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ABSTRACT

The goal of this thesis was to decide what environmental variables affected past
SOF attempts at achieving interoperability with the conventional military, to examine the
status of SOF and conventional forces interoperability as it exists today, and to explain
why now is the time for SOF to engage in the reconfiguration of its forces to achieve an
optimal level of interoperability.

Five variables were used in the examination of SOFs organizational evolution
toward interoperability with conventional forces. The interplay of these variables showed
that environment changes combined with the sponsorship of civilian leadership had a
dominant, yet, short-lived effect on SOF attempts at achieving interoperability with the
conventional military, and that the incremental gains in structural and organizational
aspects of SOF created conditions for achieving interoperability in the future. This
window of opportunity is temporary, since SOF exists in an environment of competitive
bureaucracies. Recommendations for SOF leaders in their pursuit of interoperability with
conventional forces are presented. An opinion on how SOF might reconfigure itself to

engage interoperability is provided.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Question: Is now the time to reconfigure Special Operations Forces (SOF) for
the purpose of achieving better interoperability with conventional forces? The Argument:
Special Operations Forces should engage in organizational reconfiguration, stressing its
unique qualities, and enhancing its interoperability with the conventional forces. "This
involves the creation of units that are able to learn--to collect information, and to reflect
on the consequences of their actions, and to gain insight. It requires units that have the
ability to act on their learning, either through continuous improvement or through large
'leaps’ of redesign."' Reconfiguration is not merely the adjustment of the organizational
structure, it also includes how an organization interacts internally and externally in
approaching challenges.

SOF should use the reconfiguration of its forces as the vehicle for achieving
interoperability with the conventional forces. The enhancement of the interoperability
between conventional forces and SOF will greatly contribute to the national military
strategy. Throughout the spectrum of conflict, SOF and conventional forces have roles
and missions that can complement each other. In the field of operations other than war,
SOF and conventional forces should operate as one composite unit--a truly joint force.

The evolution of Special Operations Forces efforts to achieve interoperability with
the conventional military is the subject examined in this thesis. First, I examine the
evolutionary process of SOF and conventional military interoperability. I highlight the
dominant variables essential for achieving the optimal level of interoperability. Four
historical cases were dissected and examined using five environmental variables. I
examine a set of variables that have traditionally influenced SOF efforts toward
interoperability within the United States military's paradigm of war. The variables are:

environment changes, technology changes, organization growth, political leadership, and

! David A. Nadler, Maarc S. Gerstein, Robert B. Shaw, Organizational
Architecture, Jossey-Bass Publishers, San Francisco, 1992, pp. 122-123.




military leadership changes. Second, I examine how the present arrangement of the
variables favor SOF reconfiguration to enhance interoperability. Third, I form conclusions
and offer recommendations for SOF leadership on interoperability with the conventional
forces.

Achieving interoperability between SOF and the conventional force is the
underpinning of SOF as an effective contributor to national security efforts. The precursor
to discussing a reconfiguration of SOF is understanding the evolutionary process of SOFs
major attempts at gaining interoperability within the military's paradigm of war. SOFs
quest for interoperability with conventional forces is not a singular event; it is an
evolutionary process. Organizations desire a degree of interoperability that allows a
seamless coordination of effort and yet also allow considerable autonomy at the operational
level.

Imagine SOF and the conventional force as a combination computer graphics and
word processing program. The word processing program is an efficient collector and
organizer of text (conventional force). The graphics program (SOF) produces slides that
get the vattention of the target audience. By combining these unique capabilities, one
produces a synergistic effect in a briefing. For this interoperability to succeed, the
graphics program must be compatible with the operating system of the computer (conform
to general organizational conventions). The program must be user friendly (interoperable).
It must also be able to translate the main ideas to be briefed into clear expressions
(contribute to mission success), or it will be deleted from the computer (conventional
bureaucracy). This is a simple evolutionary process that is complicated, in reality, by a
multitude of strong variables, particularly the aspect of conforming to the host
organizational conventions.

Since World War II and until the DoD Reorganization Act of 1986, as amended
by the National Defense Authorization Act of 1987, Special Operations Forces were not
resourced or structured to engage the environment they operated in. SOF must chart a

course that is buttressed by its unique capabilities and interoperability with the




conventional force. SOF must remain operationally different, mastering those skills not
trained on by general purpose forces. At the same time SOF must remain organizationally
and psychologically interoperable with the conventional forces complementing each others
efforts not complicating them.

Why is the conventional military restructuring? It is restructuring because the gap
between the conventional military paradigm and emerging military requirements have
widened. Restructuring has been a typically uncomfortable remedy for organizations that
recognize environmental change and seek to close the performance gap between
environmental requirements and the organization's capacity to engage the new
requirements.

The framing of the argument is covered in the introduction. Chapter one describes
the theoretical framework of variables influencing reconfiguration and their effects on the
dependent variable, and SOF interoperability within the military. The framework helps
draw conclusions about the variables affecting SOFs attempts at interoperability within the
military. The four cases are examined using the five factors that usually effect
organizational reconfiguration: environmental changes, technology changes, organization
growth, political leadership, and military leadership changes.

The evolution of SOFs attempt to achieve interoperability is covered by Chapters
I, I, IV, V, and VI. Chapter II provides the theoretical framework for this study.
Chapter III will apply the theoretical framework to the first of four cases: the formation
and demise of the Office of Strategic Services (OSS) during the second world war. In
Chapter IV, the theoretical framework is applied to the second of four cases: SOP and the
Kennedy initiative. In Chapter V, the theoretical framework was applied to the third of
four cases: Survival without a political guardian. In Chapter VI, the theoretical
framework is applied to the last of the four cases: Operation Desert One--A new lease for
SOF.

Chapter VII draws conclusions from the four cases to examine the evolution of

SOFs attempts at interoperability. The period examined begins with World War II and



ends in the late 1980s. Using the conclusions from Chapter VII, the following argument
is examined: Now is the time for the reconfiguration of SOF, a fleeting window of
opportunity is open. The dominant variables that act as drivers for SOF/conventional
integration and SOFs reconfiguration, are today more amenable to such change. Some
of the factors are supportive of SOF and some are less supportive. Chapter VIII lists
recommendations for SOF leadership to follow in their efforts toward interoperability with

the conventional force. The appendix provides an opinion on how SOF might reconfigure.




II. THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

A. THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The theoretical framework used to examine the predominant variables influencing
organizational reconfiguration was derived from organizational studies literature. Five
variables were used to narrow the broad spectrum of "change" and their affect on the
military as an organization. These variables assist in the dissection of the cases in
determining which variables were most influential to interoperability. "Sometimes several
of these variables converged at the same time"; thus, the interplay of the variables
resembled a combination lock. As the environmental variables changed, so did the

combination for achieving SOF and conventional forces interoperability.

B. THE CASES

e The formation and demise of the Office of Strategic Services (OSS).

® Kennedy's initiatives for a flexible response capability with SOF as the
centerpiece.

e Survival without a political guardian. Even a military defeat fails to cause a
paradigm shift among the conventional military bureaucracy.

® Operation Desert One, a failure of interoperability, Special Operations Forces
are given a new organizational lease with which to grow and restructure.

Each of the four cases were examined in accordance with the changes that lead to

reconfiguration, including the following variables:

® Environment Changes. What was the geopolitical environment during each
case? How did this environment effect the military with respect to SOF
interoperability with conventional forces?



Technology Changes. What was the general focus of technology during the
case? How did technology effect SOF interoperability with conventional forces?

Organization Growth. What was the structural growth or decline of the SOF
and the conventional force organization during the case? What effect did this
have on the SOF organization's interoperability with conventional forces?

Political Leadership. What was the external civilian leadership and the political
climate? How did the political leadership effect SOF interoperability with
conventional forces?

Military Leadership. What were the conventional force and SOF leaders'
impact on interoperability between SOF and the conventional forces?




HI. CASE ONE: THE FORMATION AND DEMISE OF THE OFFICE OF
STRATEGIC SERVICES

A. INTRODUCTION

The case of the Office of Strategic Services (OSS) is the first significant attempt
at achieving interoperability between SOF and the American conventional military. From
June 1941 through October 1945, the OSS conducted guerrilla and unconventional warfare
in support of the conventional force's strategic objectives. On the eve of World War II,
the Army had no special operations capabilities for unconventional warfare, guerrilla
warfare, counterinsurgency, strike operations, psychological operations, or civil affairs.
In June 1941, President Franklin D. Roosevelt established the Coordinator of Information
(COI). The COI charter included the waging of psychological warfare and the gathering
and analysis of information. President Roosevelt also persuaded Wall Street republican
lawyer, World War I Medal of Honor winner and political power from New York City,
William"Wild Bill" Donovan to create a unified intelligence gathering organization. On
11 July 1941, Donovan was appointed by Roosevelt as Coordinator of Information (COI).2
As Coordinator of Information, Mr. William Donovan was convinced that guerrilla
warfare could cripple a modern nation's ability to wage war. In July 1941, the Office of
Strategic Services was established under BG William Donovan. The OSS undertook a
variety of unconventional warfare missions throughout World War II. Of note were the
Jedburgh teams which aided the French resistance in support of D-Day operations. The
Operational Groups' (OG) 356 U.S. Army-French speaking volunteers parachuted in after
D-Day and assisted with the coordination of guerrilla activities. In August 1944, the
Operational Groups were expanded and placed under the 2671st Special Reconnaissance

Battalion, Separate (Provisional). By spring of 1945, over 75 OG teams assisted French

? United States Army Special Operations Command, Directorate of History and
Museums, To Free From Oppression, 1994, pp. 21-22.




partisans in blocking the retreat of the Germans. OGs fought in Italy and throughout the
Mediterranean. OSS-led partisans took the islands of Sardinia and Corsica. OG-teams
operated inside German-occupied Greece, assisting partisans in unconventional warfare
against the Germans. General Douglas MacArthur, having barred the OSS from operating
in his Southwest Pacific jurisdiction, did not stop the OSS from successfully operating in
other theaters such as Burma. Detachment 101 operations in northern Burma proved to
be both operationally profitable and challenging. Three hundred Americans and 3,200
Burmese tribesmen harassed Japanese occupation forces by blowing up bridges, supply
dumps, ambushing convoys and capturing prisoners. Detachment 101 and the "Kachin
Rangers" were instrumental in the clearing of the Burma road to China, against a superior
Japanese occupation force. Other operations can be credited to the OSS in China,
Thailand, Indochina, Indonesia, and Malaya. The OSS also established the U.S. Army
Civil Affairs Division in 1943. Overall, the OSS distinguished itself in the missions it was
permitted to conduct.

In this case we see several interesting conclusions. First, the conceptual lenses
used by civilian and military leadership formed different views of what all the
requirements needed to be in war. Demonstrating that one organization's environment
assessment does not always lead to clear requirements, the requirements were manipulated
by organizations and their respective leaders. The geopolitical environment for the United
States of America saw its politically uncomfortable emergence from the isolationism of the
1930s into a position of global military and economic dominance in the 1940s. Roosevelt
wanted intelligence to be useful to his strategic decision making. One implication of this
request was that the gathering of this intelligence would be integrated with the military.
Unfortunately for the OSS, the priority and the execution of this request was subject to
different assessments between civilian and conventional military leaders. Second, the
technological focus of the day was geared toward the conventional paradigm of

warfighting, not unconventional warfare. In 1939, "The central focus of the American




war paradigm was on production." The prevailing logic was: winning big wars requires
mass production, not Special Operations. The effects of technology on OSS
interoperability were neutral due to the conceptual view of war by the conventional
leadership. The proponents of unconventional warfare did not require high end
technology. The OSS paradigm of war was low production, no mass, high quality, and
socially and politically astute forces. Hence, technology was of little impact. Third, the
external efforts of civilian leadership to prod the military bureaucracy into shifting its
paradigm of warfighting toward SOF and conventional force interoperability were

ineffective.

B. ENVIRONMENT CHANGES

Unlike a statistical assessment which has rules for producing findings,
assessments of environmental realities have no standard set of rules in determining the
requirements for dealing with an environment. The civilian assessment of the geopolitical
environment favored political strategies, while conventional military leaders assessment
tended, expectedly, to favor military solutions. The environment in which the OSS existed
had three distinct phases: the pre-war, wartime, and post-war geopolitical environments.
No matter what the environment, the fate of the OSS was always determined by how either
civilian or military leadership chose to view OSS utility, not necessarily how well they
functioned within the environment.

The pre-war environment saw the United States trying to prepare for its
unavoidable entry into the war. The formation of the Office of Strategic Services was a
result of President Roosevelt's desire for a unified intelligence gathering organization that
was not provided by the existing military. The military leadership and the civilian

leadership viewed the changes in the environment through different conceptual viewpoints.

* Guilmartin, John F., Jr., Technology and Strategy: What are the Limits?

Strategic Studies Institute, Monograph, 20 July 1994.




The OSS was supported by civilian leadership and their assessment of the changes in the
environment. However, the conventional military leadership was opposed to the OSS
being integrated into the military. Like any organization the conventional military
leadership's view of the OSS was as tainted by organizational bias, as was the OSS view
of the conventional military. The philosophy of the OSS was not within the teachings of
the conventional paradigm of war. For this reason many leaders and soldiers were
resistant to a brand of warfare they were not trained to understand. Second, the OSS was
an organization of war with a direct line of communication to the president outside the
military's bureaucracy. This was a thorn in the side of the conventional military leaders.

The wartime environment created the strategic space for the operational
employment of the OSS. A condition of slack resources existed, opening a niche in the
spectrum of warfighting that was neither a threat to conventional force priority efforts or
their resources. From July 1943 through October 1945, the OSS was permitted to operate
on the margins of the war.

The post-war geopolitical environment generally viewed all forces, both
conventional and unconventional, as machines no longer required to operate at full
capacity in the production of U.S. global power. This, in concert with the arrival of the
atomic paradigm of war, made conventional war fighting irrelevant in the popular
American paradigm of war. At the end of the war, the military's conventional mindset
had to defend itself from other assaults on its paradigm. The most persistent assault was
the formulation of a strategic Nuclear Policy imposed on the military institution.
Speculation at the time was that atomic weapons would keep the peace, thus large
conventional conflicts between industrial nations less likely to occur. Unconventional
warfare was of minor significance in comparison to the decisive impact of the conventional
paradigm of war or the promises of a nuclear deterrence strategy. The sustainment of the
OSS was seen as a waste of resources by conventional leaders who were trying to

determine the requirements of a nuclear battlefield.
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The conclusion about the effect of environment change on interoperability is that
it was not a dominant influencing factor. The environment was subject to varied
assessments of what the requirements should be, depending on the agenda of the

organization making the assessment.

C. TECHNOLOGY CHANGES

Technology was of minor influence on OSS interoperability with the conventional
force. The type of technologies being exploited for war were mainly those dealing with
the mass production of items that enhanced firepower and mobility. These principles of
war were not usually as important to the OSS as, say, cross-cultural skills and
psychological warfare. Donovan's message called for minimizing the massing of troops
and maximizing economy of force missions. Thus, technology-based mass production to
facilitate conventional force on force operations were not needed. This is evident when
we compare the techniques of day and night allied bombing against German railroads to
the operations of partisan sabotage of German rail lines and engines. The allied bombing
campaigns against German lines of communication were a showcase for high-end
technology and mass production combined to produce thousands of aircraft and their
supporting systems. The partisans and resistance, on the other hand, used low technology
techniques, e.g., camouflaged explosives as chunks of coal thrown into railroad engines
by their unsuspecting crews. The preceding examples represent the difference between
conventional force use of high technology and OSS ability to operate without it. OSS
would find little to no support from defense production institutions since they would not
be requesting defense contracts involving mass production, as did the conventional forces.
The technological focus was on the production of aircraft, tanks, and ship items that
enhanced allied abilities to move, shoot and communicate. The OSS could operate with
the existing technologies provided by the conventional force; no substantial change in

technology was needed. The OSS depended upon human factors for mission success,

11




gaining rapport with indigenous peoples, and cross-cultural skills often dominated a
Jedburgh teams formula for operational success.

After the war, the American paradigm of war was validated. The combination of
firepower and mass production was concluded to be the way to win wars, period. The
creation after World War II and continued existence of the Industrial College of the Armed
Forces provide eloquent testimony to that emphasis, an emphasis that is deeply imbedded
in the U.S. military services' corporate memories and thought processes. John Patrick has
neatly encapsulated that reality in his perceptive description of the U.S. Army, Navy, and
Air Force as "classic industrial institutions. "

"The fundamental underpinnings of the paradigm, however, were shaken by the
advent of the nuclear age. After a brief period of unexploited monopoly, nuclear
proliferation set in. The United States and its allies faced the reality of the Cold War.
They also faced a situation in which their industrial bases were secure from direct attack,
save by massive nuclear strike which would surely have been answered in kind."’

The relationship between technology and SOF achieving interoperability with the
conventional military was not a strong one. The OSS could function without nuclear
technology, mass production, and technologies that enhanced firepower and maneuver

warfare. For this reason technological changes were not a dominant factor in this case.

D. ORGANIZATION GROWTH

The relationship between organizational growth and OSS-conventional force
interoperability was not substantial. The OSS organization existed only as long as the
short-lived support of its political sponsor. In pre-war 1940 with no great wars to fight,

the standing military bureaucracy turned its focus inward to fight the parochial war for

* Howard, Sir Michael and John F. Guilmartin, Jr., Two Historians In Technology
and War, Strategic Studies Institute, Monograph.

5 Ibid., p. 22.
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resources. The effect on OSS interoperability was that the prewar military bureaucracy
saw itself becoming vulnerable to the OSS as a bureaucratic competitor. The internal
military organizational climate in the prewar military provided the catalyst for change.
Thus, the staff set out to dissmbowel the OSS as a bureaucratic competitor in the American
paradigm of war. "In the ensuing months the Army, the Navy and the State Department,
far more familiar with the maze and manipulation of Washington's bureaucracy, siphoned
off many of the COI's original functions. Indeed, some Washington observers at the time
wondered if the fledgling COI itself were doomed."® What saved Donovan's OSS? The
dominant reason was disinterest on the part of the military in a minor bureaucratic battle.
Since, the Japanese had just attacked Pear] Harbor, there where now more pressing
problems for the conventional military. After the war started, Donovan seized the
opportunity for organizational growth by seeking the external support of the President.
Donovan's request for resources at a time when military institutions had bigger problems
enabled the OSS to get started. "Finally, in June 1942, the Office of Strategic Services
(OSS), directly responsible to the war department but stripped of most of its psychological
warfare responsibilities, emerged from the bureaucratic wars."” The OSS operated in an
diminished form, with considerable positive effects and few failures. The civilian
leadership could demand that the OSS be established, but the military in the long run,
showed that it would determine the fate of military matters. With the end of the war
came the resurgence of conventional military parochialism, and the disbanding of the OSS.

The OSS had its operational successes, enough to bolster the arguments of it
supporters to push for an institutionalized unconventional warfare capability within the
U.S. military. For most World War II leaders, both military and civilian, the efforts of

specialized units were viewed as marginal at best in the grand scheme of war. The other

¢ Ibid.

7 United States Army Special Operations Command, Directorate of History and
Museums, To Free From Oppression, 1994.
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part of the problem was the growth of an organization that was networked directly to the
President outside military bureaucratic control. In the conventional military leaders'
opinion creating an organization that increased the civilian leadership's capability to
"mettle in military matters," was a mistake. The structural growth of the OSS can be
partly described by the organizational theory phenomenon of "slack resources,” the
availability of unused resources. This was due to the rapid growth of the military as it
prepared for war. As stated by Colonel Aaron Bank: "I had noted that often logistic and
air support for OSS had not been given a high level of priority by the military. Rather its
priority was on the low end of the scale. If there were an abundance of what had been
requested or requisitioned on hand OSS got a break otherwise It didn't. "

In the end, the military saw fit to disband OSS operation in October of 1945. Its
organizational existence, successes, and growth were not influential enough to aid in
interoperability within the military. In the words of Colonel (Ret.) Aaron Bank: "What
concerned me was whether or not the vacuum left by blindly dismantling an organization
that had proved itself so indispensable as an essential component of total warfare would
be properly filled. I was convinced that there was a requirement for an organization such
as OSS preferably within the military-the Army."® There were persons who agreed with
Colonel Bank, but most of these people were not in the Army's leadership. The OSS was
reestablished outside the military in 1947; it would be called the Central Intelligence
Agency.

¥ Bank, Aaron, From OSS to Green Berets: The Birth of Special Forces, Presidio
Press, CA.

9 Ibid., p.130.
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E. POLITICAL LEADERSHIP

Political leadership and its relationship with military leadership were the dominant
variables in the fate of OSS and conventional force interoperability. The external civilian
political leadership saw a different set of political-military requirements in comparison
with the military. Roosevelt's administration, like others, was not always satisfied with
the military establishment's apparent lack of responsiveness to an administration's political
requirements in war. All good commanders understand that political and military affairs
are inexorably connected; but like all professional persons, military leaders are cautious
of guidance from outside agencies. In response to this dilemma, Roosevelt sought
solutions from William Donovan, someone more sensitive to both the political and military
side of strategy. Roosevelt's appointment of William Donovan to lead this unconventional
organization was a good one. In the end, however, it was not an influential variable for
interoperability. To expect Donovan to triumph against the current of conventional
warfare was tantamount to having him swim across the Atlantic Ocean.

Most democratic leaders base their successes in their ability to reach a compromise
on most issues. While the military leaderships’ tendency has been one of staying on
course, to compromise might be seen as less than victory. Military men have been
historically judged on their ability to achieve victory, usually after the failure of some sort
of political compromise. The political leader tends to shift his emphasis on issues in
accordance to the rate of changes in the geopolitical environment. Military leadership
wants precision gained through routinization, thus facilitating the management of large
military organizations during the confusion of warfare. '

The differing mindsets of Roosevelt and the conventional military caused a self-
fulfilling prophecy of failure for OSS and conventional force interoperability. Roosevelt
wanted an OSS capability. Since he thought it must logically be military in nature, he

directed its establishment. He also established a revolution from above. Military leaders
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had their paradigm for war and did not appreciate the forced incorporation of an
organization that did not fit their model for war.

Initially the OSS received civilian support. This support, however, faded as other
major issues emerged, taking the civilian sponsors attention from the OSS. For an
American president to go to war and not let the military make military decisions was often
viewed as imprudent. First, Roosevelt was not a military professional or expert. Second,
it is not politically wise for politicians to set themselves up for all the blame should
military options fail. Support from the political leadership was a short-run benefit for the
OSS. The fact that it was externally imposed sowed the seeds for long term military

resentment.

F. MILITARY LEADERSHIP

Military leadership was the dominant variable in the case of the OSS and its
attempts for interoperability with the conventional force during the war. From the
assessment of the conventional military leadership, the war was to be won by conventional
force-on-force operations. For conventional forces the subject of unconventional warfare
was not part of their education, training, technological focus, or mythos. There were, in
fact, good reasons in 1940 for military leaders to be unimpressed by the forced inclusion
of the OSS. The conventional military leaders, such as General MacArthur in one theater
and Lieutenant General Patton in the other, were unanimous in their disapproval of the
OSS. Lieutenant General Patton once commented after an encounter with Donovan that
"I really do like and respect Donovan. His men have conducted some courageous
missions. However, the OSS for the most part are of little impact to the final outcome of
the War."

At the end of the war, it was easy for the conventional military leadership to assess
that the OSS helped at the margins. It did not achieve the final victory in the manner that
the conventional forces had. Given the assumptions of the post-World War II period, the

military leadership was correct in viewing the OSS as not worthy of integration into the
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military. The conventional military faced downsizing and an uncomfortable transition to

atomic warfare, making unconventional warfare seemed like a frivolous issue.

G. CONCLUSIONS

The dominant variable in this case was military leadership. It was the conventional
military leaderships' disagreement with the political leaderships' directives that determined
the fate of the OSS's hope for interoperability with the conventional forces. The variable
of military leadership proved more resilient than the influence of the variable of political
leadership.

The effect of environment change on interoperability was not a dominant factor
influencing interoperability. The environment was subject to varied assessments of what
the requirements should be depending on the agenda of the organization making the
assessment.

The relationship between technology and SOF achieving interoperability with the
conventional military was not a strong one. The OSS could function without nuclear
technology, mass production, and technologies that enhanced firepower and maneuvered
warfare. For this reason technological changes were not a dominant factor in this case.

The relationship between organizational growth and OSS and conventional force
interoperability was not substantial. The OSS organization existed only as long as the
short lived support of its political sponsor. Support from the political leadership was a
short-run benefit for the OSS. The fact that it was externally imposed sowed the seeds of
long-term military resentment. Military leadership was the dominant variable in the case
of the OSS in its attempt for interoperability with the conventional force during the war.
The result was that forced integration by military outsiders failed to induce integration or

the sustainment of SOF and conventional force interoperability.
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IV. CASE TWO: SOF AND THE KENNEDY INITIATIVE

A. INTRODUCTION

This case represents the second significant attempt at SOF and Conventional Force
interoperability. It also represents the second significant sponsorship of SOF and
conventional force interoperability by a political leader. President John F. Kennedy's
influence in this case spans from 1960 through 1963. This case illustrates that achieving
interoperability between SOF and the conventional force will be a matter of winning by
increments, since both the SOF and conventional viewpoints perceive the changes as
beneficial. An evolutionary process of integration leading to interoperability rather than
politically sponsored revolution from above seems to be the path for SOF. The Kennedy
administration faced a problem similar to that faced by the Roosevelt administration--a
military bureaucracy that did not want to change according to the civilian leaderships view
of the national military requirements.

A solid bipolar geopolitical system was firmly established by the time Kennedy
took control of the Presidency. With the advent of a nuclear stalemate between the Soviets
and the U.S., other strategies for achieving international dominance were developed. The
Americans sought to use capitalism as the vehicle for achieving world dominance. The
Soviets countered with an international campaign of wars of national liberation and
targeted countries on the perimeters of western influence. This situation negated the policy
of mutually assured destruction and gave birth to the idea of a flexiblé response to
international and regional threats.

In 1960, the proponents for SOF received new life under the auspices of Kennedy
and his need for politically soluble solutions to military confrontation in a bipolar world,
a world in which a balance of power existed due to nuclear parity between the two
hegemons. The worst case scenario of nuclear war was a warm bedfellow for the military

organization's tendency to resist change. "Nuclear weapons technology has proven to be
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remarkably resistant to innovation. The advantage still clearly lies with military forces
oriented neither to disarming nor denial operations, but to punishment."® The Soviet
Union created a significant environmental change with a strategy designed to dilute the
nuclear technological edge of its enemies. The Soviets embarked on a strategy involving
wars of national liberation at the margins of their opponents' areas of influence, usually
in the non-aligned nation-states.

Kennedy wanted his perception of a flexible response capability instituted in the
military to counter Soviet sponsored wars. On the other hand, the conventional military
leadership viewed conflicts like Vietnam as a sideshow in comparison to preparations for
the Soviet threat in Europe. Like the OSS case study, civilian leadership would not force
a substantial degree of SOF interoperability with the conventional forces. The variable of
technology, as well, will not influence SOF and conventional force interoperability as
profoundly as it will the conventional forces ability to enhance firepower and mobility.
This case does show the raw building blocks being laid for future interoperability. Small
incremental gains would be made in the sustainment of SOF structure even after Kennedy
was gone.

Nuclear age pentomic divisions and the flexible response Reorganization of Army
Divisions (ROAD) were the competing Army force structures of the 1950s and 1960s. In
comparison the structural growth of SOF was an exercise in window dressing. The Army
leadership was at best insulted by the directive to establish units tailored to meet the
president's requirement for a flexible response capability. The creation of such units
meant the disbanding of other units, units that fit the paradigm, agenda, or assessments of
the conventional military.

Due to President John Kennedyb's personal affinity for Special Forces "it was a
foregone conclusion that the Army would seek to give the president what he wanted: a

counterinsurgency force structure based on the Special Forces. This is not to say that the

% Posen, Barry R., Th r f Military Doctrine: France Britain an
Between the World Wars, Cornell University Press, London, 1984.
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brass was enthusiastic about developing such a capability--they were not. Rather, it was
a case of the Army satisfying a requirement using the 'parts on hand' in such a way as to
disrupt as little as possible the essence of the organization: the heavy (armor and

mechanized infantry) division.""! Thus, the reconfiguration of SOF was presented:

In a speech at the Army War College on 8 June 1961 General
Decker outlined the concept around which these four Special Forces Groups
(1st SFG Southeast Asia, 5th SFG Africa, 7th SFG Latin America, and
10th SFG Middle East) would operate. They would form the core elements
of U.S. free world liaison and assistance groups, or FLAGs. Each FLAG
would include an SFG, a psychological warfare battalion, and civil affairs,
engineer, signal, military intelligence, and medical detachments. FLAGs
would be deployed at the direction of the president to assist friendly
governments threatened with Communist- inspired insurgencies. Once
deployed they would by responsible to the U.S. ambassador through his
senior military advisor (presumably the MAAG chief). In the Army study
outlining the FLAG concept an annex focusing on a "mini-FLAG" for
Vietnam recommended that if the GVN requested military assistance, a
311-man force should be dispatched immediately. The mini-FLAG would
contain personnel from all the components of the projected FLAG but at
reduced levels. The Army also set about drawing plans for sending FLAGs
to Columbia and Nicaragua.'?

On 17 August, the President signed the DoD Appropriations Act for 1962 for an
additional 3,000 spaces for Army counterinsurgency forces. From the army staff's point
of view, everything appeared to be right on track; however, the formation of FLAGs as
the Army's force structure for counterinsurgency contingencies was not to be.”* The
United States geopolitical involvement in Vietnam both militarily and politically can be

characterized by the phrase: "Since we did not know what to do we did what we knew."

! Krepinevich, Andrew F., Jr., The Army in Vietnam, Johns Hopkins, Baltimore,
1986, p. 103.

12 Ibid., p. 104.

13 Thid., p. 105.
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Dr. Larry Cable, in his book Conflict of Myths, summarizes the prosecution of this
conflict as a product of past military experiences interpreted through a particular
intellectual lens that created a seemingly logical path toward the miscalculation of the
events in southeast Asia during the 1950s and 1960s. The military leadership maintained
their belief in the strategy that the enemy would soon fight the conventional conflict that
the United States military was hoping for. SOF was a secondary effort that was
increasingly made to conduct missions that supported the conventional operations, such as
reconnaissance and direct actions, over their intended counterinsurgency role. Operations
that attacked the infrastructure of the insurgency, such as the Phoenix Project, were
misunderstood and under-resourced. The SOF role during the early 1960s as advisors and
unconventional warriors shifted by the 1970s to that of a Commando- or Ranger-like
role.' Again this case supports the theory that interoperability between SOF and the
conventional force will only work as an evolution from within the military, not as a

revolution from above.

B. ENVIRONMENT CHANGES

As in the case of the OSS, the variable of the environment was manipulated by the
biased assessments of both the dominant variable of military conventional leaders and
political leadership. The effect of the environment on the promotion of SOF
interoperability in theory was supportive and promising. But in an environment dominated
by a highly competitive conventional military bureaucracy, many promises of SOF
integration with the conventional forces were not honored. Incremental gains beyond those
of the OSS case were realized, due in part, to the fact that the nuclear deterrent proved not
to be the solution for all geopolitical conflicts. In addition, conventional leaders
recognized that SOF capabilities had at least a degree of usefulness in addressing those

problems viewed as existing outside the responsibility of the conventional forces.

' Ibid.
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C. TECHNOLOGY CHANGES

The effect of technology on SOF and conventional force interoperability was
moderate at best. SOF operations in Vietnam for the most part used existing conventional
force technologies but nothing that was closely linked to enhancing SOF and conventional
force interoperability. SOF did seek to emulate and blend in with the conventional
technological band wagon in an effort to prove itself worthy of organizational survival by
the conventional force. An example of this would be the insertion of nuclear warheads
against communist block targets by Special Forces teams.

The general state and focus of technology was marked by the United States military
becoming entranced with the ideal of new technologies as more than just enhancers but as
veritable solutions to military problems. "In this century, as the United States has had a
resource advantage over each of her adversaries, firepower and technology have evolved
as substitutes for precious manpower. Indeed, the Army even has a statement for it: 'It
is better to send a bullet than a man."'" The transition considered most important by the
military leaders was from pentomic to ROAD ground forces geared to the worst case
nuclear battlefield. Long-run technology defense programs and the prevailing conventional
mindset was facing pressure from the administration to incorporate the capability of
flexible response to regional contingencies. The friction occurred due to the Army's
bureaucracy thriving on the production of long-run technologically-based procurement
programs. They wanted heavy divisions with high mobility and firepower potential. The
military leadership believed that the problem of engagement of small wars and wars of
liberation was well within the capabilities of a force constructed to win the "big one." The
conventional paradigm of firepower and mass production was accepted by conventional
wisdom as being validated by World War II. Besides, the defense industry, another
organization resistant to change, was both entrenched and profitable within the military

and political decision making circles. During this period even conventional proponents for
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new technologies like the helicopter were heavily resisted because airmobile divisions
would cut into the funding for armored divisions.

The effect of technology on SOF interoperability was not overwhelming. SOF
forces simply did not require the American focus of technology like the conventional

forces did.

D. ORGANIZATION GROWTH

The effect of organizational growth on SOF and conventional force interoperability
was dominated by its relationship to the variables of political and military leadership. In
this case the variable, political leadership, indirectly resulted in SOF organizations not
being completely disbanded by the dominance and endurance of the conventional military
leadership. Presidential directive dictated the growth of counterinsurgency forces causing
the military leadership to be involved in how the force would be formed. The Army
viewed this as a resource allocation problem: how much would they be forced to divert
from their preferred contingency of a war in Europe. The Army leadership was faced with
more than a straight-forward development of a counterinsurgency capability within the
Army. The FLAG concept of U.S. Army Chief of Staff, General Decker, was authorized
by the Department of Defense in 1962. The original concepts of counterinsurgency and

SOF-like growth degraded as shown in Table 1.
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Table 1. Projected Increases in Special Forces from April 1961 to June 1962

Current Projected
Unit Strength Strength Qrientation
1st SFG 364 1,262 Southeast Asia
5th SFG 0 1,262 Africa
7th SFG 0 1,262 Latin America
10th SFG 364 1,262 Middle East *°

Two months later a report by General Stilwell questioned the workability of the
FLAG concept, citing a variety of organizational problems. In its footsteps came the
Howze Board directed by LTG Hamilton H. Howze, see Table 2. It evaluated the Stilwell
Report and came up with its answer to counterinsurgency, Special Warfare and

interoperability.

15 Tbid, p. 105.
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Table 2. The Howze Board's Counterinsurgency Force Structure

Primary Mission Secondary Mission
Divisions 1st Infantry 82 Airborne
2nd Infantry 101 Airborne
25th Infantry 4 Infantry
Battle Groups 2 Panama Pacific?®

The Army, having failed to localize force structure development for
counterinsurgency within the special warfare units, was now faced with
some very unwelcome recommendations and suggestions from the Howze
Board. The diversion of over three divisions to the counterinsurgency
mission was not what Decker and the DCSOPS had in mind when they
drew up the FLAG proposal. The Army Staff was particularly irked by the
board's thinly veiled attempt to call for the development of three airmobile
divisions to meet the threat, since the board's chairman, Lt. Gen. Howze,
was a prime mover in a group of high-ranking officers calling for the
formation of air assault divisions for conventional warfare.!”

By 1965, the actual growth of Special Forces and SOF-like organizations was
comprised of seven SFGs, backed up by five infantry brigades with little
counterinsurgency training. The post-war saw massive troop reductions and a transition

to a Volunteer Army. The SOF community saw the deactivation of four Special Forces

16 Ibid., p. 109.
7 Ibid., p. 109.
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Groups and the consolidation of Special Warfare, Civil Affairs and Psychological
Operations (PSYOPS) schools. _

In the end, the effect of organizational growth permitted SOF to operate only as
sideshow to the true priorities of the conventional force leadership. SOF survival of
post-war reductions was also a demonstration of conventional force determination to show
that they had still "checked the box" for the counterinsurgency requirement. The SOF
sponsorship by Kennedy never resulted in an organization capable of conducting his
concept of a flexible politically-attuned military response. The organizational growth or

decline of the conventional force and SOF had little positive effect on interoperability.

E. POLITICAL LEADERSHIP

Civilian leaders do affect military doctrine. Their intervention is often responsible
for the level of innovation and integration achieved in a given military doctrine.
Leadership was the dominant variable, when compared to the influence of environment
changes and national requirements. It took the outside influence of the civilian leadership
to enact even limited change in the powerful military bureaucracy. Kennedy and his
proponents in support of SOF were not entirely comfortable with the dilemma of following
military advice when it came to situations involving the use of coercive force or following
a purely diplomatic course of action. In support of bureaucratic parochialism and in light
of the Kennedy counterinsurgency/SOF initiative, the military leadership at large
represented a closing of the ranks. Among the Army leadership, "it was felt that the
reorganization from Pentomic Divisions into the ROAD structure would permit standard
units 'to meet the needs of the many variables of limited war.'" Thus the ROAD division,
through use of its brigades, would provide the nucleus for upgrading what had been the
FLAG.®

'8 Krepinevich, Andrew F., Jr., The Army in Vietnam, Johns Hopkins, Baltimore,
1986, p. 107.
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The overall effect of political leadership on interoperability was a predictable
moderate effectiveness in the short run. The divergence from case one was its long-run

marginal effectiveness in SOF organizational persistence.

F. MILITARY LEADERSHIP

The effect of military leadership on the interoperability of SOF with the
conventional forces was the dominant variable in preventing long run interoperability.
The mindset of the military leaders was that they would be ultimately judged by their
ability to win in the advent of total war. The popular assessment was that a nuclear
conflict against the Soviet block forces was the most probable and most deadly contingency
in the 1960s and 1970s. With this focus influencing all strategic considerations, it is
understandable that conventional military leaders would dismiss the importance of
counterinsurgency or special operations. The key feature of the political climate within
the Army was the lack of change. Not unreasonably, military leaders tend to need
undeniable evidence, such as a substantial defeat or victory, before engaging in doctrinal
change. To the conventional leaders the conventional paradigm of war was validated by
World War 1I. The doctrine for the nuclear battlefield had yet to be tested. Small wars
like Vietnam simply fell under the conventional paradigm of war. Despite the warnings
from the field and lower echelon political leaders, the American military closed ranks in

support of the pre-Vietnam paradigm of war.

Thus, in Vietnam the Army ended up trying to fight the kind of
conventional war that it was trained, organized, and prepared (and that it
wanted) to fight instead of the counterinsurgency was it was sent to fight.
By focusing on perceived civilian shortcomings to the exclusion of a hard
look at its own failures in the war, the Army is perpetuating the fiction that
its concept of war remains valid in all conflict environments and that the
problem in future FID conflicts will come from a weak-kneed American
public, a foppish Congress, and an indecisive chief executive. The blame
for this perpetuation of the concept cannot, however be laid entirely at the
doorstep of a myopic military leadership. For if the Army is still naively
attempting to set the same kind of conditions for intervention that it did in
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the decade following the Korean War, it has received (when compared with
the effort made during the Kennedy years) little incentive to change its
organizational bias. Indeed, it seems that the civilian leadership has
endorsed its viewpoint rather than challenged it.*

The prevailing view of Vietnam as not the "big one," but one more domino,
displayed how the military does not need to adjust to every low priority conflict. This
mindset was blind to the combination of societal, political, and military ramifications that
would later collide to make Vietnam a devastating psychological failure for the nation.
Being good soldiers, the military leaders sought to satisfy the President's directives in a
subject they did not fully understand and had assessed as a iow priority in the big picture
of national security. (

The Army Staff's reaction to the integration of the Special Warfare Division, as
explained in the findings of the Stilwell Report, was not focused on interoperability. The
report pointed out deficiencies in planning, the understaffed Special Warfare Division of
DCSOPS led only by a Colonel, and "the reluctance of the other staff sections to perform
duties which [were] properly theirs" in order to assist the Special Warfare Division. This
was, in part, attributable to the desire of other staff elements to focus on "normal" Army
functions. According to Stilwell, "Instead of designing the FLAG with primary emphasis
on its utility in waging counterinsurgency, the Army staff was engaged in 'fierce intrastaff
arguments that developed...over the size and composition of the various blocks on the
organizational chart.' The emphasis was on expanding the domain of one's own branch
rather than on structuring the FLAG to fit an overall strategy for its use. "%

The military leadership in this case did not hold SOF and conventional force
interoperability as a high priority. They sought to marginalize counterinsurgency

organizations and they succeeded. However, over time and at the pace of change deemed

1 Krepinevich, Andrew F., Jr., The Army in Vietnam, Johns Hopkins, Baltimore,
1986, p. 271.

2 Tbid., p. 106.
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acceptable to the evolution of the conventional forces, the utility of SOF was seen fit for

survival in the eyes of at least some of the military leadership.

G. CONCLUSIONS

The Kennedy administration faced a problem similar to that faced by the Roosevelt
administration--a military bureaucracy that did not want to change according to the civilian
leaderships’ view of the national military requirements. Kennedy wanted his perception
of a flexible response capability instituted in the military to counter Soviet sponsored wars
of liberation. On the other hand, the conventional military leadership viewed conflicts like
Vietnam as a sideshow in comparison to preparations for the Soviet threat in Europe. Like
the OSS case study, civilian leadership would not achieve a substantial degree of SOF
interoperability with the conventional forces. This case does show the raw building blocks
being laid for future interoperability. Small incremental gains were made in the
sustainment of SOF structure even after Kennedy's death. The variable of his leadership
in championing the cause of SOF was the catalyst for change. The incremental gain for
SOF and conventional force interoperability in this case was analogous to Infantry seizing
a foothold in a building at the edge of the town. Infantry must then consolidate and hold
until a superior force arrives to exploit the breach. There remained enough SOF structure
and credibility to allow Special Forces, Civil Affairs, and Psychological Operations to
survive until the variables of military leadership, political leadership, environment change,
and technology change could align themselves in support of SOF and conventional force
interoperability. Again this case supports the theory that interoperability between SOF and
the conventional force will only work as an evolution from within the military, not as a

revolution from above.
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V. CASE THREE: SURVIVAL WITHOUT A POLITICAL GUARDIAN

A. INTRODUCTION

After Vietnam, the political and military consternation over counterinsurgency
faded quickly. There where too many other military, political, and societal wounds to be
licked. In the aftermath of Vietnam, the dominant variables of military and political
leadership interacted in such a way as to stifle interoperability issues. This case centers
around the selective amnesia that occurred in regard to lessons learned in Vietnam. The
time frame of this case starts with the conclusion of the Vietnam War in 1973 until 1980,
before Operation Desert One.

In the military, bureaucracy is a good thing; it promotes the routinization of tasks
to allow complex organizations to flow and operate within the decision cycle of its
opponents. However, when the organization's bureaucratic leadership ignores ground
truth provided by junior leaders, the leaders have failed. The leaders are wrong because
they then fail to engage in organizational corrective actions. During the Vietnam War an
undercurrent of opinions opposed to the strategies used to prosecute the War were
purposely filtered out. Most disturbing was the fact that the complaints came froni the
Military Advisory Group Vietnam, the very men who were executing the strategies. The
American military's ability to be self-correcting was clouded by conventional military and
the political leadership's desire to fight their kind of war, thus negating the military's
ability to learn from its defeats.

The civilian leadership's effect on interoperability, under President Kennedy, was
of great assistance to the SOF cause. But, political sponsorship can be fickle and not very
successful at encouraging the support of conventional military leaders. All men, including
military officers, make their own cost benefit analysis of situations. Those officers who
supported or served the SOF cause had to have been mindful of the fact that their
livelihood still depended on their allegiance to the conventional bureaucracy. A

reasonable belief of organizational survival for SOF had to exist before many would
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attempt to cut across the grain of the conventional bureaucracy. The perception of low
percentage of promotions given to SOF experienced officers was an indicator of the
conventional leadership's prognosis for SOF as a viable career path and its suitability for
increased interoperability with the conventional force. BG Peter Dawkins surveyed 509
officers who served as advisors during January 1962 and again in September 1965 (see
Table 3). The survey gives further evidence of conventional military disinterest in
interoperability with SOF. To the Army's junior officers pursuing interoperability issues

were increasingly viewed as unimportant to their careers.

Table 3. Officer Perceptions of Advisory Duty?

W ri Career Advantage Career Detriment
January 1962-September 1965 54.4% 26.5%
October 1965-June 1967 36.0% 49.5%
July 1967- January 1970 36.1% 48.3%

After John F. Kennedy's death, the military continued its prosecution of the
conflict in Vietnam. The military leadership maintained their belief in the strategy that the
enemy would soon fight the conventional conflict that the United States military was
hoping for. SOF was a secondary effort that was increasingly made to conduct missions
that supported the conventional operations, such as reconnaissance and direct actions, over
and above their original unconventional warfare and counterinsurgency role. Operations
that attacked the infrastructure of the insurgency, such as the Phoenix Project, were
misunderstood and under resourced.

The stain of Vietnam on American civilian and military institutions caused a

regrettable lack of will to analyze the lessons learned, much like a person burned on a

! Krepinevich, Andrew F., Jr., The Army in Vietnam, Johns Hopkins, Baltimore,
1986, p. 208.
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stove who then refuses to reexamine the stove in order to learn how to turn it off. The
conventional military had for a time chosen to engage in revisionist type theories that did
not challenge their paradigm of war. With the distasteful conclusion of the conflict the
geopolitical environment was still ripe for SOF involvement around the world. However,
the political climate that gripped both the civilian and military communities caused a self-
imposed state of selective amnesia in regard to the study of the lessons learned in Vietnam.

The effect on SOF and conventional force interoperability at the conclusion of
Vietnam was the widening of an emotional rift between SOF and conventional forces.
That rift was not unlike the rift between the military and the civilian population during the
same period in that it was based on mutual misunderstanding on the part of all parties.
Even some officers in the SOF community wanted to forget, rather than build on the
lessons in Vietnam. In the early 1970s most of the archives and lessons learned documents
on Vietnam, stored at the John F. Kennedy Special Warfare Center and School, were
stacked in hallways where anyone interested in these document could take them before they

were thrown the trash.

B. ENVIRONMENT CHANGES

The geopolitical environment was manipulated by the assessments of both the
military and political leaders. America had been handed a rather inconclusive military
defeat. The civilian leaderships assessment of the environment blamed the military. The
military leaderships assessment of the environment blamed the civilian leadership. The
American society in general blamed both the civilian and military leadership. The desire
of all parties involved was to sweep Vietnam under the rug, to simply let it fade from the
national memory as was done with the Korean War. The environmental realities may have
determined that SOF and conventional force interoperability was needed. But the
institutional scars received by the lessons of Vietnam caused other variables like leadership
to make the variable of environment not a dominant factor for post-Vietnam attempts at

SOF and conventional force interoperability.
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C. TECHNOLOGY CHANGES

The general focus of military technology was primarily the improvement of
lethality through firepower, mobility, and communications where it improves the ability
to bring about a synergistic effect on the battlefield.

The effect of technology on SOF interoperability with conventional forces saw
limited initiatives toward interoperability in communications. For the most part SOF
research and development floundered without adequate funding. For SOF, many of the
producers of technologies would have to redirect research and development to a genre of
warfare that was more social than firepower-related. There were existing technologies that
did enhance SOF communications and mobility, such as long range radios and airframes
capable of deep penetrations into enemy airspace. In general the effect of technology as

an enhancer for SOF interoperability with the conventional forces was marginal at best.

D. ORGANIZATION GROWTH

The effect of organization growth and reduction as a variable in this case acts as
a yardstick for the measurement of an evolutionary process interoperability between SOF
and conventional forces in the American military. The wartime organizational growth was
~ atiributed to outside political leadership. However, when SOF organizational reduction
in this instance is compared to the case of the OSS, it shows a higher tolerance toward the
institutionalization of SOF by the dominant variable, conventional military leadership.
SOF was reduced but not disbanded in the wake of Vietnam. To a small degree SOF had
become institutionalized within the military, but not interoperable. During Vietnam,
organization studies were written and excellent concepts developed that fashioned SOF into
functional military units. To some extent, these units were formed but only as emasculated
organizations not in keeping with the original concepts that prompted their formation. The
leaders of these Special Forces Groups did not waste the organizational tab