army
into a new era in terms of
simulation training. We are
building on that right now,

JRG:

and trying toexpand as fast
as we can.

1 would add to that by
saying, we have seen this
experience where the Ac-
tive Army over the past
several years, because of
such things as the com-
puter-assisted exercises
and so forth, the simula-
tions, and a lot of other
things, too, the National
Training Centerandon and
on, has taken a quantum
jump in its own capabili-
ties, its readiness capabili-
ties, its ability to work with
the other Services. The
Gulf War is a good ex-
ample.

Thereis afuliné.l think, some-

times, thatthe Active Army
is so far ahead of where the
Guardis that, thatthere just
is no way for the Guard to
catch up. But the Active
Army, in terms of that
quantum jump. didn't in-
crease the number of days
ithad at its disposal, which
I think. some people put it
at like 270 a year, or what-
ever that is. So that hap-
pens to be the same situ-
ation of the Guard. The
Guard hasn't increased its
number of days, cither.

But. following along with what

Denny Reimer just said, 1
think the challenge there is
to see how far, with the
kind of help that the Active
Army is looking at provid-
ing, and with the lcgisla-
tion that we've seen here,
what is the size of the jump
in capability that the com-
bat, as well as combat sup-
port and combat service
support. units of the Guard
canmake? Idon'tthink we
know that. And1thinkit's

something that we, that
obviously the Congress is
telling us to dedicate our-
selves to looking at, and to
supporting. And sol think
it's probably premature to
say that the vast majority
of the Guard would be
combat service supportand
combat support, especially
for an carly contingency,
that is, a short-fuse contin-
gency.

I think that what we really need

to do is to look at that and
sce what level can the
Guard reach, that is, unit
organizational level? And,
as I said before,I'm alittle
hesitant because maybe a
lot of people bave talked
about this alrcady.

ButI would see that as a parame-

ter that will move over the
next period of time, the
short-range future. So I
think it's very clear and the
Army, the Active Army has
been very clear, I think, on
where we stand in terms of
the capabilities that the CS
and CSS can reach. Let’s
leave a little bit open here
as to what the combat ca-
pabilities are until we see,
given every way that we
can improve that very few
number of the activities,
within the very few num-
ber of days the Guard has,
Jet’s see what it can do.

Ithink thatitmay be true that the

Guard cannotficld inavery
short period of time adivi-
sion. Maybe itcan'tfielda
brigade in a short period of
time. But I think that it
would be premature to pin
down some particular point
right now. I think that's
the big question. That's
the thing that nobody can

FSG:

In your experience,

JRG:

answer except, give the
Guard the opportunity to
answer.

Let me pin youa little
bit, Sir. Let’s assume that
Guard battalions, combat
battalions, in fact can meet
the Army’s training re-
quirement, meet their stan-
dard, pass the test. And
now we've got all the
maneuver clements and
support elements that we
need to fight. So then the
requirement s, can the bri-
gade commander and his
staff use them to support
the division?

do you
think that the use of a so-
phisticated computer sys-
tem could teach that to a
Guard brigade and division
since they don't have the
opportunity to maneuver?

When I commanded
the 24th and the Gray
Bonnets wererounding-out
the 24th at that time, I
didn't know how it would
turn out, what the 48th
could do. I was very proud
of the 48th, and we had a
very close association with
Joe Griffin and the others.

What I always felt was that, if

we went, it would depend
on how the 48th was at that
moment. If we were going
to go and if we were going
to take the 48th, then there
were all kinds of combina-
tions and permutations that
could be involved. Forone
thing, I looked at the tasks.
If you can't train more than
about 39 days a year with
the 48th, then if you are not
going to have much time—
and that's a question, how
much time are you going to
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have? We saw that in the
Gulf War,

Then one of the things that we

can do is limit the tasks
under the conditions and
standards that the units
within the brigade are going
totrain to. Instead of trying
tomake sure that they could
do everything, make sure
they can do some things
well, really well.

The next thing is that tailoring is

part of the concept of
combat in a division, any-
way, and within brigades.
And so we could have tai-
lored across the division.
If we feltthe 48th wasn'tas
trained as we'd liketohave
it be, wasn't as trained as
the level of the other bri-
gades within the division,
if the battalions weren't
trained up to that, we could
nevertheless cross-level, so
the 48th would end up with
other battalions from the
division, and the division
would have some battal-
ions from the 48th.

How that would be tailored

The

would depend. again, on
the mission that the 48th
was going to get. Maybe it
would getlimited missions
for the first operations of
the division in the ficld. in
combat. Maybe it would
be able, with the tailoring,
to take on all the missions
that the brigades were tak-
ing.

point I'm making is that
there is some flexibility in
there, in terms of the use of
the brigade. That flexibil-
ity, such as the tailoring
and so forth, such as the
tasking. such as the mis-
sions and the tasks within

Bu

FSG:

RGT:

training, none of that vio-

_ lates anything that we

t

would normally think of as
the routine operations of a
division. So, I would have
tosec. Ithink it's very hard
to say what could the 48th
have done at a given time
inthe past, justasit’s going
tobe hard to say what can it
do in the future.

we now can pin that down
pretty well. And we know
we are going to be giving
Guard units a lot more as-
sistance, in a lot of differ-
ent. ways, in order to see
what kind of a quantum
jump they can actually
make. It would be some-
thing, I'm sure, that in some
ways parallels what the
Army, the Active Army has
been able to do.

Dick, you've gotalot
of technological knowl-
edge about computers and
the level of performance
they can accomplish.
What's your view of this
subject?

Well, I think, in the
first place, that we, if you
compareitto, let's goback
tobetween 1975 and 1993,
and if you compare that to
going to kindergarten and
graduating from high
school, we are just gradu-
ating from kindergarten,
from the standpoint of the
understanding of what
computers can do.

You know, you stop and think,

in 1978, at the end of the
Christmas Season, the
computer industry had sold
its 38,000th PC. Ten years
later, in 1988, they had sold
their 39,000,000th PC. And
the curve has continued to

Just

go up, although I read this
morning Apple is in
trouble.

before I left the White
House, a guy came around
with a thing about the size
of ashoe box and he said by
1999 this will outdoa Cray.
When you stop to think
about that, you think of the
potential of employing
these things. I don't think
we have even imagined it.
We have SIMNET.

Alittle company I'm associated

with has got contracts to
run four of these centers
but they are largely for the
Reserve. I think the Guard
could really get into this
more than they are because
Ithink the potential is there.

You see, my own experience is,

I could take you to, when 1
was the IG, 105mm and
155mm Field Attillery bat-
talions in the Guard that
were just as good as any-
thing on Active Duty. I
could take you to aviation
outfits that were just about
as good as anything on
Active Duty. The problem
we had is when you try to
putall this stuff together to
mancuver, and it has noth-
ing to do with anybody’s
intelligence, it has nothing
todo with anybody's moti-
vation or their patriotism,
or anything else. What it
has to do is what I call
dexterity.

Understanding how you change

the frequencies on a radio.
Understanding how you
can get these people to do
what you want them to do,
just mechanically. That's
where the problem is.

DJR:

DJR:

And if you can teach that to a

guy on a simulator so that
when you do puthim in the
field it doesn’t take him
three wecks in the field, it
takes him three days, that's
where you are going to
make the gain. At least
that’s what I think, and
maybe Denny and Jack
could comment, if I'm
wrong, but I think that's
where it is.

I would agree with that.

Letmeshifttoanother
point. Title XI requires
compatibility between
Army Guard units and
Active units. Now, given
the disparity in the levels
of field equipment, the
numbers of equipment we
have, and the disparity in
the modernity, certainly in
non-Roundout/Roundup
units of the Guard, of their
equipment with the Active,
can those compatibility ob-
jectives be achieved?
General Reimer.

Well, I think I touched
on that a little bit earlier
when I said that we've got
about 500,000 shorttons of
Class VII to return from
overseas. Thatwillbe agi-
ganticstep forward in terms
of modemizing the Total
Force. We will take that
equipment and we'll fill the
holes that exist out there.
We are not going to be able
to make the whole Army
modem all atonce. Wejust
don’t have that amount of
equipment, unless the
Army gets terribly, terribly
small, and I don’t think
anybody wants to see that.

Nor money to buy it.
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DJR:

More money tobuy it,
that would also be helpful.
ButI think we also have to
be realistic. It's going to
take us some time to do
that. We will fill based
upon the “first to fight,”
and the Contingency Force
will be filled before any-
body else. Those members
of the Reserve Component
community that are part of
the Contingency Force will
get filled before those
members of the Active
Component that arc not
members of the Contin-
gency Force.

We have always had a disparity

of equipment in the Army.
Whenlcommanded the 4th
Division, we were an M-
60, M113 unit; then we
went to M-1s and we still
had M113s. Sowe'vedealt
with that throughout the
Army basically because
you cannot modemnize a
force as quickly as you
would like. It takes time to
dothat. ButI think that we
are going to take a big step
forward with the movement
of equipment back from
Europe.

Ithink we are doing some things

to ensurc that units arc
properly trained on equip-
ment that they have to
support in wartime. I think
the CAPSTONE alignment
will help us in terms of en-
suring that we are compat-
ible there. If we get the
CAPSTONE program back
so0 that we train with those
units that we arc going to
fight with, I think that will
help us in terms of ensur-
ing that the force is com-
patible across the board.

Those are the things that have to

FSG:

RGT:

be put in place and that we
are doing right now. But,
again, it's something that's
just not going to occur
overnight. Those are the
initiatives that are in place.
They are working. Once
we get everything back
from Europe, get settled
and get an end-state that
makes sense, I think we are
going to probably be okay.

1 probably owe an
apology to the audience.
This is such an interesting,
knowledgeable panel to
talk with, I really haven’t
givenyouin theaudiencea
chance to ask some ques-
tions and enter the discus-
sion. Solet’s do that now.
Are there some questions
from the audience?

Q: I'dliketo refer to aquestion,

or a statement, General
Trefry made relative to the
possibility of cheating, the
anxiety. I'dlike somebody
to address that subject.

You' ve been talking about tech-

nology. You've been talk-
ing about equipment.
You've been talking about
numbers. But youhave the
human clement. What you
bave built-in right now,
with the downsizing, the
political implications are
showing no humanitarian
interests. What support do
you have for that man or
woman who has made a
commitment to a career?
He now has these problems,
“Am I going to be surveyed
out? Am I going to be pro-
moted”" What implica-
tions does thathave toward
your readiness?

Ithink youhaveaheck
of a problem. And I think

RGT:

FSG:

it's there. AndIthinkit'sa
tributeto the leadership that
we have, all the way from
sergeant level to the Chief
of Staff of the Army, that
they've been able to cope
with it as well as they have.

We've got rid of damn near

200,000 people in the last
two years, or since March
of '91, not counting all the
Guard and Reserve who
went back to civilian life.

Q: Plus no jobs on the outside.

Right. And we don't
know where it's going to

stopright now. Thatputsa

tremendous strain on
people. Itis a tremendous
tribute to these young men
that they are coping withit,
andtheir families, that they
are coping with it as best
they are. I think that we’ve
been remarkably free of the
kind of thing that you are
worried about, that we are
all worried about, com-
pared to what it might have
been and was back in *73,
andwhatit wasin '54, when
we went through these
RIFs, we had all kinds of
problems. I think we've
been able to keep away
from that to a great extent.

It's going to take a tremendous

amount of leadership to
keep us on that keel, and I
think we are very fortunate
that we are in as good shape
as we are in today. We
have to recognize it. And
that's perhaps the mostim-
portant thing, to be able to
recognize it.

General Reimer, 1
suspect you are trying to
cope with the humanitar-
jan problem all the tme.

Would you have a com-

DJR:

ment, then?

Yes, sir, I do. I think
jt probably is the most dif-
ficult thing that I've
wrestled with in the past
three or four years. It's not
casy totake down an Army.
It's not easy to reshape it,
particularly when you are
talking about an Army
that’s a volunteer Army,
people want to be a part of
it, this is a successful or-
ganization.

1 have abrother that's an oilman

inIndonesia, and Itell him,
“Charles, what we are

. going through is like if you

established certain goals for
your company and you
achieved those goals, and
they are the highest goals
that you have ever
achieved, and then they
said, ‘Okay, because you
are so successful we are
going to cut you a third’
That's the typeof challenge
that we are facing right
now.” And it is terribly,
terribly difficult.

I think we are doing some good

things. We are not sitting
on our hands. We are not
fighting getting smaller.
Basically, the country has
made adecision and we are
in the process of executing
it.

The first thing thatI would say is

that we are a value-based
organization, and we stress
values very, verymuch. It's
terribly importanttous. Go
back and look at a docu-
mentcalled FM 100-1. It's
avery thindocument, butit
talks about the Army, and
it talks about the values the
Army has, the integrity,
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how we've always been
under civilian control. I
was fortunate enough to be
able to speak to the gradu-
ating class from West Point
at the graduation banquet
this year. I asked them to
goback and reread FM100-
1 before they go to their
first assignment and to re-
read it on a reguler basis,
because I think it's terribly
important, particularly
during these times right
now.

We've got to keep the integrity.

We've got to keep the val-
ues that have been somuch
a part of our history. And
we've got 218 years of
distinguished history to
guide us.

We went down to an Army the

size of 80 people, in 1784.
We survived hardship, and
we'll come back from this.
I think we'll make it.

Now, what are we doing specifi-

cally because, as you men-
tioned. these are good
people that we are letting
go? It's temibly, terribly
emotional when you deal
with the people and you
deal with the families in-
volved. ButI'litell you we
have fought hard for ransi-
tion programs.

We've got SSI and SSB for sol-

iders and VSEP and VERA
forcivilians. These are pro-
grams to help peopie tran-
sition. We've got the Army
Civilian Alumni Program,
and I don't know whether
you've ever been to one of
our centers, but if you
haven't, I invite you to go
to any one. It is for the
Total Army, somcbody
that's getting out and en-
tering into civilian life.

We will go through and we ask

them, “What are you inter-
ested in doing? Where do
you want to work? Here's
some of the things youneed
toknow about writing resu-
mes.” Forexample, there's
a truck company called
Schneider Truck Company,
in Green Bay, Wisconsin.
I was at a National Guard
Enlisted Association meet-
ing one time and sat next to
Schneider. Schneidersaid,
“Look, I'll take any of the
people that you've got that
I bave vacancies for, be-
cause you have a great
product. You have adrug-
free product, a disciplined
product, they are ones you
can counton.”

We now have that in our com-

puter base and when people
say, “Hey, I'm interested
in going to Wisconsin, I
used to be a truck driver,”
Bill Schneider's name will
pop up and it’ll be a part of
the information that we
hand that particularsoldier.

Wehave worked very, very hard

to try and take care of our
people. It is important to
the people that are staying
in the Armmy, and to those
people that are leaving, and
it’s not easy. Itis terribly,
terribly difficult when you
deal withhuman emotions.
But, when you compare that
with any of the reshaping
efforts that we've done in
our previous history, I think
we arcdoing this one much,
much better. Butitdoesn't
take any of the pain away.

Well, Dick Trefry
mentioned 1954. Thatwas
the year 1 was commis-
sioned asecond licutenant.
And it was also a year in

which the Army was being
very rapidly drawn down,
because nuclear weapons
were going totake the place
of the ground forces, and
that was going to solve the
problem.

One of the things that I tell offi-

cers and NCOs is, espe-
cially young officers and
NCOs, young soldiers for
that matter, “When you
look at your career in the
Army, don't judge it by
current events all the way.
The Army changes over
time, because the situation
in the world, and Amer-
ica's reaction to that situ-
ation changes. And sothere
will be times when the
Army is drawing down, and
times when the Army is
building up. And leader-
shipis importantto us, both
drawing down and build-
ing up.”

We need to be aware of all the

help that we can give, that
Denny mentioned, and
many other things that |
know he could mention
about people who are get-
ting out of the Army.

We also need to spend time with

people who are staying in
the Army, totell them what
their future is going to look
like in the Army. Anditis
going to go through a sec-
ries of changes. And sowe
need people whose think-
ing is flexible, people who
arc able to react to vastly
different situations, be-
cause one of our goals as
we draw the Army down, is
tokeep the best people, the
best people possible. And,
asfar as I can see itnow, we
are doing that. We still are
challenging the good

people, the people who
realize thatif you are good,
the Army would have to
get awful small before we'd
let you go.

So, there are just so many as-

pects of this. Thank God, -
again, for the computer,
because to try todrawdown
the way we've done with
stubby pencil would have
been awful. At least we
have alot more support for
the kind of personnel ac-
tions we have to take than
we’ ve ever had before.

There was a discus-
sion this morning and
General Temple made the
point that there was a great
chasm of understanding
between the Active Com-
ponents and the Guard and
Reserve, and very little of a
bridge across it.

I know that all of you have had

experience in building that
bridge, and in examining
ways to make the three
components of the Army
all understand one another
better. I think that's im-
perative and it’s the root of
our successful future. It's
how we spread the under-
standing across the com-
ponents.

I wonder if our panelists have

some ideas that they might
express about how we do
that.

JRG: There are a lot of de-

cisions that havetobe made
at every level of the Re-
serve Components and the
Active Component. One
of the mostimportant things
is that when those decisions
are being made, that every-
body is involved.
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I like very much what I see in

terms of the working
groups, the committees that
have representation from
the Reserve Components,
the Reserve and the Guard
and the Active, at the right
levels. 1 think that one
thing, to be sure, is that we
do that to the nth degrec so
that we are able to keep the
confidence of people that
nothing is going on behind
closed doors, that nothing
is under the table. Every-
thing is on the table as we
go down the line. In fact,
that's theonly way todoit.
The more that we can keep
checking to make sure that
everybody is in on every
decision, I think the better
off we are.

DJR:  No. I'djustechothat.

because ] think that is termi-
bly important, and as Bob
knows, there arc a number
of different groups discuss-
ing thesc issues right now.
They are not casy issues.
There's no easy solution.
If therc was an casy solu-
tion, we'd have already
armived at it and gotien on
with it And so, they arc
painful, just like the emo-
tions associaled with down-
sizing the Army.

But. at the same time, it is very

I'm

helpful that we are all
mectng together, people
arc rolling uptheir sleeves,
throwing the 1ssues on the
table, and we 're discussing
them 1n an open forum.

uying very bard. as the
FORSCOM Commander.,
tomeet with as many of the
leaders of the Total Army
aspossiblycan.l'vehada
couple of sessions with
TAGs already. and have

been to the ROA meeting
in Nashville a couple of
weekends ago. 1 will con-
tinue to go through the list
of TAGs. I'm trying to get
around to sec as much as I
possibly can.

. ... the hurdles herec on the

agenda, according to Gen-
eral Abrams and General
Vessey, and then the press
who was there, it seems as
though a very essential—is
that right?—a very cssen-
tial point here is that by the
Abrams Doctrine, at least
it helps circumvent the
Congress's Constitutional
requirementtodeclare war,
which, of course, many
Presidents have partici-
pated in.

I'ma Vietnam Era veteran of the

Marine Corps. And I no-
ticed that on the news re-
lease it indicated that you
all felt, or that somebody
felt, that the mobilization
of the Guard and Reserve
in large numbers during
Desert Storm throughout
the country affected com-
munities and forced the
Congressional vote on
whether to commit forces
to Southwest Asia.

Is that a one-time shot, now that

General Galvinisbere? Do
you think that was a one-
time thing ? Ordoyou think
that this concept will be ef-
fective for the foreseeable
future to force the Congress
to at least partially do its
duty to follow the
Constitution on the decla-
ration of war issuc?

Well. of course, that"s
not an issue in which there
isundivided approachright
now. I mean, the powers of

the President versus the

powers of the Congress is

something thatcouldbedis-
cussed foralong time. And
IknowBob Sorley washere
this morning and he talked
about his—were you here
this moming, by the way?

Q: Iwasn't.

JRG: Iwasn'teither. There

was somediscussion about
Bob's chapter in his book
on Abrams, in which the
question that you've
brought up comes up in
there, and I think it's Sch-
lesinger who comments in
that chapter that these are
decisions that political lead-
ers will make, and Itend to
agree with that. We in the
military can configure our-
selves so that we can most
effectively carry out mis-
sions that we are given by
our leadership. But we
don'tcreate those missions.
That's a political decision.

Now, as to where that decision

takes place I think we, all
Americans, have not been
able to be too clear about
what is the President’s
prerogative and whatis the
Congress's prerogative
when it comes to conflict.

And so tend to feel that it was

right and correct for
Abrams—and he wasn't
theonly one, by any means,
but we've used Abrams as
the point man on this. There
were lots of people, though,
involved in how the Army,
and the Armed Forces in-
deed, would be configured
in order to carry out what-
ever mission that they are
given.

It seems to me that we are cor-

rectly configured when we
go to war as a people.
That’s my own view. I
think that when we go to
war, itis something weneed
todoas apeople, and there-
fore our Reserve Compo-
nents make sure that that
bappens in the broadest
possible sense. AndI think
that’s right. But I don't
think that the debate was
about the role of the Con-
gress vis-a-vis the role of
the President. Ithink that's
adebate that belongs some-
where else.

RGT: Iwasjustreviewinga
* booklastnightonthe Presi-

dent as Commander-in-
Chief, put out by the Uni-
versity of Kansas. If you
haven'treadityetorlooked
at it, it starts with William
McKinley and progresses
through Richard Nixon. 1
was struck by alincinthere
that said Presidents have
committed roops 170times
in the 200 years since 1787,
1789, and only five times
has the Congress declared
war. So, it just reiterates
what General Galvin said,
that's a political question.

But the point, I think, that Gen-

eral Abrams was talking
about when he made the
decisions about what we
called the Doctrine this
morming in 1972-73, after
roughly eleven yearsof war
in Southeast Asia, (and
that's a horse of another
color altogether, and the
monolithic threat at that
time) was, “How do you
keep the Russians out of
Western Europe?" And,
you know, there's a big
difference between thatand
something like Grenada.
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JRG:

FSG: And, of course, as far

as the National Guard is
concemed, they played
really norole in thatexcept
what they might play as a
citizen, and their job is to
be available for the Army
when it's required, and
when they are called under
law.

I'd like to pick up on
this thing because it goes
back to something that
General Reimer talked
about earlier in the game.
One of the important and
critical elements in the
Readiness equation is the
factor of how much train-
ing time will you have
available between mobili-
zation and deployment or
commitment.

General Reimer touched on de-

cision gates, the incre-
mental force building, the
necessity to build up a
domestic consensus, and
the international coalition
partof the equation, which
is also very important.

What I would like to ask of

whomever on the panel
would like to touch on that,
and I think it relates to this
last question as well: Why
is that time-getting shorter,
or longer, in your view?
The time between mobili-
zation and deployment or
commitment.

Well, first of all, I
think that it would be wrong
to say today that we are in
a situation where we won't
have the luxury of having
Reserve units in the Re-
serve Components, the
Guard, for example, that
would have relatively long
preparation times after

some crisis came up.

I can think of a variety of times

when long preparation
times would be acceptable.
For one thing, if we look at
whatcan happentousnow,
we can have all kinds of
varieties of crises, every-
thing from an outright
heavy conflict to a light
conflict to a humanitarian
assistance effort to a
counter-terrorist, counter-
drug operation, to a wide
variety of things that can
bappen. Crises within
crises.

We could have a situation in

which we sent forces to par-
ticipate in a crisis and then
we needed to rotate those
forces at a later time. And
we would recognize that if
we were going to send in
forces we might want to
rotate them, so therefore
we might, in that case, call
up Guard units who might
be farther down the line in
terms of their readiness, and
begin to bring them up.

But we might have other Guard

units that were Roundupor
Roundout units that had a
shorter time and,  based
on that, we would figure
out how arec we going to
sustain our efforts in this
crisis.

Wereached, if youtake the Gulf

crisis for example, a point
at which, when we com-
mitted the VII Corps to the
Gulf, and if we had then not
gone to war but had sat
there for some time, sim-
ply keeping Saddam from
doing anything further —
that may sound far-fetched,
but I can think of lots of
things that sound far-

fetched thathave happened.
But if for some reason we
had committed the VII
Corps and then had not
gone to war, we would have
had a question come up

* immediately about how

long are we going to sus-
tain that force there, and is
it for the duration? Or is it
for a year? Or is it for a
year and a half, or two
years? Or what is it?

And the answer to that would

have been, *“Well, what
Reserve Components do
we have that can be made
ready and in what time
frames?”

And so we, in some cases, have

to configure ourselves to
the realities. And in this
case, in a case like that or
resembling that, the force
that was committed would
have to stay there, obvi-
ously, untl it could be
replaced. Andsothiscould
mean a long time.

However, I think that the more

likely thing to happen is a
requirement that is short-
fused, and therefore I think
we do need to make this
effort.rightnow, that[ think
we are making to seec how
good the Guard can get.
And I would tell you, as |
said before, that we don't
know the answer to that.
But we know how to find
out.

We have a lot of capability,

everything from the com-
puter support, the simula-
tion, the brigade-level train-
ing for key commanders
andstaff officers, the equip-
mentthat Denny mentioned
coming back from Europe,
and the equipping of the

Contingency Force, all with
the best of everything be-
fore somebody else gets
something, on and on.
There are a wide variety of
actions that can be taken.
But I think that we need to
continue to look at a spec-,
trum of time, of early readi-
ness Guard units, middle
and late readiness Guard
units.

If T can address, sir,
perhaps more to General
Reimer, because the other
two generals may not be
aware of this legislation on
the Hill. Certainly, what
we call the General Abrams
Doctrine really had its im-
plementation, if you will,
or impetus in mobilization
legislation that went to what
we call today the Presiden-
tial Selective Reserve Call-
Up, or the 200,000K Call-
Up.

Currently, there is in the DOD

"94 Authorization bill pre-
sented to the Hill, legisla-
tion toamend that, what we
call 673b, or the Presiden-
tial Selective Reserve Call-
Up, to extend the call-up
time frame. Two impor-
tant areas of the amend-
ment: One to extend the
call-up time frame from 90-
90 to 180-180 and, addi-
tionally, to give a step-
down, asecretarial level, a
SECDEEF level if you will,
call-up authority for a lim-
ited number of Reserve
Components, like the Re-
servists.

My question really is, how sig-

nificant do you see this
modification? Anddo you
see this as somewhat of an
unconscious enhancement,
if you will, of what we are




calling the Abrams Doc-
trine today?

DJR: Let me take the

Abrams Doctrine first,
because I'm not clear in
my mind whether General
Abrams was trying to solve
the problem of how you go
to 16 Divisions from 13,
with a fixed-in strength of
780K, or whether he was
trying to solve the problem
of how you prevent the
Army from being commit-
ted without calling up the
Reserves.

My guess is he was trying to

solve both. But I person-
ally never heard him talk
about anything other than
the tooth-to-tail ratio.
There are a lot of other
people that have been in
those sessions thatI wasn't
in, so I'm not sure in what
terms of the application to
the Abrams Doctrine you
are talking about.

What I am convinced of, though,

is that the two specific
points that you mentioned
arc lessons learned from
Operation Desert Storm.

The 90 plus 90 was basically a

tough thing to work your
way through because about
the time you got people over
there,you had tostartbring-
ing them back because, as
youknow, you have tohave
them off Active Duty by
the 180 days, (90 plus 90).
So you had to bring them
on back. They have to go
through the demobilization,
that type of thing. The 180
plus 180 will give you
much, much greater flexi-
bility, and I think will work
much better.

FSG:

The other point had to do with

the fact that it was about
two weeks into Operation
Desert Shield before we got
673b, and we had some
units that we'd brought up,
under the only thing we
could, the Secretary of the
Army's Active Duty for
Training program. Some
of those units were USAR
units that ran ports and
some other things that were
critical. The Air Force I
think also had some issues
with volunteers and we all
needed 673b. Sol think
there's arcalization that we
cannot get the force out of
CONUS without the Re-
serve Component. And I
think that's what that 25K
is designed to do.

I think that reflects changes

required by the power pro-
jection strategy: itreflects
a crisis response strategy,
and] think it will helpusdo
that, so I feel that those are
good initiatives.

Now, the Constitutional ques-

tion has got to be solved by
somebody besides me, but
I certainly think from a
military war-fighting
standpoint, both of those
are good initiatives.

Gentlemen, you are
such an erudite panel, and
yourdiscussion has ranged
so far, I'm not going to
attempt to sum up for cach
of you. Rather, I'd like to
have each of you take a
couple of minutes to sum
up your views on the after-
noon’s discussion. Gen-
eral Reimer.

DJR:  Well,I wouldsay that,

first of all. I appreciate the
opportunity to participate

in this discussion, and I
guess 1 did it for a number
of reasons.

One, I figured that anything that

could bring General Vessey
all the way from Minne-
sota to Washington had to
be important, so I came.

But, secondly, as FORSCOM

Commander I find this is-
sue terribly, terribly impor-
tant. The Total Army isim-
portant to me, it's impor-
tant to the Chief, and it's
important to everybody in
the Active Component.

But, most importantly, I came

because of the tremendous
respect and admiration I
have for General Abrams.
1 was very fortunate tohave
had the opportunity to work
for him, and it was just a
greatexperience inmy life-
time. I've been fortunate
in a lot of ways, but that's
the reason I'm here.

If1 bad to talk about the Abrams

Doctrine, and as I said, this
is kind of the first time that
I've heard it, I would say
the Abrams Doctrine was
associated with the readi-
ness of the Total Force.
AndI would go back tothe
point that he used to stress:
the temrible price of un-
preparedness. When we
arc unprepared, we pay that
priceinblood. And heused
totalk about the cemeteries
and the monuments and the
things that we've built to
soothe ourconscience, and
I think that's what drove
him. It's what drove a lot
of our decisions during
Operation Desert Storm.

Iwouldtellyou, as the DCSOPS

of the Army, that I would

think very often about him
describing the terribie, ter-
rible pain and human sacri-
fice associated with war.
And I was committed, as I
know a lot of other people
were committed, not to
send people over there who
weren't ready for that par-
ticular battle.

At the time we were going

through that, itwasn'tatall
clear that we were going to
win this in a hundred hours,
and that we were going to
have less than a hundred
casualties. There were
some tough decisions that
had to be made, and that’s
what drove our decisions at
that time.

1 think the world has changed,

obviously; we've talked
about that, and I think eve-
rybody understands that
end knows the Army is
changing. I don’t think we
are given credit for the
changes that we are mak-
ing. When you look at all
that we are doing rightnow,
and the fact that we are
reshaping the Army, Ithink
we are managing that fairly
well. So I'm not going to
hang my head and apolo-
gize for what we' ve done.
We have taken, as was men-
tioned already, over
250,000 people out of the
Total Army. That's
150,000 Active Compo-
nent, 50,000 Reserve
Component, and 50,000
DA civilians, since Opera-
tion Desert Storm. And we
still have a higher optempoe
in '93 than we bad in "89.

So I think we are doing okay.

There is uncertainty out
there in the Total Force;
we need to solve that. 1
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think the Bottom-Up Re-
view will help us in that
particular arca. I think it's
obvious that we are going
to get smaller. The chal-
lenge that all of us face
here, I think, is howdowe
get smaller and still keep
this great organization to-
gether? How do we keep
the Total Army strong?

Ireally believe that we've got to

leverage the strength of
each component. I see that
as I go around from place
to place, each component
brings a certain strength to
the table. Our challenge is
to talk to each other, tobuild
that trust and confidence
among cach other so that
wedoleverage thatstrength
and we do keep the Army
strong and we do continue
that great history that we've
had for over 218 years.

We can't do it overnight As

we've talked about, and as
I've mentioned many
times, there are initiatives
on the board that are work-
ing. They haven't all ma-
tured, they haven'tall been
approved. but they are
positive. We've got Total
Army groups that meetand
talk about these things. [
think there's some great
things on the table thathave
to be fleshed out and have
tomature, and be approved.
But I think we are moving
1n the right direction. I'm
very comfortable that that
1s true.

I think the pnmary bottom line

for me is that we ' ve all got
to resolve that we are going
to do what's nght for the
nation. If everybody ap-
proaches it from that stand-
point, I think we are going
to be okay.

JRG:  Well,Iwould start by

saying that the Total Army
is the only way. There is no
other way in the United
States, I don't think, that
would be satisfactory to the
people, thatwould be acon-
tinuation of our historical
view, our tradition. And
that's one of the reasons I
wanted to be here today.
And because, like Jack
Vessey, I started out in the
Guard and have always felt
that that was a big advan-
tage, and I always have felt
that it formed a lot of my
thinking, which you proba-
bly can see in what I have
had to say, or what I'm
saying now.

Idon’tknow what was said this -

moming because of my
absence here, on the state
role of the Guard. But I
think that we always have
to think of that, also. 1
mean, there are certain
things that are vitally im-
portant in terms of the
Guard and the relationship
it has to the state and to the
govemorasits commander.
And therefore, I think that
we have to consider the
effect of that on the ques-
tion of the balance of com-
bat, combat support, and
combat service support, be-
cause I think thatthe Guard
still needs to be a well-
rounded force, a militarily
capable force on its own.
And, no, I don't necessar-
ily mean it has to mirror
somehow the Active Com-
ponent. AndIdon’t really
think that it's necessarily
s0, that it should mirror it.
ButIdo think it needs, and
that's something thathas to
be constantly looked at, the
combat element as well as
the other elements.

In terms of the Abrams Doc-

trine, I think that it is im-
portant to see that what we
are talking about there is
war and the American
people, andI don’ tknow of
asubjectthat could be more
important than that.

We need to see, from the point

of view of military people,
what it is that we can do
and how it is that we con-
figure ourselves so that we
are able to respond in the
most effective ways pos-
sible, but also in ways that
take that into account, and
I think that was one of the
purposes of today.

so I think it needs to be
emphasized, again and
again, that when we go to
war, we go to war asa Total
Army, just as we train and
configure ourselves as a
Total Army.

We can take great pride in the

way that the Army bhas
changed for the better in
the past couple of decades.
1 know that in the 24th
Division 1 used to say
sometimes, and actually I
was quoting people who
had talked to me, to sol-
diers and NCOs and Offi-
cers, "Do you feel ready for
combat with the kind of
training we’ve been get-
ting?” And they would
say, immediately, “Yes,
Sir.” AndI'dsay, "Are you
ready for the National
Training Center?" And
they would say, "Well,
we've got a few things
we' ve got to work on here.
We need a little time.” We
have built the National
Training Center and the
other things we've dis-
cussed.

Icanremember, as you can, too,

becauseithasn’t been long
ago, that when we came
out with a new tank table,
everybody said, *“This is
impossible. How are we
ever going toreach this?” [
said it, myself. I looked at
that and gulped, and said,
"This is what they want us
to? This is how we are
going to score, on these
templates? Firing on the
move, firing as a platoon,
and so forth and so on?"
Andldidn'tthink we could
doit. And wediddoit. We
made great strides.

I think we have to be frank

enough to say that the
Guard didn't make the
same great strides, propor-
tionately, in that period.
And it's clear what the
Congress thinks about that.
Probably we all in the Ac-
tive Component, I should
put myself in the past in
that, but I think the Active
Component realizes, too,
that there's a support ques-
tion there. There is a re-
sourcing question. And I
think the Active Compo- .
nentisdedicated toaddress-
ing thateven more strongly
than in the past.

Ground maneuver is extraordi-

narily complex. It's a big
difference between what
happened when Napoleon
did his planning for Water-
loo and he conducted that
battle. He wasn't worried
about air strikes and alotof
other things. Or, Nelson at
Trafalgar wasn't worried
about what was over the
sea or under the sea, just
what was on the surface.
We operated on amap that
was two- dimensional. It
was a flat map.
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But today, any soldier has to
know that the map's not
flat. It's acube. It's three-

dimensional. And this
makes an enormous differ-
ence.

And trying to—I forget what
you called it, Dick, but I
call it “orchestrate.” You
called it—

RGT:  Dexterity.

JRG:  Dexterity. Icallitthe
ability to orchestrate, or
people call it “synchroniz-
ing." But whatever it re-
ally is, to try to pull all that
together is a very, very
difficultthing tolearn. And
the challenge there is for
Guard leadership at the
squad, platoon, company,
and battery and so forth,
squadron, battalion, bri-
gade, division level, to
work that.

Maybe it would be in the long
run that the Guard would
keep division flags but
basically be brigades. This
is true in many cases al-
ready. But I don't think
that we would ecither say,
the combat side is some-
thing that we could only
use in very limited terms,
or the combat side is some-
thing that could work only
in terms of being ready.
let's say. at platoon or
company level. Istill think
battalion is a level that we
can challenge the Guard
with and a level they can
reach if they get the right
resources, becausc they
already have the rightspint
and dedication todoit. And
1 would end there.

RGT: Letmestartbysaying
1 was very prvileged 1n

1951 to be the liaison offi-
cer from the 70th Armored
Field Artillery in Merrill
Barracks to what for one
month was Lieutenant
Colonel Abrams, and then
Colonel Abrams when he
was Commander of the 2nd
Armored Cavalry Regi-
ment.

If you want to have an educa-

tion, you want to sit down
beside him as his Field Ar-
tillery liaison officer when
you are out in the field,
which we spenta greatdeal
of time doing. I got a great
education, I can tell you
that. And I say that be-
cause of the comments that
have been made hereon his
emphasis on training. I
remember one day. It
rained like hell, lighting hit
the OP, nothing wentright,
the mess truck gotlost, bat-
talions were wandering
around in the wilderness,
and at 5:00 a.m. he called
the officers together. He
stood under a trec, and [
can seeitand hearhim now.
He said, "Gentlemen, what
does it all prove? God-
damn it, we are not quali-
fied!” That’s what he said.

That's all be had to say. We

knew it. Because if we had
been any good, we'd have
done it whether it was rain-
ing or shining or any other
damn thing. But that was
his standard. And that's
what he was trying to get
across.

And, yeah, he wanted to make

surc that when we went to
war, we went as a Total
Army.

Some of you have not been privi-

leged tospend the last thirty

years as close to this as I
have, and to see the differ-
ence now compared to
thirty years ago. Unbeliev-
able. If you think we've
got problems now, sure we
do; but when you think of
what it was thirty years ago
and what it is now, it's
unbelievable.

But we arc at a time to change.

We are at atime, notchange
for change's sake, but be-
cause of technology, be-
cause of politics, because
of education, becauseof all
the things that make our
world, externally and inter-
nally, all the dynamics that
affect the Total Army, this
is a time of opportunity.

But to do that you have to have

FSG:

areal inquisitive, question-
ing mind. Andyou have to
ask yourself, "Why do we
dothis?" Andif wedothat,
then I think we have no-
where to go but up.

Gentlemen, you've
been a truly wonderful
panel. It's been my very
real privilege and pleasure
to be associated with you.
Thank you, so much.
General Ensslin.

(APPLAUSE]

RFE:

We've been privi-
leged today to have as-
sembled here at the Na-
tional Guard Memorial, I
think, the greatest assort-
ment of experience in the
Reserve Component world
that could be assembled.
Certainly, the experience
of the National Guard and
the experience of the Army
has been here with us, and
Idon’'tknow how we could
have added more experi-

ence to the twomoderators
and the six panelists and
the luncheonspeaker that
we had today.

We have been greatly stimulated

by these discussions. Ithink
all of us have had an awful
lot of ideas racing through
our heads as a result of the
things that were said here.
I think we've been chal-
lenged by people of wis-

_dom and experience in the

world that means so much
tous, and I think that, as we
reflect further, some very
positive and worthwhile
things for the Total Na-
tional Defense will come
forth.

As General Temple said, the

Guard does change. Gen-
eral Vessey said, youknow,
we have got to change.
Obviously.

Well, we do change, and we

have adaptedoverour 355-
plus years of being. Gen-
eral Galvin has traced those
carly years of the Militia
for us. I know I joined a
National Guard artillery
battery organized at 55
percent strength, and our
challenge was that, if twe
wereneded, we were going
to have to be ready to de-
ploy and fight in probably
six to twelve months.

And the training year General

Templereferredtohad two
events. One was the an-
nual IG inspection, when
the Army came to take a
look. We spent six months
getting ready for that. The
other key event was the
ATT, the Army Training
Test that we took at annual
training. We spent the other
six months getting ready
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for that. It was a different
world.

We've come along way and, as

several of our speakers have
said, we've got to keep in
mind how much progress
we've made. But we also

have to keep in mind what
General Galvin said. We
don’treally know yet, with
all of our experience, ex-
actly what level we are
capable of achieving. We
haven't done enough or
gone far enough to have a

very clear picture of just
what the limits are in the
National Guard. Atleast,I
read that into - General
Galvin's remarks, and it’s
my feeling.

But, again, a round of applause

for all of our participants
today, and our thanks for
being here with us.

[APPLAUSE]
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