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Warning against Overreliance on New Information Technology
The advocates of U.S. Forces transformation have stated that emergent information technology, such as
target detection sensors, precision-guided munitions, and the digitized information system that can give a
precise and real-time picture of the battlefield, would cause historic changes in the nature of war, the way to
conduct warfare, and military organization. In addition, they have iterated that the new era would come in
which it would be possible to win while suppressing bloodshed and destruction to the utmost limit.1
However, in 2005, COL Herbert R. McMaster2 asserted that there was a danger in embracing entirely the
vision of future war which the transformation advocates offered. He concluded that the ability to share
information quickly and deliver weapons effects precisely ought to be pursued vigorously, but without
addressing its potential shortcomings, transformation based on information technology would not make
America safer.3 This was a warning against the ongoing military reforms at the time.
The shortcomings which McMaster pointed out can be summarized into two points. First, the transformation
advocates often dismissed the fact that war is a human endeavor. Although soldiers might misunderstand the
situations due to the human factors, such as hopes, fears, prejudices, and passions that would be inevitable on
a battlefield, the transformation advocates asserted that the new information technology would provide full
situational awareness.4
Second, the transformation advocates put a slight on a synergistic application of all forms of military power
– ground, sea, air, space, and information. McMaster explained that each service had different capabilities and
thus American strategic might would be most powerful when these capabilities were synchronized. He asserted
that U.S. Forces must not be changed to a military which could solely attack with precision-guided munitions
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via transformation.5
This paper aims to reinforce McMaster’s assertion by pointing out other issues including what he did not
refer. In order to do so, based on previous research, this paper will first clarify why the transformation advocates
exaggerate the potential of high technology. Next, by citing examples of U.S. Army reforms from the mid1970s to the late 1980s, it will disprove the claim that emergent information technology causes historic changes.

Why the Transformation Advocates Exaggerate the Potential of High Technology?
After the Gulf War, “Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA)” theory gained momentum. The RMA theorists
often cited the assessment of the Gulf War that U.S. Forces defeated the Iraqi troops one-sidedly and collapsed
their morale completely via high-tech weaponry.6
However, they exaggerated the potential of high technology. As research progressed since the mid-1990s,
its limitations gradually became apparent.
Stephen Biddle7 shows the reason why U.S. Forces were able to inflict catastrophic damage to the Iraqi
Forces in the Gulf War. He asserts that it was because of the Iraqi low tactical skills besides the flexibility,
initiative, and insight of U.S. soldiers to exploit the defensive mistakes. He concludes that, if a highly skilled
adversary made no mistakes, or if U.S. Forces with low tactical skills were not able to exploit an opponent’s
mistakes, then there would not be one-sided results even if U.S. Forces were equipped with the high-tech
weaponry.8
In addition, David Betz9 points out that high technology does not have as big impact on land warfare as on
air and naval warfare which has high technological dependence. Furthermore, he shows that high technology
is not so effective in unconventional wars, such as the counter-insurgency and stability operations, as in
conventional wars.10
The root cause for exaggerating the potential of new technology is the almost self-righteous mindset against
a background of excessive expectations for RMA.11 This mindset can be divided into two parts.
The first is the mindset that disregards factors other than technology, even though it can be inferred that
various factors influence the outcome of a battle. As mentioned earlier, McMaster pointed out that the human
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factors on the battlefield were dismissed, but these were not the only things that RMA theorists dismissed. On
this point, Biddle explains that no serious consideration was given to the mechanism for how three factors –
offensive skill, defensive error, and advanced technology – interacted and affected the outcome of the Gulf
War, and as a result, RMA enthusiasts misunderstood the potential and limitations of high technology. 12
Similarly, Williamson Murray13 points out that the danger in the belief that high technology will offer U.S.
Forces total battlespace dominance in the next century does not lie in the technology per se, but in the hubristic
view that overestimates their technological superiority and disconnects what adversaries would think, want,
and could do from consideration.14
The second is the mindset that lacks the historical perspective. In predicting how emergent technology would
change battles, it is necessary to generalize as much as possible the potential and limitations of technology
through historical research in order not to veer off in a biased direction. However, RMA theorists made little
effort in this manner.15 Biddle points out that RMA enthusiasts confused the thoughtful speculation on the
future battles with an analysis of the Gulf War where the new technology was remarkably successful. Biddle
criticizes RMA theorists for misreading the experience and misunderstanding the history of this war.16

Driving Force behind U.S. Army Reform after the Vietnam War
Technology was not a key driver of U.S. Army innovation after the Vietnam War. In the late 1970s, the U.S.
government implemented plans to introduce cutting-edge technology to U.S. Forces. By the mid-1980s, the
high-tech weapons utilized in the Gulf War were successively realized. 17 The Army renewed its weapons
system. However, GEN Donn A. Starry18 and COL Huba Wass de Czege19 concluded that the Army would
not be able to win the next war by technology-centric reforms.20
As a result of the debates over the “Active Defense” doctrine, the assertion became accepted that new
technology would not be useful for solving operational problems, though it would help to solve tactical
problems. The “Active Defense” doctrine published in 1976 was based on the idea of overcoming numerical
disadvantages against the Warsaw Pact Forces by concentrating the firepower of the high-tech weapons.
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However, the disputes about “Active Defense” resulted in the prediction that even if the U.S. Army won the
first battle, it would not be possible to withstand the breakthrough of the follow-on echelons in the second
battle, and that the U.S. Army would be defeated after all.21
The driving force behind the Army innovation was to raise the level of the knowledge and practice of the
science and art of war. Czege explained that the fundamental key to controlling and integrating change
effectively was to develop the artful practice of war by the officer corps based on a firm foundation of the
science on warfighting. Similarly, Starry explained that in order to achieve change, there must be imaginative
officers who had trained themselves or had been trained to think logically, and the intellectual prowess must
be the cultural commonality amongst U.S. Army officer corps.22
Czege showed how the organized body of knowledge on warfighting drove the Army reforms effectively.
This content can be summarized into two parts.
First, Czege showed that the body of knowledge would enable soldiers to change methods timely to comply
with new conditions. He pointed out that soldiers were so practical that they generally failed to learn and apply
the body of knowledge, such as why the current fighting method had been developed, what rationales were
behind its uses, and under what conditions had it succeed. Czege explained that organizing this kind of
knowledge in an orderly manner would improve sensitivity to detecting changes in conditions that might
invalidate current methods, as well as would strengthen judgement and creativity when concretely thinking
about methods in response to the new conditions. He concluded that learning and teaching how-to alone would
no longer be sufficient to maintain an effective Army as the rate of change in missions, technology, and
battlefield conditions would continue to accelerate.23
Second, Czege explained that firm theoretical constructs based on the body of knowledge would measure,
enlighten, guide, and drive change and action. He added that the future way of war must not be left only to
technicians, and that soldiers educated in the underlying combined arms theory must look into evolving
technological development.24 In fact, the operational concept, which was created by Starry from his study on
“deep attack” – fighting against the follow-on echelon of the Warsaw Pact Forces from the deep areas far
beyond the forward edge of battle area (FEBA), dictated the requirements for organizational reform, training
reform, and weapons system development. In particular, the technological requirement that he demanded,
which far outstripped the capability of the technology of the time, served as a guideline for the weapons system
development and as a measure for evaluating the effectiveness of new weapons.25
The basis for raising the level of the knowledge and practice of the science and art of war was the Army’s
renewal of military professionalism in the 1970s. The new professionalism defined the professional expertise
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of the officer corps as the knowledge and skills that were closely related to “the management of violence.”26
After the Vietnam War, many senior officers insisted that the U.S. Army should never take on a sociopolitical role as the Army played in Vietnam. They supported return to the conventional war.27 Additionally,
the 1970 study on military professionalism by the Army War College, which was carried out under the direction
of GEN William C. Westmoreland, the Chief of Staff of the Army, pointed out that one of the primary causes
for the deviation from ideal professionalism was the lack of professional technical competence on the part of
middle and senior grade officers.28
Under these views, improving combat skills became the urgent task. The U.S. Army had to reshape itself
into an all-volunteer Army that was regularly well-trained and highly responsive to “come-as-you-are war.”29
In the mid-1970s, in order to foster technical competence, Department of the Army initiated “Officer Personnel
Management System (OPMS),” and Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) reformed the training
system for officers.30
It was the Command and General Staff College (CGSC) that opened the door to raising the level of the
knowledge and practice of the science and art of war. Since the mid-1970s, the successive commandant had
been trying to complement the skills-focused rebuilding of the Army with an intellectual rejuvenation. MG
John H. Cushman, who was a commandant from July 1973 to August 1977, introduced the case study method
with small work groups in order to place students in a situation where they had to identify, analyze, and suggest
a solution to a problem. In such an environment, the student’s thinking and problem-solving ability was
developed.31
Under the supervision of LTG William R. Richardson,32 Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans
(DCSOPS), Czege conducted study focusing on an analysis of the CGSC’s ability to train and educate the
officer corps. He examined what had to be done to increase its effectiveness to meet the challenges facing the
U.S. Army in the future until 2000. Richardson and Czege viewed it as a problem that the CGSC curriculum
was so crammed with “spoon feeding” of information which was built on an insufficient theoretical foundation
that there remained too little time for reflection, resulting in the atmosphere where students were not challenged
mentally.33
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In the mid-1980s, CGSC began to act as a professional university rather than training school. In October 28,
1985, Richardson, TRADOC commander at the time, told the CGSC members that instructors should be the
authorities to teach students how to think, not what to think and what to do; instructors should put an emphasis
on the quality of student thinking; and the mechanical approaches to instruction that reduce learning to
techniques and formula should be halted. 34 By 1986, the prevailing atmosphere within CGSC was
dramatically improved. Faculty expertise had grown, and student enthusiasm appeared to be high.35 In 1988,
COL Michael Wyly, U.S. Marine Corps, pointed out that the first-year course (CGSOC) was so markedly
improved over what it had been only five years ago, and that it was a course worthy of the name education. He
added that the Army’s concept of School of Advanced Military Studies (SAMS), which was real education
about warfare, set a standard that every American Service ought to adopt.36
The U.S. Army innovation after the Vietnam War shows that the assertion of transformation advocates is
questionable. It was raising the level of the knowledge and practice of the science and art of war which led the
Army innovation. The disciplined body of professional knowledge on warfighting was seen to be effective in
bringing reforms in a variety of fields together, making the change timely and opportune, and realizing
innovation based on sound judgement. But in contrast, a great leap in technology was seen as a portion of the
Army reforms that were driven by the intellectual prowess of the officer corps.

Concluding Remarks
The Gulf War did not only triggered the RMA theory, but also influenced the subsequent developments of
world history in many aspects, such as politics, diplomacy, and military affairs. The significance of the Gulf
War is by no means small even today.
In March 2021, 30 years after the end of the Gulf War, the National Institute for Defense Studies (NIDS),
Japanese Ministry of Defense, published Aspects of the Gulf War 1990-1991, which captures the Gulf War
from both military and political perspectives. Additionally, in September 2021, the NIDS held the International
Forum on War History with the aim of conducting extensive study from both military and political perspective
to assess the historical significance of the Gulf War in a broader context.
【Links】
Aspects of the Gulf War 1990-1991, edited by the Center for Military History:
http://www.nids.mod.go.jp/publication/falkland/gulf_war.html
International Forum on War History 2021:
http://www.nids.mod.go.jp/english/event/forum/index.html
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