


and lessons that could have direct application 
in Southwest Asia. I recommend it unreserv-
edly to today’s armor officer of any grade.

As the book jacket rightly points out, the Army 
of the Republic of Vietnam (ARVN) became an 
object of scorn from its allies and enemies 
alike. Some might argue that ARVN’s bad rep-
utation was exaggerated, but despite strong 
numbers and good equipment, it collapsed 
swiftly in 1975 — this book explains why. Brig-
ham’s work is not a history of the battles of the 
ARVN, although it gives an excellent account 
of the 1964 Battle of Ap Bac, but it is rather a 
study of that force as an institution. It focuses 
on how the army was conscripted, indoctrinat-
ed, trained, and sustained. It compares ARVN 
practices with those of its enemies, the Peo-
ple’s Liberation Armed Forces (the Viet Cong) 
and the Peoples Army of Vietnam (the regular 
North Vietnamese Army). The comparison re-
veals convincingly why the south lost.

In Brigham’s view, it was, paradoxically, the 
communist armies’ expounding modern “Marx-
ist” theories that managed to create military in-
stitutions that reflected the traditional mores of 
Vietnamese village culture. That culture stressed 
familial obligations; and through intense ideo-
logical training, the communists convinced their 
soldiers to extend those traditional obligations 
to party and state. In contradistinction, the 
ARVN turned its back on the Vietnamese past. 
Beyond telling its soldiers they needed to fight 
communism, the ARVN paid little attention to 
ideological indoctrination and pursued con-
scription policies that paid no attention to the 
economic and familial needs of the village. In 
short, communist soldiers could understand 
what they were fighting for, and the ARVN only 
knew what they were fighting against.

Compounding this critical moral issue, ARVN 
induction practices were terrible, and its train-
ing haphazard at best. Personnel management 
systems were hugely inefficient, and U.S. ad-
visors could never convince their ARVN coun-
terparts to take basic training seriously. Only 
the poorest officers and NCOs served in the 
training base. Hence, even a motivated South 
Vietnamese recruit would soon become disil-
lusioned with the army’s effectiveness. Worse, 
he would not be confident in his training as he 
approached battle. It was not difficult for the 
ARVN to develop an inferiority complex.

Further, ARVN pay was always very poor. And 
perhaps surprisingly for an army operating un-
der U.S. tutelage, the ARVN was ill fed as well. 
Stories abound of families, having lost a bread 
winner, being forced to try to supplement their 
soldiers’ meager rations.

In fact, one wonders while reading this book 
why the ARVN fought at all; and herein lies the 
book’s weakness. It is clear that many ARVN 
units fought hard, and ARVN certainly suffered 
huge casualties. Brigham acknowledges this, 
but has difficulty explaining why. He tries to at-
tribute some ARVN battlefield bravery to the 
fact that the ARVN soldiers saw the army as 
the only choice — albeit a poor one — because 
they had to protect their families in dangerous 
times. This is an interesting theory, but impos-
sible to prove.

Additionally, Brigham tends to idealize the 
communist armies’ practices. I rather doubt that 
they were as good as he makes them out to 
be. I should mention, however, that Brigham 
does not appear to glorify the communists or 
profess support for their cause. One of the 
great strengths of this work is that it avoids the 
political bias so evident in many works con-
cerning the Vietnam War. Brigham tells it as 
straight as he can — this book serves as a great 
case study in how not to build an army, an ex-
tremely valuable today.

WILLIAM R. BETSON
COL, U.S. Army, Retired

Blueprint for Action: A Future Worth 
Creating by Thomas P.M. Barnett, Put-
nam, New York, 2005, 448 pp., $27.95 
(hardcover)

Described as “one of the most important stra-
tegic thinkers of our time,” Thomas Barnett, a 
strategic planner who has written for Esquire, 
Wired, and the Washington Post, has taught 
and advised military and civilian leaders in the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), the 
Joint Staff, Central Command, Special Opera-
tions Command, and Joint Forces Command. 
His work at the U.S. Naval War College and the 
Office of Force Transformation in OSD, under 
the tutelage of Vice Admiral Arthur Cebrowski, 
focused on strategic concepts that link change 
in global security environments to U.S. military 
transformation; hence, his strategic vision, Pen-
tagon’s New Map, went to print. To follow his 
seminal work, Professor Barnett seeks to im-
plement his strategic vision in volume two, 
Blueprint for Action: A Future Worth Creating.

Before getting to the arguments, Professor 
Barnett’s tone needs to be addressed. He 
bounces between a plain-spoken “from my rear 
view mirror” to that of the detached hallways of 
the “ivory towers.” He rapidly shifts between 
mass-market media appeal and academic cre-
dentialing. It is an obvious battle to gain the 
trust of separate audiences.

He begins by examining the debate between 
his largest group of critics, air-power advocates 
of “network-centric warfare” and the advocates 
of grunt-centric “fourth-generation warfare,” and 
his blueprint’s need to maintain both a war-
winning Leviathan force and a nation-building 
SysAdmin force. To look back on volume one, 
the Leviathan force is plainly the “shock-and-
awe” regime toppling forces of OEF and OIF; 
the SysAdmin forces are  post-conflict stabiliza-
tion and reconstruction-focused stability and 
support operators, to include low-intensity con-
flict and small-scale crisis response (what re-
mains in Afghanistan and Iraq).

The end result of this debate for Barnett is the 
necessity for both paradigms to support his two 
force sets to wage war and sustain peace. He 
argues that America will continually engage in 
post-conflict stabilization. To continue — what 
in the mid-1990s Marine General (Retired) An-
thony Zinni predicted — more and more oper-
ations other than war. On this premise, he ar-

gues for a “department of global security” or of 
“everything else” to lead his SysAdmin force to 
a unifying effort countering the friction created 
by globalization’s expansion. The roadblocks to 
implementation are first, the American defense-
industrial base and its political stranglehold 
over Congress. The second roadblock is a re-
sistant army fearing loss of its warfighting ethos. 
Personally, I still labor over his claim that a large 
multinational SysAdmin force operating in OIF 
post-dominate phase would have prevented 
the post-liberation chaos and stymied any in-
surgency. My own experience in Iraq makes me 
lean toward confirming it.

In a chapter dedicated to proving the “func-
tioning core” (the parts of the world whose 
economies are integrated into the global econ-
omy and adhere to globalism’s security rule 
set) is capable of overcoming social, econom-
ic, and political friction generated by the ad-
vance of globalism, Barnett takes aim at critics 
in the “futurist” genre. Maybe its a hit on my ego, 
but summarizing Lieutenant Colonel (Retired) 
Ralph Peters and Robert Kaplan as “Orwell 
aspirants” that make “frightening extrapola-
tions that narrow the mind” is bizarre. Person-
ally, as an avid reader, I place Peter’s assess-
ments in the context that as a (former) military 
intelligence officer, he is tasked to predict most 
dangerous courses of action. These courses of 
action regularly spill over into his writings. Plus, 
Peters and Kaplan are two of few writers/jour-
nalists with the courage to venture outside the 
safety of Baghdad’s “Green Zone.”

Further in the chapter, he expounds a bit on 
the current fad in international relations litera-
ture focused on “resource wars.” I won’t argue 
the contrary to his critique that money and le-
galities will circumvent fights over raw material 
(water, forests, oil). However, I would refresh his 
memory that the casus belli for Desert Storm 
was a claim to oil rights. I would suggest that 
those writers are holdovers still hoping to fill 
the 1990’s foreign policy void, but will not cast 
their lot in resolving the challenges of the Glob-
al War on Terror.

What about security policy vis-à-vis our grow-
ing global competitor China? He advises that 
America spend all its time not with the bank-
rupt old colonial powers of Europe, but with 
that of China, India, Russia, and Brazil. No ar-
gument here; sounds like an argument our 
friend Peters has made.

Professor Barnett believes his vision is for-
ward of his time. He claims that the generation 
of “echo boomers” (Americans born 1980-1995) 
will be the cohort in 2025 to employ his blue-
print. This may be truer than he thinks. The 
echo boomers constitute the bulk of the young 
company-grade officers and junior NCOs that 
are the battle-hardened “strategic corporals” 
of OEF, OIF, and the GWOT. For the echo 
boomers to succeed, he offers an array of char-
acter descriptions of the “host of heroes,” which 
we will encounter as his strategic vision is car-
ried out. Professor Barnett, I will keep my eye 
open for them.

JOHN DeROSA
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