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THE IAV FIASCO:  “Why ‘Wheels?’ ”;  “Why the LAV-III?”
“Why ‘Wheels?’ ” is a different question from “Why the LAV-III?”

The two questions are closely related, but my answer to each question is different.


What do you think?  Please give me some feedback before I go to my next step.

…………………………………………………………………………………………

I.  Why ‘Wheels?’  

There are five possible reasons for GEN Shinseki’s push for wheels, ranking them in order of probability (my opinion), Number 1 being most likely: 
[Reference 1.]

1.  The Clinton Administration was committed to expanding its peacekeeping role.

2.  The pernicious influence of DARPA and other S&T officials in DoD and DA.  

3.  Defense globalization.  

4.  Administration incompetence?  

5.  An indirect attempt to reduce the Army’s civil service (close arsenals)?  

I.A.  Reasons number 1 and 2 are very close, and it’s debatable as to which really should be first.  All the above factors play a part to some degree, except (probably) now Number 5 which I would take off the list.  To really know the truth, one would need access to the minds and memories of the key players; and they are not about to admit what they did, so we must assemble a hypothesis from what we know.

Reason Number 5 is not now likely at all.  Protecting Civil Service jobs, and the Army’s Government-Owned Arsenals, may be one of the factors behind the selection of the LAV-III.  
I.B.  Evidence supports the charge that the Army engaged in a long term effort to justify the ‘wheels’ push, long before the Russians embarrassed the US Army by winning a road race to Pristina airport during a peacekeeping operation.  [The ‘Pristina Preakness’?]  


My opinion is that the wheels push is related to the criticism of the Army’s slow buildup during the Gulf War and the ‘Pristina’ story is a red herring – however embarrassing it was.  

The Army was widely criticized for taking 6 months to be ready to start the offensive against Iraq.  To put that in perspective, very roughly half a year after the surprise attack on Pearl Harbor, the US Army had landed in North Africa, the US Navy had defeated the Japanese Navy at Midway, and the Marines had landed on Guadalcanal.  (Well, about 8 months later for Guadalcanal.)

The Army has offered no credible data (other than exhortations in vugraphs and press releases) for the ‘wheels’ push in regard to operational merit or in reliable field test.

I.C.  According to the CBO, the Army leadership wanted to shut down the tank plants long ago, during the Bush (I) Administration.  (’89 – ’92)

See URL:  http://www.cbo.gov/showdoc.cfm?index=5&sequence=0&from=5
Find:  DEF-19: CANCEL THE ARMY'S TANK UPGRADE PROGRAM AND LAY AWAY PRODUCTION FACILITIES, and note this extract:
"...During the Bush Administration, the Army advocated closing the tank production line and putting it in mothballs..." 

The Army’s attempts to close the tank plants (at least Detroit Army Tank Plant, DATP) were in response to the ending of the cold war and the decline in requirements for the AAO (Authorized Acquisition Objective) level of major weapons systems like tanks.  However, one lesson the Army surely learned (in attempting to close the tank plants) was to avoid the buzzsaw of political repercussions encountered from home state politicians in Ohio and Michigan, from GD, and from the AFGE and UAW unions.  Pacifying a politically powerful group of allies had to be important to the Army in the future.  [Reference 2.] 

I.D.  A scheme had to be to find a way to give work to the GD and GOCO facilities so as to satisfy those allies, including the unions, and to please the home state politicians.  But what could it be?  Not another tracked vehicle!  The Army is still waiting for the 20-year old Future Combat System, an illusion like a mirage of ‘water’ in the desert, always someplace far away.  The FCS WILL have wheels – as dictated by DARPA.

DARPA likes wheels, and the Clintonistas liked peacekeeping roles.  Our allies complain about the “Defense Two-Way Street” being a one way street, so it’s better to find something to buy from another country.  The only issue is to decide which armored car to buy.  Which one, and from whom?

I.E.  On 27 May ‘98, the group pushing 'wheels' published the biased SSI/ Army War College story.  See the website:  

http://carlisle-www.army.mil/usassi/ssipubs/pubs98/aeromotr/aeromotr.pdf  

Note that one of the authors of the SSI report worked for Shinseki on the Army staff while Shinseki was DCSOPS.  [Reference 3] 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

II.  So Why the LAV-III?  

Para. A, above, talks about Why Wheels?, but doesn’t explain Why the LAV-III?
II.A.  GM and GD teamed up in '97 -- 2 yrs before Shinseki's October 1999 'vision.'  

See Federation of American Scientists website for the '97 teaming date:

http://www.fas.org/man/dod-101/sys/land/mav.htm 


The ’97 teaming of GD and GM was done for a good reason:  Both parties must have known, at the time, something about Army plans for the future.  [Or else, both companies knew what they wanted the Army plans to be.]  It would be nice to know the source of the initiative:  Industry (GM/GD)?  Or DA?


The GM-owned factory (GMDD) that made the Marine’s LAV-I in Canada, just across the border from Detroit, also makes a much later version, the LAV-III.  A purchase of the Canadian LAV-III armored car would make the usual brownie points with many people.  [See Para. I., above.]  Also:


Canada gets special consideration for DOD purchases and their staff is familiar with US procurement practices and the US Army’s procurement bureaucracy.


Their production tech data packages are available in English.


Parts deliveries can be made by driving a truck over a bridge crossing the border.


The problem was, and still is, that the LAV-III is NOT deployable on C-130s.

II.B.  Somewhere in time, the Army leadership (plus those higher up?) used GM-GD brochures claiming 'C-130 transportability' for the LAV-III.  Such claims were incorrect then and now, and GM-GD brochures STILL make the same claim.  See website:  http://www.gdls.com/releases/IAV_Specsheet.pdf    

What we don’t know, in regard to the LAV-III not really being transportable on C-130s, is --“What did the Army leadership know, and when did they know it?”  

The same goes for GD and GM.  And they won’t tell us.

II.C.  On 17 Nov 2000, LTG Kern stated that the Army would buy the LAV-III.  He was quite effusive about its capabilities, continuing to assert C-130 transportability, and made no qualifying statements about it needing further development.  And he didn’t call it an ‘IAV.’  

See website:  http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Nov2000/t11172000_t117army.html 

As said in Para I.C., above, “Pacifying that politically powerful group of allies had to be important to the Army in the future.”  Hidden within the speechifying of the Army’s award notice, is a LOT of work for Army arsenals, Canadians, and others.  


Privatization of manufacturing for DOD products has failed during the DOD’s downsizing.  What has also failed is protecting the domestic engineering and production base.  What purports to be an award to GD is really the funneling of the complex work to Canadians (and other countries), with simplistic assembly in GOCO facilities.  GD’s low-skilled assembly workers will get to bolt them together and paint them.  Big deal.

DA, GD, and GM will deny the above statement.  After all the stories they’ve told since the beginning of the Shinseki Initiative, what is their credibility?

II.D.  For those readers who wonder how the Army leadership could have generated the ‘wheels are best’ story, I wonder, too.  The only reason that I can come up with, is that in so intensely political an atmosphere as the Federal government, especially the DOD –

· Those who are skilled at the political game will rise to the top, and

· Being politicians, they will believe that a political solution is as good as any other. 

It may be that simple.

Regardless, we must keep up the struggle.

…………………………………………………………………………………….
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