




















— Fighting Outnurnbered

The defining experience for DePuy was his service in the European
theater in World War II. As an officer in the 90th Infantry Division, he
was struck by weaknesses of the U.S. Army: notably, unrealistic training,
which did not prepare the soldiers properly for the battlefield; and the
appointment of unqualified officers. In his memoirs he mourned the fate
of the many servicemen who had died in vain, and described how he had
worked throughout his career to improve the training methods and the
criteria for the promotion of officers. DePuy’s other revelation during
World War II concerned the tactical excellence of the German Army,
which a decade later became a major partner in the defense of Western
Europe.8

After serving with distinction for more than thirty years in the field
and in staff duties at the Pentagon, DePuy was appointed the first com-
mander of TRADOC in 1973. His strategic and tactical philosophy,
before the establishment of TRADOC and prior to the Yom Kippur War,
is spelled out in a speech he gave on 7 June 1973 at Fort Polk, Louisiana.
In the text of the speech one can already detect themes that reappear
much later in DePuy’s analysis of the Yom Kippur War and in the 1976
field manual. '

In the speech, DePuy presented his strategic worldview in which he
argued that the traditional World War II-type mobilization had come to
an end; for the first time in its history, the outnumbered U.S. Army
would have to fight a “come as you are war” against a properly trained
and equipped enemy. The next war would, most likely, be violent and,
due to fear of nuclear escalation, short. This meant that winning the first
battle would be crucial. Because of the anticipated numerical disadvan-
tage, DePuy called for raising the professional level of the Army by 500
percent, so that each American battalion would be worth five of its
enemy. He concluded the speech by demanding a revision of training
methods and an adaptation to the requirements of the new era.’?

Further elaboration of DePuy’s philosophy before the Yom Kippur
War can be found in a speech that he gave to the senior staff of the Com-
bat Arms Training Board (CATB) on 3 April 1973, where he raised more
issues that were to appear in his subsequent analysis of the Yom Kippur
War. He told his listeners that even though antitank missiles increased
the effectiveness of the infantry, particularly in defense, they did not
alter the primary function of the infantry: to support the tanks. He said
that even though combined arms warfare was the basic form of warfare,

8. Rornie Brownlee and William J. Mullen 111, Changing an Army—An Oral His-
tory of General William E. DePuy, USA Retired (Carlisle Barracks, Pa.: U.S. Army Mil-
itary History Institute, 1979) (hereafter, DePuy Oral History), chaps. II to IV.

9. DePuy, “Briefing at Fort Polk, Louisiana, 7 Junc 1971,” in DePuy Selected
Papers, 59-66.
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he had no doubt that the tank was king of the battlefield. In his view, the
infantry was there to support the tanks and to do so, the infantry needed
an advanced armored fighting vehicle.1©

It would appear, then, that before the Yom Kippur War, DePuy fore-
saw the lethal nature of the modern land battle and pointed to what
would be required for the outnumbered U.S. combat forces to overcome
the superior numbers of the Warsaw Pact: enhanced military effective-
ness, achieved through realistic training; and highly maneuverable com-
bined arms formations, centered on modern main battle tanks.

More evidence that the roots of the revision of Army doctrine pre-
ceded the Yom Kippur War can be found in the words of Lieutenant Gen-
eral Orwin C. Talbott, DePuy’s deputy who visited the IDF in February
1974, following Abrams’s direction “to find out the truth” about the war.
After a long series of meetings with forty-five IDF officers, Talbott opined
that “Much, perhaps most important, of what we learned [about the tac-
tical aspects] is not new, but it needs reemphasis and confirms most of
our tactics and doctrine.”!

With this in mind, it is easy to see why DePuy and Starry stated that
the October 1973 war came at a “fortuitous time” for the Army. It pro-
vided a very timely and concrete demonstration of the way in which a
war might unfold in Europe.

Even though NATO forces had examined the various characteristics
of a modern mechanized land battle in war games, simulations, and exer-
cises before the Yom Kippur War, the actual battles of the Golan Heights,
in the Sinai, and on the west bank of the Suez Canal supplied the Army
with many important new data and insights.

In his groundbreaking research Paul Herbert pointed out that
DePuy’s interpretation of the Yom Kippur War had roots in his World War
II experience and his service with the Army in Europe in the 1960s.12
Herbert’s conclusions seem to have been overlooked by many
researchers, who have tended to inflate the impact of the Yom Kippur
War on DePuy. It comes as no great surprise that the perception and
ideas of a senior general were influenced by his past experience. What is
somewhat unusual in the case of DePuy was his realization that the rel-
evant experience should not be drawn from his most recent war (Viet-
nam) but from his first (World War II). DePuy’s reversion to his World

10. DePuy, Transcript of remarks at USACATD, 3 April 1973, Historical Office,
Headquarters, U.S. Army TRADOC, Fort Monroe, Virginia.

11. Orwin C. Talbott, 1973 Mideast Briefing, February 1974, 1, Talbott Papers,
U.S. Army Military History Institute (MHI), Carlisle, Pennsylvania. This briefing
seems to be an early presentation of the Talbott Report that was submitted to Gen-
eral Abrams in March and was circulated to the leadership of the Department of
Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JGS), the Army, and the Air Force.

12. Herbert, Deciding What Has To Be Done, 34-35.
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