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No doubl many readers have already seen the
Center of Military History (CMH)'s Homepage on the
Internet, including the special section called *“Histori-
ans in JOINT ENDEAVOR." That story, the account of
the Amy's historical activities in support of Operation
JOINT ENDEAVOR, actually began in February 1995—
almost a year before the first deployments.

That was the month the U.S. Amy Europe and
Seventh Army (USAREUR) historian met with the
USAREUR Chief of Staff, then Maj. Gen. Roben E.
Gray (now licutenant general and the USAREUR
Deputy Commanderin Chief). Among other subjects,
General Gray asked about plans for historical coverage
of operations in which USAREUR forces might be
deployed outside the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO) Central Region. He believed the Army
history community in the past had always been forced
to create ad hoc arrangements for historical coverage
after anoperation had begun. Sincethe probability was
high that USAREUR would be called upon in the
future to participale in conlingency operations of one
kind oranother, General Gray did not want similar last-
minute improvisations in our theater. Rather, he ex-
pected to have in place a generic planning document
goverming military history operations; that is, some-
thing that could be pulled off the shelf, modified 1o fit
the situation, and plugged into operations and contin-
gency plans whenever the need should arise.

Based on that guidance, the USAREUR Military
History Office established contact with the Plans and
Operations Divisions of the Office of the Deputy Chief
of Staff, Operations (ODCSOPS) in March 1995 and,
at the action officer level, worked out a concept for a
model historical annex that could be used in USAREUR

contingency and operations plans and orders. It was
virtually certain that any future contingency operation

would be joint, so the annex explained the principles
that would govern the designation of joint theater or
task force historians, as well as uniservice Army com-
ponent-command historians—issues that would be
handled at echelons considerably higher than ours—
and then established a concept of operations and tasks
that would need to be performed by commanders
within USAREUR to insure the preservation of a
complete and accurate record of the command’s par-
ticipation in such operations, One area of potential
concem wasthe former Republic of Yugoslavia, which
had begun to break up in June 1991, when Croatia and
Slovenia declared their independence. Fighting be-
tween Croats and ethnic Serbs broke out and soon
spread to Bosnia-Herzegovina, leading the United
Nations to impose economic sanctions in the spring of
1992 inaneffort to stop the bloodshed. But the fighting
continucd, and in November 1992 the United Nations
(UN) imposed a naval blockade on Yugoslavia. De-
spite repeated attempts (0 negoliate peace, and the
presence of the United Nations Protection Force
(UNPROFORY), the fighting between Bosnian govem-
ment forces and Serbia-supported Bosnian Serbs con-
tinued to escalate during 1993 and 1994, to include the
use of heavy weapons.

In May 1995 the Bosnian Serbs renewed attacks on
besieged Sarajevo, NATO resumed air strikes against
Bosnian Serb elements, and the latter attacked United
Nations safe areas, taking UNPROFOR personnel hos-
tage and chaining many of them to such potential
targets as bridges, or holding them in military facilities
(e.g., ammunition dumps). The potential for U.S.
involvement was growing daily, and USAREUR be-
gan aseries of “what il actions—developing plans for
different options and conducting training exercises (o
evaluate those scenarios. The draft historical annex




was tested in one of those exercises and found adequate
1o meet the basic requirement.

In the first week of August the USAREUR and V
Corps historians met with the U.S. European Com-
mand (USEUCOM) historian, who had just retumed
from attending the National War College. Three sig-
nificant points emerged from that meeting: (1) there
was (and to this day still is) no formal agreement
among the services and the Joint History Office on the
conduct of joint historical operations; (2) the Joint
History Office did not have deployable joint history
teams—that is, anything similarto the Army's military
history detachments (MHD); and, (3) the Joint History
Office had issucd no policy guidance in 1995 on the
collection and preservation of records of joint opera-
tions,

Thus, 10 insure adequate historical coverage of any
operations involving forces deployed from the
USEUCOM area of responsibility, it would be neces-
sary for the Department of Defense historians of the
joint and component commands in Europe to develop
their own operational concepts and to provide
deployable assets from within the theater. At the same
time, all agreed that the historians of any one service
had neither the responsibility nor the authority to
involve themselves in the activities of joint or com-

bined staffs, except in the case where an officer of their
service wasthe commander. Accordingly, USAREUR s
responsibility would properly be limited to coverage of
the Army component of any deployed joint task force.

In the late summer and carly fall of 1995, the
situation in those regions formerly part of Yugoslavia
continued to deteriorate, contingency planning went
into high gear, and the USAREUR headquarters staff
began holding daily Bosnia-Herzegovina update brief-
ings. On 10 October the Chief of Staflf — by that time
Maj. Gen. David L. Benton 1TI—directed that a repre-
sentative of the USAREUR Military History Office
attend all future Bosnia-Herzegovina updates. More
significantly, he announced this decision at a head-
quarters staff meeting and directed the staff to insure
that historians were provided full access to all informa-
tion conceming planning for possible operations inthat
area. This chief of stafl endorsement opened doors,
assurcd access, and made the staff acutely aware of the
importance USAREUR 's senior leadership attached to
the historical mission. Forexample, allmembersofthe
USAREUR Military History Office were placed onthe
access rosters for the War Room and the Crisis Action
Team (CAT)—meaning that we could come and goin
those sccure arcas at will and without escont, which
greatly facilitated our efforts.
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On 20 October 1995 we submitted a memo to the
Chief of the CAT outlining the regulatory require-
ments for historical coverage and recommending that
USAREUR contact CMH formally to request two
things: assistance in identifying a qualified officer to
serve as the Army Component Command Historian
(ACCH)inthe event USAREUR should be called upon
to deploy; and coordination with U.S. Ammy Forces
Command (FORSCOM) to identify MHDs 1o augment
USAREUR—one to be antached 1o the Army compo-
nent command headquaners, the others to tactical
headquaners, all in accordance with doctrine as out-
lined in AR 870-5.

During a brief visit to USAREUR 1-6 November
1995, Chief of Military History, Brig. Gen. John W.
Mountcastle, assured USAREUR of his support and
advised that CMH was alrcady coordinating infor-
mally with both the Army staff and FORSCOM with
regard to the deployment of MHDs-—news that was
enthusiastically welcomed by the USAREUR Chief of
Staff, Inthe following weeks the USAREUR Military
History Office coordinated closely with the ODCSOPS
Plans Division to forward a formal request for the
designation of an interim ACCH pending selection of
a permanent one, and Lo insure that MHDs were in-
cluded on the USAREUR time-phased force deploy-
ment data (TPFDD) that was submitted through
USEUCOM for JCS approval. Simultancously, the V
Corps historian, Dr. Charles Kirkpatrick, prepared a
corps-specific versionof USAREUR's generic histori-
cal annex forinclusion in the campaign plan then being
prepared by the corps staff,

Obviously, USAREUR could not undentake any
action until appropriate political decisions had been
made. Nevertheless, planning continued so as to be
prepared 1o implement when ordered (o do so. The
Dayton Accords were initialed by the presidenis of
Bosnia, Croatia, and Serbia on 21 November, with the
formal peace agreement signed at Paris, France, on 14
December.

Deployments of advance parties had already be-
gun, and on 27 November USAREUR had leamned that
CMH had designated Maj. Mark Gillespie of the
Center's Research and Analysis Division to deploy for
90 days on temporary duty 1o serve as the interim
ACCH. Following aninitial processing period at Fon
Benning, Major Gillespie actually reached Germany in
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mid-December, afier which he went to Seventh Army
Training Center (TATC) at Hohenfels for the Indi-
vidual Readiness Training (IRT)}—also known as Situ-
ational Training Exercise (STX)—required of all those
deploying to the forward arca of operations, Afler
completing that training, he departed Germany on 23
December, arriving on Christmas Eve at the USAREUR
(Forward) headquarters, which had opened formally
on 21 December at Taszar, Hungary.

On 22 December the USAREUR Chicf of Staff
forwarded amemo to the Chicf of Staff of USAREUR
(Forward) urging that Major Gillespie be assigned o
the Command Group under the overall supervision of
the Chiefl of Staff.

While these events were transpiring in Europe, on
8 December a selective call-up of Reserves had been
announced in the United States, and four MHDs—
49th, 90th, 102d, and 130th—had been sclected 10
support Operation JOINT ENDEAVOR. Asinthe case of
Major Gillespie, they first underwent preparatory pro-
cessing in the United States; three arrived in Germany
on Christmas Eve, just as Major Gillespie was arriving
in Hungary, while the final MHD (the 49th) arrived on
Christmas Day.

The reception and staging of these MHDs was not
without problems, not least because of the holiday
scason and the number of personnel on leave. While
eager to proceed o Bosnia, and trained and ready to
perform their assigned tasks, the MHDs required vari-
ous types of organizational and personal equipment
(for example, cold-weather clothing, tire chains for
vehicles) before they could proceed “down range.”
Orders had to be amended. For the detachmenis
slaying at Heidelberg, billeting and logistical support
(e.g., borrowed vehicles) had to be armanged. While
USAREUR was able to meet all these requirements,
they exacted a considerable toll on the small three-
person Military History Office.

While the MHDs were processing in Germany,
Major Gillespie established himselfin the Taszar head-
quarters, arranging with various staff elements for the
routine collection of records, both on paper and in
digital format. On 30 Decemberhe traveled to Zapanja,
Croatia, where he personally observed the completion
of the floating bridge across the Sava River, photo-
graphing the event and conducting a number of oral
history interviews with the commander, other officers,

noncommissioned officers (NCOs), and soldiers. In
short, within a week of his amival, a viable military
history collection program was cstablished and func-
tioning in the USAREUR (Forward) headquarters.

Having completed their STX training at Hohenfels,
the 102d and 130th MHDs deployed to Tazsar on 8
January 1996. They were provided a memorandum
signed by the chicf of staff in the name of the com-
mander in chiclf and addressed to “all USAREUR
commanders and staffs.” The memo served both as a
letter of introduction that established the detachments’
bona fides and also as a statement of their mission and
functions, coupled with the request that they be granted
unrestricted access to information and maximum free-
dom of movement in the forward area of operations.
(The later iterations of Reserve Component MHDs
were all provided similar memos.)

A week later they began their deployment to the
Task Force Eagle (TFE) arcaof responsibility in Bosnia,
slopping en route at the Sava bridge site to take addi-
tional photographs and conduct more oral history inter-
views to supplement the work begun in that arca by
Major Gillespie, and arriving at the TF Eagle head-
quarters at Tuzla on 17 January. The 49th and 90th
MHDs remained in Heidelberg to augment the
USAREUR and V Corps historians® staffs, respec-
tively, concentrating their efforts on collecting docu-
mentary records within the two headquarters and con-
ducting oral history interviews.

In the meantime, Chief of Military History, Gen-
eral Mounteastle, requested that Training and Doclring
Command (TRADOC) provide Li. Col. Walter
Kretchik, from the Combined Arms Center, to serve as
the permanent ACCH, and he replaced Major Gillespic
in Hungary in February. As in the case of Major
Gillespie, the USAREUR Chief of Staff provided him
a memo establishing his bona fides, explaining his
mission, and making him directly subordinate 1o the
USAREUR (Forward) Chiefof Staff. Colonel Kretchik,
in conjunction with the USAREUR historian’s office,
established an MHD document collection plan, inter-
viewschedules, and reporting procedures forthe MHDs,
thus ensuring systematic and complete historical cov-
erage of the operation.

In April the 49th and 130th MHDs switched as-
signments—the 49th moving forward to suppon TFE,
while the 130th joined the USAREUR Military History




Office at Heidelberg,

As these developments were taking place—and
alter some rather extensive exchanges of correspon-
dence, ¢-mail, and telephone calls—in May a formal
memorandum of agreement was concluded between
USAREUR and the Combined Arms Center, Fort
Leavenworth. Under the terms of that agreement,
FORSCOM's 44th MHD deployed to Heidelberg on
19 May to perform a mission of potentially great
significance to the future of the military history pro-
gram—at the very least throughout the Army, but
possibly also in the entire Depariment of Defense.
Equipped with a scanner, computers, and matching
lape drive, the 44th MHD began on 29 May to convert
paperrecords pertaining to Operation JOINT ENDEAVOR
todigital format, preserving these ontape and forward-
ing the tapes to the Center for Army Lessons Leamed
(CALL) for incorporation into the CALL classified
data base, making the information instantly available
on-line 1o DOD subscribers worldwide who have ac-
cess through the Secret Internet Protocol Router Net-
work (SIPRNET).

In July there was a major shuffling of assets as the
first iteration of Reserve Component MHDs departed
and the second iteration replaced them. The 126th and
317th MHDs went forward to Bosnia, while the 48th
and 326th MHDs joined the V Corps and USAREUR
historians® offices, respectively. The commander of
the 44th MHD, Maj. (now Lt. Col.) Robert Leach,
deployed to Hungary to serve as the interim ACCH
with USAREUR (Forward) pending the arrival of
Colonel Kretchik's regular replacement, Lt. Col. Lee
Harford, of U.S. Ammy Reserve Command, who de-
ployed in Gctober.

After training personnel of the 326th MHD to
perform the scanning mission, the enlisted personnel
of the 44th MHD retumed to the FORSCOM histori-
ans’ office in August.

August also saw the deployment to the forward
area of an Army Artist, Sgt. Brian K. Long, of the 1st
Infantry Division, who had been selected for this
mission by the CMH Collections Branch. Afterspend-
ing a month in Hungary and Bosnia, Sergeant Long
returned to Wuerzburg, where he produced a series of
paintings and monochrome works based onthe sketches
and photographs made during his ficld deployment.

The redeployment of units from the forward arca

back to their home stations in Germany, and the de-
ployment of replacement unils (o serve as a sustaining
force, occasioned a significant flow of units through
the Intermediate Staging Base (ISB) in Hungary and a
concomitantincrease in the workload of the ACCH and
the detachments in Bosnia. Accordingly, in October
the 317th MHD left Bosnia to augment the ACCH staflf
at Taszar, while the commander and one NCO of the
326th MHD deployed to Bosnia as temporary replace-
ments for the 317th, not retuming to Heidelberg until
4 December. The third member of the 326th remained
at Heidelberg 1o continue processing the incoming
shipments of documents from the forward area—a
Herculean task in light of the volume (over three tons)
of material collected.

Operation JOINT ENDEAVOR was scheduled to
terminate on 20 December under the terms of the
Dayton Accords, and only a small residual Torce was
expecied o remain in the forward area. Accordingly,
and inkeeping with the doctrinal principles of AR 870-
5, USAREUR requested only one MHD to replace the
two in the forward area. The 50th MHD arrived in
Germany on 12 January 1997, immediately went 1o
TATC for STX training, and departed for Hungary on
19 January. All fourof the second iteration of Reserve
MHDs departed Europe in February,

Inaddition to the historical coverage in the forward
areas, General Mountcastle arranged for a reserve
officer and historian, Maj. Al Koenig, (o serve a six-
month tour as the acting V Corps historian, so that Dr.
Kirkpatrick could complete a special study of the V
Corps’ participation in JOINT ENDEAVOR,

In conclusion, one may ask what the Army gained
from all this effort. By actual count of the USAREUR
(Forward) Deputy Chiefof Staff for Information Man-
agement (Ga), who pays the shipping costs, by the end
of January 1997 the ACCH had shipped 6,400 pounds
of collected documents o Heidelberg, The real total is
higher, for on a number of occasions personnel from
the forward area hand-carried shipments of documents
1o USAREUR, and these figures do not include the
documents collected within the USAREUR and V
Corps staffs. There have been no actual page counts,
but the MHDs processing the documents—including
those collected in USAREUR and V Corps as well as
the forward area—estimate over 500,000 pages. This
collectionincludes plans, operations orders (OPORDs),




fragmentary orders (FRAGOs), situation reporis
(SITREPs), stafl joumnals, comespondence and mes-
sage traflic, maps and overlays, chronologics, newslet-
ters, public afifairs releases, and a wide range of miscel-
laneous documents, photographs, and videotapes. We
know there is duplication, and in fact several boxes of
duplicate documents were separated and forwarded to
the Center of Military History. No doubt, much of the
material will be of questionable long-term signifi-
cance, but the collection effort has insured that a
detailed record will be available for study and analysis
in the future.

In addition to the documentary record, more than
700 oral histories were conducted, ranging from the TF
Eagle commander and USAREUR (Forward) deputy
commander down to the private Tevel, and including
some U.S. civilian employees, as well. Significantly,
and despite a consensus during the planning stages o
focus only on the U.S. Army component, a number of
interviews were conducted with key foreign stafToffic-
ers, These interviews were made possible through the
personal initiative of the MHD commanders in Bosnia,
who established contacts with foreign liaison officers
that then led to invitations to visit foreign formations,
Interviewees included seven members of the Russian
Brigade, among them the brigade chiel of siafl and
deputy chiel of staff for intelligence (G2), the com-
mander and four staff officers of the Nordpol Brigade,
three French officers, and two Hungarian officers,

For lack of manpower, few interviews could be
transcribed, but with the aid of a high-speed tape
duplicator provided by CMH, the 326th MHD dupli-
cated most of the recordings and forwarded these to
CMH for transcription under contract.

As noted, the rotation of forward deployed units
with others coming from the Central Region began in
the summer. Al the time, Major Leach of the 44th
MHD was Acting ACCH, and he began a program to
compile short histories ofeach unit passing through the
Intermediate Staging Base (ISB) in Hungary. These
shont histories were published in Daily Endeavor and
American Endeavor—ihe newspaper and magazine
published by the USAREUR (Forward) Public Alfairs
Office. The shon histories had a morale impact for
members of the affected units and also served to
establish the historian as a friend, which in tum made
iteasier to gain cooperation for oral history interviews.
Moreover, while certainly not in sufficient detail to

serve as organizational histories ol units’ panticipation
in JOINT ENDEAVOR, these short histories do provide
at least a skeletal outline of each unit’s role in the
operation. The V Corps Public Affairs Office has scen
fit to put more than 60 of these short historics on its
Homepage, where they can be read by countless users
of the Internet.

The document scanning project conducled by the
44th and 326th MHDs resulted in more than 26,000
pages of documents being converted to digital format
and provided to CALL. CALL advises that over
10,500 of those pages have already been placed into
the classified data bank, where they are available on-
line through the SIPRNET throughout the Department
of Defense. This project, which is still ongoing, is
potentially the most significant development to come
out of the historical operations supporting JOINT EN-
DEAVOR. If collected information can be made avail-
able in near real time, the value 1o the entire Army will
be incalculable.

One brief anecdotal example will serve to under-
score that point. During a confrontation and firefight
between Muslim resettlers and Serbian paramilitary
police at Celic on 12 November 1996, personnel of the
126th MHD were present with the 258th MP Company
and were able to document the incident with still and
video photography in addition (o recording their own
expericnces and conducting oral history interviews.
Maj. Michael Pacheco (126th MHD) and Maj. John
Lyon (326th MHD) prepared a detailed account of the
incident, which was presented to the Secretary of
Defense during his visitto Tuzla on 28 November and
briefed to the IFOR commander and his multinational
division commanders the following day.

This event alone serves 1o demonstrate the poten-
tial utility of military history field collection opera-
tions, if properly exploited.

The daunting task of combing through the vast
collection of raw data held at the USAREUR Military
History Office—and of producing a coherent narrative
history of USAREUR's role in Operation JOINT EN-
DEAVOR—has fallen to Dr. Bruce Saunders. Although
the study was directed by CINCUSAREUR, from the
outset the Chief of Military History, General
Mountcastle, has declared that the USAREUR study,
together with the parallel V Corps study to be written
by Dr. Kirkpatrick, would be published as a coimprint
with the Center of Military History, thereby ensuring




much broader distribution and utility.

Moreover, the experience of Operation JOINT EN-
DEAYOR should better enable the history community to
meet the challenges of Force X X1 and the Army Afier
Next. The standard operating procedures (SOPs) de-
veloped by the officers who served as Army compo-
nent command historians, together with the afteraction
reports they prepared, will serve as guides for those
who will be called upon to perform similar functionsin
future operations. After action reports prepared by the
MHD commanders will enable CMH to develop im-
proved mobilization tables of organization and equip-
ment (MTOE), which will further strengthen the col-

lection capabilities of military history detachments,
enhancing their contributions to the Army and the
nation.

In short, the field collection activities conducted
today not only provide the raw maierials for the Army
historians who will write history tomorrow, but they
also point the way to revitalizing the Army's history
program to meet the challenges of the twenty-first
century.,

Mr. Bruce H, Siemon is Chief, Military History Office,
U.S. Army Europe and Seventh Army, in Heidelberg,
Germany.

Third International Command and Control
Research and Technology Symposium Scheduled
17-20 June 1997

The Command and Control Rescarch Program, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Command, Control, Communications, and Intelligence (C3I), is sponsoring the Third International
Command and Control Research and Technology Symposium, beginning 19 June 1997 in Washington,
D.C. The theme for 1997 is “Partners for the 21st Century,” and symposium organizers hope to focus on
issues related to the collaborative efforts of ministries of defense, other governmental and non-govemmen-
tal organizations, and industry in designing, developing, acquiring, and unitizing C4ISR systems and
capabilities. Particular areas of interest include coalition command and control, COTS integration, defense

information warfare, and leveraging information.

The symposium, which will be held at the National Defense University, is being coordinated by
Evidence Based Research, Inc., of Vienna, Virginia. Formore information, contact Ms. Lisa W, Davidson
at (703) 287-0373, or Mr, Richard Layton at (703) 893-6800 at Evidence Basced Research, Their electronic

mail address is EBR@EBRINC.COM.




The Chief’s Corner
John W. (Jack) Mountcastle

Spring has come 1o Washington, AsoftenasIcan, I jog along the Mall just so I cando some "people
watching." The school groups marching along from place to place remind me of an April day when my
high school class came to Washington. We fortunately dodged the "weather bullet” here this winter, with .
very little snow and the cataclysmic traffic problems that always seem to occur when we have more than
one inch of the white stuff on the Beltway. 1 wish that our friends in other parts of the country had been
as fortunate. Of course, one of the greal advantages to a mild winter was the lack of disruptions for the
CMH workforce. Given the pace and scope of our activities during the recent months, having a full staff
here was important.

In my last column, T talked about the role we played last year in setting up and implementing new
procedures for collecting, scanning, and electronically archiving operational records from DESERT
SHIELD and DESERT STORM. Iam also very proud of the way our historians have subsequently pitched
in to assist Army organizations as they scoured their unit files and installation record-holding sites
around the United States and Europe, searching for additional DESERT STORM operational records. We
continued to do this, even though the control of the Army's Gulf War Declassification Project was passed
to The Adjutant General on 1 January 1997. 1 believe that the ongoing discussion over record-keeping
practices will result in genuine improvements, as the Anmny takes steps to remedy mistakes made back
in the 1980s regarding Army record-keeping responsibilities,

Asmany of you know, the Army’s leaders have been wrestling with the current and future allocation
of personnel and funding across the force. One area under very close scrutiny has been Headquarters,
Department of the Army. A task force was formed in late 1995 to look at potential redesign concepts
for the Army Staff, the Secretariat, and the various staff support agencies (SSAs) and field operating
agencies (FOAs) that directly support the Headquarters. One of the decisions recommended by the
Redesign Task Force, and subsequently approved by the Army's leadership, directly involved the Center
of Military History.

Effective 1 October 1997, the Center will no longer be a field operating agency of the Army Staff.
In the future, we will be an activity of the Army War College. The Chiefof Military History will be rated
by the Commandant of the War College but will retain his authority as a Special Staff Officerofthe Chief
of Staff. The Director of the Army Staff retains Army Staff proponency for the two regulations written
by CMH, AR 870-5, Military History; and 870-20, Museums and Historical Artifacts. He will continue
to serve as the Senior Rater for the Chief of Military History, To improve synergy within the Army
history program, the Center will assume the responsibility for policy guidance of the Military History
Institute (MHI) at Carlisle Barracks, Pennsylvania. Under the new arrangement, MHI will become a
separate division of CMH.

Currently, we are working through the tough mission of reducing our previously authorized strength
by 30percent during this fiscal year. We will lose 34 civilian spaces, and also forfeit 11 ofthe 17 currently
authorized military spaces. Because one of the military spaces was that of a Division Chief, we will
combine the Histories and Research and Analysis Divisions this year under a single head. As you might
guess, this has been a major challenge for those of us charged with writing the Army's official history,
supporting military history education throughout the Army, promulgating policy guidance and conduct-
ing certification and training visits to the Army's many museums, interacting effectively with sister
services, the Office of the Secretary of Defense, and other Federal agencies, and providing the best
possible support to the Army Staff and Secretariat. Working closely with the CMH Division Chiefs,
Chief Historian, and the Deputy Commander, I developed the list of positions to be deleted from our




TDA, They span the entire organization and run the gamut of grades (GS 14—GS 7, and Colonel—
Sergeant). I am not certain what the full impact eventually will be on the Army's history program, which
we and others regard as the best of the service history programs, but T am committed 1o executing the
directed actions in a professional manner and to searching for innovative ways in which we can continue
to serve our many constituents effectively in the future.

Another arca that was studied by the HQDA Redesign team was our location. It concluded that the
cost of maintaining our offices at 14th and L Streets was simply too great to sustain beyond FY 98. So,
inaddition to realigning, reorganizing, and reducing, we are also planning to relocate the Center. In May
1998 we should cut the ribbon on a renovated building at Fort McMair in Washington, Building 33, the
former commissary, will be the new home of CMH. In planning this move, we have enjoyed the personal
support of General Ron Griffith, the Vice Chief of Staff, and the total commitment of LTG John Dubia,
the Directorof the Army Staff. Because of theirunstinting interest and determination, and similar priority
of effort from the Chief of the Army Reserve, the CG of the Military District of Washington, the
Administrative Assistant to the Secretary of the Army, and a host of helpful officials within the Army
Corps of Engineers, the Army Staff, and the Secretariat, we will once again be on an Army installation.
Being just astone's throw from the National Defense University will be aspecial benefit for the CMH staff.

Forthose of you who are served by an Army museum, you may have noted the visit of ateam of Army
Audit Agency (AAA) stafl members or a study group from the Army Materiel Command. There are
several reasons for their visits around the Army. As youmay know, CMH is responsible for safeguarding
the Army's historic artifacts. We have received large shipments of flags, trophies, and historical material
from VII Corps and the eight divisions that have left the force since 1991. This mission, along with the
constant stream of material coming to us for safekeeping as a result of base closures, has overwhelmed
our Museum Division in Washington, D.C., and the CMH Clearinghouse staff at Anniston Army Depot,
Alabama.

Recent news accounts critical of the way in which the Defense Department disposes of excess
property have also made mention of the process used by CMH to trade excess military equipment for
goods or services needed by the Army museum system. Having become aware of our difficult challenge,
the Secretary of the Army directed last December that the Army Matericl Command (AMC) conduct an
in-depth assessment of the way in which CMH operates, with special emphasis on the ways in which we
manage the Army's artifacts. The Army must ensure its methods of accountability for historic equipment
arc truly effective. Given the guidance of the talented staff of AMC, and the detailed inspections
conducted by the AAA, we will cenainly improve our ability 10 manage the historic material for which
we are held accountable.

A number of people have expressed their deep concemn over the decisions we have been directed to
implement. The Department of the Army Historical Advisory Committee has asked that it be permitted
1o discuss its concerns with the Secretary of the Army. The President of the Society for Military History
has written to the Chief of Staff to voice his misgivings over program cuts. The Army Historical
Foundation continues its campaign for the establishment of a National Army Museum. Many historians
throughout the country have contacted us to offer assistance and advice. The support of all who feel that
the Army History Program is crucial to the change, continuity, and growth of the Army is treasured by
those of us who work every day to support the Army, as it marches into the future.

I hope that this Situation Report has been informative. I am open to any suggestions that you may
have forme, as the leader of an organization undergoing change. You may reach me viae-mail at the two
addresses below. In closing this "Chiefl's Comer,” I'd like 1o extend my best wishes to cach of you. Let's
stay in touch. E-mail:

john.mountcastle@us.army.mil or mountcas@ pentagon-hgdadss.army.mil
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Introduction

The Cold War is over. The role of the Japanese
Self-Defense Force (JSDF) is being questioned. Should
it continue to exist? If so, what is its current function?
In 1996 the Japanese govemment approved the new
National Defense Program Outline, amending its na-
tional defense concept, set forth in the National De-
fense Program Qutline of 1976. Since its conception
more than forty years ago, the JSDF has not made
significant changes in its organization and structure,
How, then, did the Cold War affect the framework of
the Japanese Self-Defense Force? This paper will
examine the growth process in the JSDF from a Cold
War point of view.

From the National Police Reserve Force to the
JSDF

When the Korean War broke out in June 1950,
Japan was still occupied by the Allied Powers, The
Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers (SCAP)in
Japan, General Douglas MacArthur, ordered the cre-
ation of aNational Police Reserve Force of 75,000 men
and authorized expansion of the Maritime Safety
Agency’s personnel by 8,000. The mission of the
National Police Reserve Force was domestic: 1o pre-
serve the peace and the public from disorder. Although
its model was the U.S. Army, ils organization and
headquarters’ structure were peculiar to the Japanese
experience,

As a general rule, former military officers initially
were prohibited from joining this force.

In 1952 the occupation of Japan ended, and the
National Safety Force (NSF) was created, combining
together the National Police Reserve Force and the
Coastal Safety Force. The mission of NSF remained
that of preserving the domestic public peace. As the
occupation ended, forty-nine nations signed the peace

trealy with Japan, and the U.S.-Japan securily treaty
was negotiated. That security pact provided the basis
upon which the Japanese defense posture was con-
structed.

Within two years, the National Safety Academy
(later, National Defense Academy) was founded to
train future officers, the U.S.-Japan Mutual Defense
Assistance Agreement was signed, and the Japanese
Defense Agency and JSDF were established. In addi-
tion, an air component (the Air Self-Defense Force)
was added to the JSDF, as the mission of Self-Defense
Forces expanded to include dealing with external ag-
gression. Also, the Joint Staff Council was created,
wilh the most senior general chosen to chair the coun-
cil. In 1957, the govemment formulated and decided
upon a Basic Policy for National Defense, which
reflected the security arrangements between Japan and
the United States.

The Birth of the National Police Reserve Force in
1950

Early Occupation Policy, 1945-46.: No one would
disagree that the root of the Japanese Self-Defense
Force wasthe National Police Reserve Foree, which, as
noted, was bomn by order of General MacArthur, The
Korean War prompted his action, but, prior to the
Korcan War, what was the Allied thinking regarding
Japanese rearmament? Under SCAP, the primary
objective of American occupation policy had been the
disarmament and demilitarization of Japan, in both the
physical and mental dimensions, Japan was to be
reconstructed as a peace-loving nation, with militarism
far from the Japanese mind. Certainly, the new consti-
tution, especially article nine, underscored this objec-
tive. InFebruary 1946 General MacArthur outlined for
his staff the principles of the new constitution. Japan
would renounced war as a sovereign right, entrust her
security to anintemational peace based on justice, and
never again have an army or navy. InJune 1946, once
the contents of the new Japanese constitution became
known, a Communist Party member in the Diet asked
Prime Minister Yoshida Shigeru if it were not natural



for an independent country to be permitted to defend
itself. Yoshida answered that the Japanese had re-
nounced warfare, even their right as a nation to defend
themselves.

Fundamental Change in the Occupation Policy:
The Celd War steadily emerged. In Asia, the United
States failed in its efforts to mediate the Chingse civil
war between Mao Tse-tung and Chiang Kai-shek, and
the Communists won. In October 1949, the People's
Republic of China was founded, fundamentally alter-
ing American foreign policy in Asia.

Between 1947 and 1949, the United States altered
the occupation policy toward Japan. GeorgeF. Kennan,
after the implementation of the Marshall Plan in Eu-
rope, began to examine American policiesinJapan. He
led the way for the fundamental shift in occupation
policy, criticizing MacArthur’s plans for the Japanese,
and waming that the general’s policies would foster
Japanese communism. Since Kennan believed that the
intemal Communist threat was more likely than exler-
nal aggression, it followed that the United States should
not bolster Japanese military power, but rather, pro-
mote the economic recovery of Japan, This way of
thinking corresponded to Prime Minister Yoshida's
priority on economic development over rearming.
Kennan visited Japan February-March 1948 10 ex-
change views with General MacArnhur. Kennan's
report, which included MacArthur's opinions, was
incorporated in NSC 13/2, the National Security
Council'srecommendations regarding American policy
toward Japan.

During the exchange of views at this time, General
MacArthur was advised that the Department of the
Armmy was considering establishing a minisize Japa-
nese defense force in anticipation of the U.S. Anny's
withdrawal. MacAnhur stated his total opposition to
Japanese rearmament. Hisreasons were logicalenough,
but if he recognized the threat posed by the Soviet
Union, there appeared to be a contradiction between
his willingness to sign an early peace treaty with Japan
and his objection to rearmament. To work around this
dilemma, he put forward the idea that the American
bases on Okinawa should immediately be developed.
In short, a powerful Air Force umbrella, based on
Okinawa,would be able to defend Japan. This concept
was consistent with NSC 13/2. Implementing this idea
meant that Okinawa bases would undertake the role of
defending the defenseless Japanese home islands. Here,
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then, was the origin of the Okinawa bases problem.

Ikuhiko Hata identified the Cold War as the great-
est external factor in Japanese rearmament. What,
then, was the Cold War? Raymond Aron characlerized
itas asituation in which peace was impossible, yet war
could not occur. Younosuke Nagai defined the Cold
War as the nonmilitary exchanges of independent
actions when the impossibility of negotiations was
mutually recognized. During these years, the Ameri-
can policy toward Asia fundamentally was one of
decreasing the power and influence of the Soviet
Union, with the goal of eliminating it altogether, In
1949, the “loss” of China was a critical development
that forced the United States to look for an alternative,
stable power in Asia. Japan emerged as this alterna-
tive, and also as an important strategic base.

In January 1950,