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Abstract
The Vietnam War involved United States combat forces in the 1960’s and 1970’s. Decades later, the world observed the 2008 Georgia — Russia War.

This article examines parallels in military transformation between the U.S. Army post-Vietnam War and Georgian Army at the conclusion of the 2008
Georgia - Russia War. The U.S and Georgian Armies, at the end of their respective wars were clearly institutions in need of tectonic change. This
article starts by providing a brief overview of both wars and conclude with an assessment of parallels in post-war transformation needs.

This article identifies parameters in which the United States Army found itself post-Vietnam War regarding military transformation. After doing so,
juxtaposes this with the Georgian Army post-Georgia-Russia War.

This article identifies overlapping drivers of institutional change from both Wars. This article does this based on analysis and research of other au-
thors, and my own personal experience as a retired senior U.S. Army officer and defense contractor who spent decades in this field.

The process of developing and implementing peacetime military change can take several decades. Therefore, stability in an organization’s mission
and resources can be important (Nielson, 2010, pp. 4).

Through this study, future U.S. efforts in military transformation can be better understood and more effective. Increased effectiveness and understand-
ing directly correlates to a compressed timeframe for military transformation efforts.

Through this article, one can see there are many parallels between the U.S. Army toward the end of the Vietham War and with Georgia at the end of
the 2008 Georgia-Russia War. Just as the U.S. made remarkable strides post-Vietnam, Georgia has made remarkable strides in military transforma-
tion through visionary leadership and abundance of will coupled with limitless intellectual capacity.

Keywords: Vietnam War, Military Transformation, 2008 Russia — Georgia War, Defense Security Cooperation Agency (DSCA), Curriculum
Development (ADDIE), Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), National Training Center (NTC), Former Soviet Union, Soviet Army, Change
Management Strategy, Institutional Change

1 “Ph.D. Candidate, Faculty of Social Sciences, Humanities and Education, International Black Sea University, Tbilisi, Georgia.
E-mail: 20300111@ibsu.edu.ge

34



John BUSHYHEAD

Journal in Humanities; ISSN: 2298-0245; e-ISSN: 2346-8289; Volume 10, Issue 2, 2021

Introduction

Having lived through the U.S. Army military transformation in
the 1970’s and 1980’s as an active duty service member, the
author became acutely aware of the inner machinations, impact
and results of the transformation effort. The author was a direct
benefactor as an infantry officer in the demilitarized zone in
Panmunjom, Korea, in the 1991 Gulf War and in subsequent
conflicts.

Subsequently, the author worked as a military contractor
aiding the military transformation of several former communist
countries including Albania and Georgia. While engaged in
this work, certain parallels between what drove U.S. military
transformation and that of other countries became apparent.

The author found it instructive to address transformation
issues by illustrating parallels between U.S. post-Vietham War
transformations with those of Georgia post-Russia War.

It is not the author’s intent to examine Russia’s role
in either War. Clearly in both wars, Russia was a belligerent,
masquerading as a neutral party while operating largely and
often through proxy. Nor is it my intent to delve deeply into
parameters of the Cold War. It is however, instructive for military
professionals to assess the situation in which the United States
Army found itself post-Vietham War, and juxtapose this with
the Georgian Army (GAF), post-2008 Georgia-Russia War.
Both armies, at the end of their respective wars, were clearly
institutions in need of tectonic change.

Following the Vietnam War, an imperative developed
among U.S. Army leaders in the mid-1970s to ‘save’ an Army that
was recognized to be in crisis (Nielsen, 2010, p. 42). ltis safe to
say that Georgian leaders the author worked with also developed
this imperative following the 2008 War with Russia.

Below the author first presents a brief overview of
the 2008 Georgia — Russia War followed by an equally brief
overview of the U.S. - Vietnam War. The author concludes this
paper with parallels between the two countries’ need for military
transformation.

Moving forward, it is important to understand what we
mean when we use the terms reform, innovate and transform.
Reform means “to improve (someone or something) by removing
or correcting faults, problems, etc.” (merriam-webster.com,
2021). Innovation means “a new idea, device, or method”
(merriam-webster.com, 2021). Transform means “to change in
composition or structure” (merriam-webster.com, 2021).

Post 2008 Russia - Georgia War

Following the 2008 War, the GAF was clearly in distress and suf-
fering from shock from the catastrophic defeat at the paws of the
Russian Bear. As a tiny country with a weak economy, Georgia
had to balance her imperatives between the threat and afford-
ability, which impacted training, manpower, equipment purchas-
es and technology. Having inherited the obsolete Soviet army
system, the war provided impetus for the Georgians to move
forward, faster with more in-depth engagement with their West-
ern advisors, to fundamentally reform. After the war, Georgian
leaders put immediate and intense effort into improving the GAF.
I know this because immediately after the war, senior Georgian
officers, normally reserved, began knocking on my door asking
for immediate help with issues on which they were previously
intransigent.

The GAF was in the midst of a significant transition
in force structure to a more volunteer force. This aspect of
transition is a massive undertaking in personnel management,
training, budget and infrastructure issues. Georgia recognized
new national imperatives, including a more flexible mission-
command system guided by DOTmMLPF-P2. The GAF focused on
their equipment modernization program discerning capabilities,
force structure, cost, training, mission support and sustainment.
DOTmLPF-P later drove the enhancement of a more functional
Georgian TRADOC and Land Forces Command.

Inresearch from Kogan (2013), Even though the GAF has
about 7,000 well-trained personnel with operational experience
in Iraq and Afghanistan, the rest of the military are poorly trained
and educated. In order to overcome these shortfalls, Alasania
said in a recent interview with RIA Novosti that Georgia needs “a
very small but highly mobile army that will be able to stand up to
new threats” such as terrorism and extremism.

Regarding the Georgian performance in the 2008 War
(Hamilton, 2009), highlights that when judging the GAF’s poor
performance, one should consider from where the GAF started.
Additionally, the time and money invested into the GAF are not
conducive to creating a “mature, well-led, and fully combat-
capable army.”

2 DOTMLPE-P stands for:

- Doctrine: the way we fight (e.g., asizing warfare, bined air-g; d igns)

- Organization: how we organize to fight (e.g., divisions, air wings, Marine-Air Ground Task Forces)

- Training: how we prepare to fight tactically (basic training to advanced individual training, unit training, joint exercises,
etc).

- materiel: all the “stuff” necessary to equip our forces that DOES NOT require a new development effort (weapons,
spares, test sets, etc that are “off the shelf” both commercially and within the government)

- Leadership and education: how we prepare our leaders to lead the fight (squad leader to 4-star general/admiral

- professional development)

- Personnel: availability of qualified people for peacetime, wartime, and various contingency operations
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As a contractor training Georgian forces during this
period, we felt the police background of the then Chief of Staff
of the GAF, Major General Zaza Gogava hindered our progress.
With the new post-war Chief of Staff, Major general Vladimer
Chachibaia, a career military officer, the change was palpable
and immediate.

As (Hamilton, 2009) notes the loss of the war to Russia
appears to have been a catalyst for significant personnel change
within the Georgian armed forces. Georgia finally had visionary
leadership recognizing the need for sweeping reforms, which
emphasized the enhancement of professionalism. The Georgians
also focused intensely on standards-based decentralized
training, professional military education including officer and
NCO education systems, personnel management systems that
included centralized assignments and promotions, and individual
and organizational competence.

The post-war Georgian leadership did a much better
job regarding change management. They incorporated the
Champion Concept, though not identified as such, more often
than ever before. They also recognized the dire need to continue
to evolve in their planning and change management strategies.

The Georgians continued to address equipment
issues as according to (Axe, 2020), the Georgians made multi-
billion-dollar equipment upgrades in communications, anti-tank
weaponry and air-defense systems.

In 2008, Georgia had yet to clearly define its defense
structure. A country should build an Army structure based on its
mission, not the other way around. Georgia moved quickly on
this after the war.

The results of the war induced a sense of urgency in the
military leadership to transform, reform and innovate. Down-siz-
ing the officer corps and restructuring the force are examples.

Georgia has made tremendous strides in leaving the old
system in the dust-bin of history. However, getting to the point
the Georgians can operate effectively at the operational and
strategic level including the integration of the interagency effort
needs a lot of work.

In the aftermath of the 2008 Russia — Georgia War,
Russia continued acts of lawlessness according to (Pike, n.d.),
by declaring Abkhazia and South Ossetia independent states
and keeping their military forces in those two districts.

While this article focuses on Georgia, the Russians had
their own issues which also indicated some level of Georgian

success. In research from Pike (n.d.-a), asked whether the
fighting will influence the pace of Russia’s army modernization,
Col. Gen. Anatoly Nogovitsyn, deputy head of the General Staff
said on Thursday, 14 August 2008 that the country would “draw
serious conclusions” from the events.

However, this article is not about Russian reform. The
Georgians were clearly not satisfied with their performance in
the 2008 War. It is clear the Georgians recognized the need to
continue military transformation, innovation and reform and they
did so comprehensively and at a good pace.

Post 1960s -1970 U.S. — Vietnam War

After a decade-long effort in Indochina, the U.S. Army was in dis-
tress and in great need of transformation, reform and innovation:

Intolerably clobbered and buffeted from without and
within by social turbulence, pandemic drug addiction,
race war, sedition, civilian scapegoatise, draftee recal-
citrance and malevolence, barracks theft and common
crime, unsupported in their travail by the general gov-
ernment, in Congress as well as the executive branch,
distrusted, disliked, and often reviled by the public, the
uniformed services today are places of agony for the
loyal, silent professions who doggedly hang on and try
to keep the ship afloat (Heinl, Jr., 1971).

The Vietnam experiences shaped and molded the U.S.
officer and NCO corps: “Although a generation of officers, includ-
ing many of the Army’s future leaders, cut their combat teeth in
Vietnam, many regretted that the Army’s reputation, integrity, and
professionalism had been tainted in the service of a flawed strat-
egy and a dubious ally” (Editors at CMH, 2001).

Army leaders, looking back after the war recognize and
acknowledge the Army as it was then,

“The army in the 1970s was a terrible organization,”
said Conrad Crane, a retired Army officer and chief of
historical services at the Army Heritage and Education
Center. Within a decade the U.S. military had solved
most of its problems and was on its way to today’s vol-
unteer force (Michaels, 2013).

The U.S. Army’s failures in Vietnam laid the ground-
work, for generations to come, for study and analysis. Leaders
looked at the picture and did not like what they saw. The Army
was humbled and its members bitter. Accordingly, the War has
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been analyzed for strategic and tactical shortcomings (Editors at
CMH, 2001). The failure was unacceptable but issues leading to
that failure took time to fix. It took proud and dedicated profes-
sionals who knew what needed to be fixed and stuck around to
fix it. We questioned how we fought and how we should fight.
Vietnam was an excellent doctrinal proving ground for combined
arms warfare in addition to insurgency operations in that we com-
bined the use of armor and artillery with airmobile forces. As
posited by (Editors at CMH, 2001), helicopters were still expect-
ed to move forces from one sector of the battlefield to another, to
carry out reconnaissance and surveillance, to provide aerial fire
support, and to serve as antitank weapons systems.

These questions ultimately led to new Army doctrine
such as a new doctrine for battlefield action, published as Field
Manual 100-5 Operations in 1976. The questions also led to a
new National Training Center and the standing up of the U.S.
Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC).

Like the Army of the Vietnam era, the postwar Army
continued a common hallmark of the American military tradition
by emphasizing technology and firepower over manpower
(Editors at CMH, 2001).

In research from History.com Editors (2021),

The conflict was intensified by the ongoing Cold War
between the United States and the Soviet Union. More
than 3 million people (including over 58,000 Americans)
were killed in the Vietnam War, and more than half of
the dead were Vietnamese civilians.

By the 1980s the army dismissed many of the problem
soldiers within its ranks and began to instill discipline and
revamped training. Under President Reagan resources started
pouring into the military. The draft had ended. It took nearly a
decade to rebuild the military (Michaels, 2013).

As with the Georgians performance in the 2008 War,
the Americans were clearly not satisfied with their performance
in Vietnam.

Vietnam — Georgia Post-War
Military Transformation Parallels

Evidence is quite clear that following both wars, military leaders
from both the Georgian and U.S. Armies stressed the imperative
to ‘save’ an Army that was recognized to be in crisis.

The challenge for Georgia’s Army at the end of the 2008
War with Russia held many similarities to the U.S. Army at the end

of the Vietnam War. Both armies, at the end of their respective
wars, were institutions in need of serious transformation,
reformation and innovation.

In both wars, Russia was a belligerent, masquerading
as a neutral party while operating largely and often through
proxy. It was not the author’s intent to fully examine Russia’s role
in the U.S. - Vietham War or 2008 Georgian - Russian War. It
is however, instructive for military professionals and diplomats
to assess the situation the United States Army found itself in
post-Vietham War, and juxtapose this with the GAF, post-2008
Georgia - Russia War.

Command issues plagued both armies at every level

In Vietnam, too often, commanders were flying in
helicopters over their troops on the ground separating them not
just physically but psychologically. Additionally, according to
(Editors at CMH, 2001), Westmoreland never achieved unity of
command.

of war.

Georgia was not immune from command issues either:

The General Staff, instead of operating out of a
command center where it could be kept apprised of the
conduct of the battle and keep the civilian leadership
advised of the conduct of the battle, as well as the
civilian leaders of the Ministry of Defense, decamped
to an artillery unit headquarters near Tskhinvali and
remained there throughout the conflict, often ignorant
of the actual situation on the ground, and therefore
unable to muster the necessary forces to halt or delay
the invasion. Likewise, senior civilian leadership of
the Georgian government, including civilian Deputy
Ministers of Defense and the Secretary of the National
Security Council, wandered into the battle area instead
of remaining in a national command center where they
could have affected the battle (Littell, 2008, as cited in
Mangum, 2020).

Lack of experience plagued command behavior also. In
research from Mangum (2020),

Deputy Ministers of Defense who had no military background,
went onto the battlefield and began issuing, often conflicting,
orders to military units. Clearly civil-military relations were turned
upside down.

Just as the U.S. Army worked on finding balance in
imperatives post-Vietnam, Georgia worked on finding balance in
imperatives.
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All militaries must strike a balance between varieties of
imperatives. These include perceived security threats
facing the nation, the state of the national economy,
the available funding for training, operations and
modernization, the available manpower, the state of
operational and combat readiness, and the capabilities
and limitations of the available technology. Brown, W.
(2014, July 29). [Personal interview].

As with the U.S. Army at the end of the Vietham War;
Georgia needed to respond to new national imperatives and to a
more flexible mission-command system. This included “doctrine,
organization, training, materiel, leadership/education, personnel
management, infrastructure/installations, as well as the full
scope of national and organizational military policy” DOTmLPF-
P3 (DAU, nd, p.1).

The U.S. Army developed and defined DOTmLPF-P
to delineate and designate specific, assigned, organizational
and functional responsibilities within the service to serve as the
formula driving Army reform. Georgia used this formula in an
increasingly effective manner after the 2008 war.

Post-war, both armies needed visionary leadership
recognizing the need for sweeping reforms, which emphasized
the enhancement of professionalism. General William Childs
Westmoreland was the Chief of Staff (CSA) of the U.S. Army
1968 to 1972. The focus of Westmoreland’s reforms was what
he termed “professionalism,” which he said involved “training,
education, and individual and organizational competence”
(Westmoreland, 1977, as cited in Nielson, 2010).

The 2008 War appears to have been a catalyst for
significant personnel change within the Georgian armed forces
which ushered in a visionary leader.

Georgia invested intensive effort and resources in a
campaign to enhance professionalization of the GAF.

In the 70’s, the U.S. Army was in the midst of a
significant transition in force structure. This included a move to

3 DOTMLPF-P stands for:

- Doctrine: the way we fight (e.g., emphasizing warfare, combined air-ground campaigns)

- Organization: how we organize to fight (e.g., divisions, air wings, Marine-Air Ground Task Forces)

- Training: how we prepare to fight tactically (basic training to advanced individual training, unit training, joint exercises,
ete).

- materiel: all the “stuff”” necessary to equip our forces that DOES NOT require a new development effort (weapons,
spares, test sets, etc that are “off the shelf” both commercially and within the government)

- Leadership and education: how we prepare our leaders to lead the fight (squad leader to 4-star general/admiral

- professional development)

- Personnel: availability of qualified people for peacetime, wartime, and various contingency operations

an all-volunteer force. In 2008, the GAF was transitioning from a
conscription-based military to a more volunteer force. This aspect
of transition alone, for both armies, is a massive undertaking in,
for example, personnel management, training and infrastructure
issues.

At the time of their respective wars, both the U.S.
and Georgian Armies were also missing strategies to combat
resistance to change. Every large organization inherently resists
change. Georgia and the U.S. Army had to take on this challenge
at the end of their respective wars. Both armies lacked a “Plan-
the-(Transformation)-Plan” and “Find the Champion Change
Management Strategy”. General William Eugene DePuy was
the Commander of the newly created TRADOC and had the
overall responsibility of defining necessary reforms transforming
Army training throughout the force. To identify and manage the
change, DePuy used an effective approach.

General DePuy used a small, trusted team
in which all activities were on “close-hold”. None of
the results of the work was publicized or allowed to be
disseminated without permission. The team of expert
planners developed DePuy’s Change Management
Strategy starting with a detailed mission analysis through
an orderly and honest appraisal of the problems. Brown,
W. (2014, July 29). [Personal interview].

General DePuy incorporated the “Champion
Concept”into his plans, in which a very senior officer with
influence within the military, and amenable to reform,
was identified and assigned the role of senior advocate.
As various obstacles to reform were identified, the
“Champion” informed other senior reform supporters
about the logic driving the plans, and actively solicited
their support of that plan. Brown, W. (2014, July 29).
[Personal interview].

The post-war Georgian leadership incorporated the
Champion Concept, though not identified by name as such, more
often than ever before. They also recognized the dire need to
continue to evolve in their planning and change management
strategies. The Georgians also focused intensely on training,
education, and individual and organizational competence.

Westmoreland put reforms in place which included:

“...decentralizing training and making improvements
in training techniques; putting into place the Officer
Personnel Management System (OPMS); centralizing
enlisted assignments and promotions at the grade of
E-5 (Sergeant) and above; making minor improvements
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to the Officer Education System (OES); and, most
importantly, establishing the Non-commissioned Officer
Education System (NCOES).” (Nielsen, 2010, p. 38)

The GAF also intensified its efforts in these areas. It
wrote applicable guiding documents, stood up a Simulations
Training Center and enhanced their TRADOC in Training,
Professional Military Education (PME) and Doctrine. In PME it
began a Command and General Staff College (CGSC)*.

Both militaries were hindered by a lack of a whole of
government or unified interagency approach and both took steps
to ameliorate this issue through supporting doctrine and buy-in at
the highest levels of government.

Awell-developed joint inter-agency operations capability
is critical for effectively waging counter-insurgency warfare, well
versed in asymmetric and guerrilla warfare or in high-technology
postmodern warfare (Pallin & Westerlund, 2009).

At the time of the 2008 War, as a military advisor in
Georgia, | did not observe interagency interest in participation,
planning or training. Therefore, aside from anecdotal evidence,
Georgia did not develop, or integrate interagency aspects into
their exercises, planning or training. Again, there was no com-
mand and general staff college educating and developing GAF
officers, and interagency representatives regarding full spectrum
joint, interagency and multinational operations.

In research from Mangum (2020), The major national
and international event in modern Georgian history tested the
viability of civil-military relations in Georgia as well as the mettle
of the Georgian Armed Forces, and both were found wanting.
As mentioned above, “retreating Georgian forces left tens of
thousands of civilians behind who faced retribution at the hands
of South Ossetian militias” (Watson, 2008).
plan was in place to address this contingency including critical
interagency aspects. Today, U.S. and Georgian education and
exercises address the interagency aspect of operations.

No coordinated

Following their respective wars, both countries began
an equipment enhancement program. Chief of Staff of the Army
General Creighton Williams Abrams Jr.,

“focused Army modernization on the “Big Five” weap-
on systems. The “Big Five” were the M1 Abrams Tank,
the Bradley Fighting Vehicle, the Apache Helicopter,
the Blackhawk Helicopter, and the Patriot Air Defense

4 Educates and develops leaders for full spectrum joint, interagency and multinational operations; acts
as lead agent for the Army’s leader development program; and advances the art and science of the profession of arms in

support of Army operational requirements.

Missile. In an era of very constrained resources, this
is perhaps best understood as an effort to focus limit-
ed research and development dollars on key systems.
When resources became available in the 1980s, these
programs then provided the focus for expanded pro-
curement” (Nielsen, 2010, p. 40).

While Georgia made major equipment upgrade invest-
ments also, in communications, radars, anti-tank and air-defense
systems (Axe, 2020).

The GAF focused on their equipment modernization
program discerning capabilities, force structure, cost, training,
mission support and sustainment. This focus included Cyber
Operations.

Cyber did not exist during the Vietham War however,
Information Operations did. So post-Vietnam, it is fair to say that
the U.S. had to develop its Cyber capabilities and continue to
enhance its information operations. The U.S. lost the messaging
war in Information Operations through the atrocities committed
by U.S. troops and the practice of burning villages. Georgians
had nascent cyber capabilities but could not execute effectively.

Accordingly, both post-war armies had to develop their
most effective cyberspace tactics, techniques and procedures
(TTPs).

Neither Army at this time had an effective, efficient
organization for defining, developing and refining doctrine such
as a Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC). Georgia had
Training and Military Education Command (TMEC), as their
version of TRADOC, but the ‘D’ for doctrine was conspicuously
missing along with many other TRADOC functions present in
form and not substance.

Missing a functional TRADOC, both armies lacked
the institutional means to conceptualize and implement
meaningful concepts and policies. This included operational and
management concepts needed for efficient mission planning and
control.

To that point, in research from Gross and

Phonexayphova (2019),

Rather than focusing on the purchase and
deployment of weapons and equipment, the United
States must also acknowledge that Georgia does not
have “the doctrinal and institutional foundations of
a modern military force.” Building a framework of a
self-sufficient modern force requires tailored solutions
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that do not ignore categorical problems in the nation’s
defense capacity.

While in both armies, there were only nascent systems
of doctrine development in place:

Military reform is about more than changing doctrine.
To implement its doctrine, an organization must have
appropriate training practices, personnel policies,
organizations, equipment, and leader development
programs. Therefore, attempts to implement a
comprehensive reform agenda must be supported
by critical analytical work which logically relates
developments in each of these areas. (Nielson, 2010,

pp. Vii).

The U.S. Army was transitioning to the Airland Battle
Doctrine and Georgia was in the midst of determining her
doctrinal foundation.

Doctrine, in large part, covers how an army trains, fights
and functions. Without it, one must ask how an army is training,
fighting and functioning. Georgia was using doctrine from too
many countries which complicated their doctrine development
and force structure.

In the U.S. Army, the afore-mentioned DOTmLPF-P
drove the creation of TRADOC and U.S. Forces Command
(FORSCOM).

Both post-war armies were struggling with the

assignment of organizational responsibilities:

“The implementation of comprehensive change requires
an organizational entity with broad authority able to
craft, evaluate, and execute an integrated program of
reforms. In the case of the U.S. Army in the 1970s and
1980s, this organization was the U.S. Army Training and
Doctrine Command (TRADOC)” (Nielson, 2010, pp. vii).

In Georgia, the use of DOTmLPF-P drove the
enhancement of a more functional Georgian TRADOC and Land
Forces Command and helped identify and assign organizational
responsibilities.

For the U.S., the creation of a functional TRADOC
gave one command (and its four-star commander) unified
responsibility for training, teaching, and developing the Army
in terms of equipment, doctrine, and force structure” (Nielsen,
2010, p. 40).

Concurrently, United States Army Forces Command

could focus on warfighting, while TRADOC was able to ensure
that changes in personnel policies, organizations, doctrine,
training practices, and equipment were integrated and mutually
reinforcing. (Nielsen, 2010, p. vii)

As with Georgia’s continual enhancement of TMEC
and Land Forces Command, the U.S. TRADOC and FORSCOM
organizations served to enhance preparation, training and
employment of forces. As stated, both Georgia and the U.S.
needed new doctrine, and both moved ahead rapidly with this
effort:

TRADOC also developed a new doctrine for battlefield
action, published as Field Manual 100-5 Operations in
1976. The manual put a premium on realistic, intense
combined arms training to enable the Army to win
its “first battle of the next war” against numerically
unfavorable odds (Chapman, 1993).

Accordingly, NATO or US training assistance had limited
effect as Georgia was missing institutions with certain capabilities.
Capabilities such as what Gross and Phonexayphova (2019) refer
to as, “self-supporting training capacity to prepare and sustain
resilient, capable tactical combat units for territorial defense.”

During their respective wars, both the U.S. and Georgian
Armies lacked senior leadership emphasis on improvement
and development of “prescribed policies, procedures and
responsibilities for developing, managing and conducting training,
education and leader development” (U.S. Army TRADOC, 2017,
p.1); and the critical linkage to personnel management needed to
support force readiness.

In other words, both armies were missing a key
mechanism for institutionalization of military transformation
concepts, efforts and products. Depuy fixed this by introducing
Army Regulation (AR) 350-1, which required initiating action
to improve and integrate all critical relevant defense activities.
AR 350-1 (2017) “...prescribes policies, procedures, and
responsibilities for developing, managing, and conducting Army
training and leader development” (p.1). Post-2008 war, the
Georgians identified the need for their version of AR 350-1 and
eventually created it.

Missing AR 350-1, both armies were therefore lacking
the driving mechanism for development of subordinate policies
and documents, which provide the “how to” in all the areas.
Areas such as institutionalizing and standardizing policies and
detailed methodology needed by American and Georgian soldiers
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responsible in the development of instructional system curricula
and evaluation. Accordingly, both armies were missing the driving
instrument for directing a proper effective curricula development
system, schooling and promotion sequence process in addition
to the afore mentioned ‘legitimate’ doctrine development process.

As a result of these missing instruments in both the U.S.
and Georgian Armies’ lessons learned and doctrine development
were not stressed; and training was neither focused on the
wartime mission nor was it standardized.

Additionally, both armies were more focused on training
to time and not to standards. Planning calendars were in disarray
and effective long-term planning was practically non-existent.
Leader development and personnel management was lacking. In
both armies, trainers would conduct effective and quality training,
which had little residual effect, and provided little redundant
capability, as training was not institutionalized (Examples:
Training Management, Squad Lanes, MDMPS® Training, ISAF®).

So, AR 350-1 was a critical piece for fast and continuous
improvement in individual and collective training, officer and
NCO training and education, etc. and provided the “how to” in
all the areas.

Accordingly, both Georgia and the U.S. only had a
nascent National Training Center and integrated Training and
Evaluation Program (ARTEP).

These changes cannot happen overnight. The process
of developing and implementing peacetime military changes can
take several decades. Therefore, stability in an organization’s
mission and resources can be important (Nielson, 2010, p. 4).

As a newly independent state, Georgia required
“Defense modernization meeting mission requirements via a
functional effective program in terms of effort and resources,
leading to a blended effort of all required functional areas”
Brown, W. (2014, July 29). [Personal interview]. As an army
in distress post-Vietnam, the U.S. Army needed the same.

5 Military Decision-Making Process.

6 International Security Assistance Force.

Conclusion

So, one can see there are many parallels between the U.S. Army
toward the end of the Vietham War, and Georgia at the end of the
2008 Georgia-Russia War.

The U.S. Army made remarkable strides: It recovered
from the Vietnam War, transitioned to an all-volunteer personnel
model, and refocused on a potential future war against a very
capable adversary in Europe (Nielson, 2010, pp. vii).

Just as the U.S. made remarkable strides, Georgia
made and continues to make remarkable strides in military
transformation through visionary leadership, a warrior culture
and no-shortage of intellectual capacity. In summation, well
into the 1980s the United States was trying to rebuild its military
from the devastating effects of the decade-long War in Vietnam.
These things do not happen over-night. Georgia found itself in
the same position and is making tremendous progress.

References

Abkhaz World. (n.d.). Origins and Evolutions of the Georgian-
Abkhaz Conflict, by Stephen D. Shenfield. Abkhaz World | History,
Culture & Politics of Abkhazia. Retrieved December 7, 2021, from
https://www.abkhazworld.com/aw/abkhazia/conflict/31-origins-
and-evolutions-of-the-georgian-abkhaz-conflict

Amadeo, K. (2020). How the Vietnam War Affects You Today.
The Balance. Retrieved November 22, 2021, from https://www.
thebalance.com/vietnam-war-facts-definition-costs-and-time-
line-4154921

April 9 tragedy. (2021). In Wikipedia. https://en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/April_9_tragedy#/media/File:April9victims.jpg

Arnoldy, B. (2008). Cyberspace: new frontier in conflicts.
The Christian Science Monitor. Retrieved January
31, 2022, from https://www.csmonitor.com/USA/
Military/2008/0813/p01s05-usmi.html

Axe, D. (2020). In 2008, Georgia’s Missile Crews
Bloodied the Russian Air Force—Now They’re Get-

41



Parallels of U.S. Post-Vietnam Military Transformation And Georgia’s Post-2008 War with Russia

Journal in Humanities; ISSN: 2298-0245; e-ISSN: 2346-8289; Volume 10, Issue 2, 2021

ting Ready To Do It Again. Forbes. Retrieved January 29,
2022, from https://www.forbes.com/sites/davidaxe/2020/09/14/
in-2008-georgias-missile-crews-bloodied-the-russian-air-force-
now-theyre-getting-ready-to-do-it-again/?sh=2951d6872f77

Barabanov, M. S., Lavroyv, A. V., & Tseluiko, V. A. (2010). The
Tanks of August. Centre for Analysis of Strategies and Technol-
ogies.

Bartles, C. K., & Grau, L. W. (2017, August). The Russian Way
of War. Foreign Military Studies Office. https://www.armyupress.
army.mil/Portals/7/Hot%20Spots/Documents/Russia/2017-07-
The-Russian-Way-of-War-Grau-Bartles.pdf

Baum, R. (2021). How Vietnam Became a Part of the Sino-Sovi-
et Tussle for Communist Dominance. The Great Courses Daily.
Retrieved December 11, 2021, from https://www.thegreatcours-
esdaily.com/how-vietnam-became-a-part-of-the-sino-soviet-tus-
sle-for-communist-dominance/

Bumgarner, J., Borg, S. (2008). The US-CCU Report on the
Georgian Cyber Campaign. US Cyber Consequences Unit.
http://www.registan.net/wp-content/uploads/2009/08/US-CCU-
Georgia-Cyber-Campaign-Overview.pdf

BBC Bitesize. (n.d.-a). The Cold War - National 5 History Revi-
sion. Retrieved November 22, 2021, from https://www.bbc.co.uk/
bitesize/topics/zvqj6sg

Ben, B. (2021). Russia’s triple strategy of proxy war used against
Georgia in 1920 and now. Euromaidan Press. Retrieved De-
cember 9, 2021, from http://euromaidanpress.com/2021/04/09/
proxy-war-by-russia-against-georgia-ukraine/

Bgazhba, Oleg (1998), History: first-18th centuries, in George
Hewitt (ed.)(1998), The Abkhazians: A Handbook (New York: St.
Martin’s Press, chapter 4)

Borgen, C. & Global Europe Program. (2008, June 13). 350. Is
Kosovo a Precedent? Secession, Self-Determination and Con-
flict Resolution. Wilson Center. Retrieved December 10, 2021,
from https://www.wilsoncenter.org/publication/350-kosovo-prec-
edent-secession-self-determination-and-conflict-resolution

Borisov, T. Boi viemnuiu’ [Battle in the dark]. Rossiiskaia Gazeta,
27 August 2008. http://www.rg.ru/2008/08/27/a255325.html. (Ac-
cessed 14 October 2008)

Boston.com Editors. (2008). War in South Ossetia. Boston.Com.
Retrieved December 20, 2021, from http://archive.boston.com/
bigpicture/2008/08/war_in_south_ossetia.html

Britannica, T. Editors of Encyclopaedia (2020). Viet Minh. Ency-
clopedia Britannica. https://www.britannica.com/topic/Viet-Minh

Central Intelligence Agency. (2021). Georgia. In The world fact-
book. Retrieved from https://www.cia.gov/the-world-factbook/
countries/georgia/

Brown, Wayne., Colonel, United States Army (Retired).

Chapple, A. (2017). The War For Abkhazia: 25 Years Later. Ra-
dioFreeEurope/RadioLiberty. Retrieved December 20, 2021,
from https://www.rferl.org/a/twenty-five-years-on-from-the-start-
of-the-abkhaz-war/28690617.html

Chirikba, Vjacheslav (1998), Origin of the Abkhazian people, in
George Hewitt (ed.) (1998), The Abkhazians: A Handbook (New
York: St. Martin’s Press, chapter 2)

Communistcrimes.org. (n.d.). Vietnam. Vietnam | Communist
Crimes. Retrieved December 11, 2021, from https://communist-
crimes.org/en/countries/vietnam

42



John BUSHYHEAD

Journal in Humanities; ISSN: 2298-0245; e-ISSN: 2346-8289; Volume 10, Issue 2, 2021

Coppieters, B., Vrije Universiteit Brussel. Centrum voor Politicol-
ogie, & Université libre de Bruxelles. Centre CRITEME. (1996).
Contested Borders in the Caucasus. VUBPRESS.

Coppieters, B. (2012). Conflict resolution after the 2008 Geor-
gia-Russia War: the Taiwan and Kosovo models as tools for
mobilization and comparison. Taylor & Francis. Retrieved
November 23, 2021, from https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/
abs/10.1080/00905992.2012.705267?journalCode=cnap20

Daddis, G. A. (2015). The Vietnam War and American Mil-
itary Strategy, 1965a “1973. Oxford Research Encyclope-
dia of American History. Retrieved November 22, 2021, from
https://oxfordre.com/americanhistory/view/10.1093/acre-
fore/9780199329175.001.0001/acrefore-9780199329175-e-239

DeKraker, A., Hinen, C., Latauro, B., & Barense, P. (2021). The
Russo-Georgian War: Russian Influence | Small Wars Journal.
Small Wars Journal. Retrieved January 29, 2022, from https:/
smallwarsjournal.com/jrnl/art/russo-georgian-war-russian-influ-
ence

Detsch, J. (2020). 12 Years After Russian Invasion, Georgia Sees
No End in Sight. Foreign Policy. Retrieved December 20, 2021,
from https://foreignpolicy.com/2020/08/10/russia-invasion-geor-
gia-12-years-no-end-ambassador-david-bakradze-interview/

Editors at CMH. (2001). CHAPTER 28: The U.S. Army in Viet-
nam. CENTER OF MILITARY HISTORY. Retrieved December
21, 2021, from https://history.army.mil/books/AMH/AMH-28.htm

Editors at Encyclopedia.com. (n.d.). The American Soldier in
Vietnam | Encyclopedia.com. Encyclopedia.Com. Retrieved De-
cember 21, 2021, from https://www.encyclopedia.com/history/
encyclopedias-almanacs-transcripts-and-maps/american-sol-
dier-vietham

European Tribune. (2008). Why is the “West” so bad at strategy?
https://www.eurotrib.com/story/2008/8/21/95553/5042

Evans, R. (2018). Russian Performance in the Russo-Geor-
gian War Revisited. War on the Rocks. Retrieved January 31,
2022, from https://warontherocks.com/2018/09/russian-perfor-
mance-in-the-russo-georgian-war-revisited/

Georgia (country). (2021). In Wikipedia. https://en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/Georgia_(country).

Government of Georgia. (2014). Government of Georgia — Ab-
khazia. Retrieved November 22, 2021, from http://gov.ge/index.
php?lang_id=ENG&sec_id=221

Government of Georgia. (2014). Government of Georgia — Tskh-
invali region. Retrieved November 22, 2021, from http://gov.ge/
index.php?lang_id=ENG&sec_id=222

Goryashko, S. (2018). South Ossetia: Russia pushes roots deep-
er into Georgian land. BBC.Com. Retrieved December 9, 2021,
from https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-45100160

Gross, S., & Phonexayphova, L. (2019). Joint, Interagency,
and Tailored: Getting Security Force Assistance Right in Geor-
gia. Modern War Institute. Retrieved February 1, 2022, from
https://mwi.usma.edu/joint-interagency-tailored-getting-securi-
ty-force-assistance-right-georgia/

Hamilton, R. E. (2009). Georgian Military Reform. Center for
Strategic and International Studies. Retrieved February 9, 2022,
from https://www.csis.org/analysis/georgian-military-reform

Heinl, Jr., R. D. (1971). The Collapse Of The Armed Forces.
Armed Forces Journal, June. https://msuweb.montclair.edu/~fur-
rg/Vietnam/heinl.html

History.com Editors. (2021). Vietnam War. HISTORY. Retrieved
November 22, 2021, from https://www.history.com/topics/viet-
nam-war/viethnam-war-history

43



Parallels of U.S. Post-Vietnam Military Transformation And Georgia’s Post-2008 War with Russia

Journal in Humanities; ISSN: 2298-0245; e-ISSN: 2346-8289; Volume 10, Issue 2, 2021

Holcomb, F. & Institute for the Study of War. (2016, April). RUSSIA
IN EUROPE: APRIL 30, 2016. UnderstandingWar.org. https://un-
derstandingwar.org/backgrounder/russia-europe-april-30-2016

Hollis, D. (2011). Cyberwar Case Study: Georgia 2008 |
Small Wars Journal. Small Wars Journal. Retrieved January
29, 2022, from https://smallwarsjournal.com/jrnl/art/cyber-
war-case-study-georgia-2008

Howell, P. V. (2009). Unraveling CORDS: Lessons Learned from
a Joint Inter-Agency Task Force (JIATF) (Monograph Thesis).
School ofAdvanced Military Studies (SAMS). https://apps.dtic.
mil/sti/citations/ADA505112

Israelsen, J. (2018). 43 Essential Facts about the Vietham War.
Factretriever.Com. Retrieved November 22, 2021, from https://
www.factretriever.com/vietnam-war-facts

Kamienski, L. (2016). During the Vietnam War, the U.S. Army
Used Drugs to Build Super Soldiers. The Atlantic. Retrieved De-
cember 21, 2021, from https://www.theatlantic.com/health/ar-
chive/2016/04/the-drugs-that-built-a-super-soldier/477183/

Khan, S. (2010). The Vietnam War. KhanAcademy.Org. https://
www.khanacademy.org/humanities/us-history/postware-
ra/1960s-america/a/the-vietham-war

Khramchikhin, A. ‘Uroki ratnykh uspekhov i neudach’ [Lessons
from successes and failures]. Nezavisimoe voennoe obozrenie,
22 August 2008. http://nvo.ng.ru/wars/2008-08-22/1_uroki.html.
(Accessed 22 August 2008)

Klein, M. November 2008. “Military implications of Georgia war:
Russian Armed Forces in need of reform”. In The Caucasus Cri-
sis: International Perceptions and Policy Implications for Ger-
many and Europe, Edited by: Schréder, Hans-Henning. 12—18.
Berlin: SWP Research Paper, RP 9.

Kogan, E. (2013). Georgia’s Armed Forces: Army of the All or
Army of the Few? | Asian Current Events. Ihavenet.Com. Re-
trieved February 1, 2022, from https://www.ihavenet.com/
Asia/Georgia_Armed-Forces-Army-of-the-All-or-Army-of-the-
Few_2013-04-0303.html

Lauterpacht, H. (2012). Recognition in International Law. Cam-
bridge University Press. p. 419. ISBN 9781107609433.

Liklikadze, K. (2008). Lessons and Losses of Georgia’'s Five-
Day War with Russia, Eurasia Daily Monitor 5, no. 185 Retrieved
January 7, 2009, from http://www.jamestown.org/single/?no_
cache=1&tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=33974

Llewellyn, J., Southey, J., & Thompson, S. (2019). Chinese and
Soviet involvement in Vietnam. Alpha History. Retrieved De-
cember 11, 2021, from https://alphahistory.com/vietnamwar/chi-
nese-and-soviet-involvement/

Littell, J. (2021). Carnet de route en Géorgie, par Jonathan Littell.
Le Monde.fr. Retrieved February 11, 2022, from https://www.le-
monde.fr/europe/article/2008/10/03/carnet-de-route-en-georgie-
par-jonathan-littell_1102090_3214.html

Maisaia, V. (2016). Territorial Defence Forces Operations In Ac-
tions. Georgian and Ossetian Territorial Defence Forces Combat
Strategies Analyses in Russia-Georgia 2008 August War: Com-
parative Study. Strona. 2(7), 249-269.

Mangum, R. (2020). The Development of Civil-Military Relations
and National Security Decision-making Capability in Georgia:
Authoritarian transition or State Capture? llia State University.
https://apus.academia.edu/RMangum

McDermott, R. N. (2008). Russia’s ‘Lessons’ From Georgia War:
Impact On Military Reform Plans. The Central Asian Caucus An-
alyst. Retrieved December 21, 2021, from https://www.caciana-
lyst.org/publications/analytical-articles/item/11732-analytical-ar-
ticles-caci-analyst-2008-11-12-art-11732.html

44



John BUSHYHEAD

Journal in Humanities; ISSN: 2298-0245; e-ISSN: 2346-8289; Volume 10, Issue 2, 2021

McNamara, R. (2020). Why Did the U.S. Enter the Vietnam War?
ThoughtCo. Retrieved December 11, 2021, from https://www.
thoughtco.com/why-did-us-enter-vietham-war-195158

Merriam-Webster. (n.d.). Transform. In Merriam-Webster (Mer-
riam-Webster.com Dictionary ed.). Retrieved February 2, 2021,
from https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/transform

Merriam-Webster. (n.d.). Reform. In Merriam-Webster (Merri-
am-Webster.com Dictionary ed.). Retrieved February 2, 2021,
from https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/reform

Merriam-Webster. (n.d.). Innovate. In Merriam-Webster (Merri-
am-Webster.com Dictionary ed.). Retrieved February 2, 2021,
from https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/innovate

Michaels, J. U. T. (2013). USA TODAY. USATODAY. Retrieved
December 21, 2021, from https://eu.usatoday.com/story/na-
tion/2013/07/03/afghanistan-advisers-george-lepre-haynes-viet-
nam-conrad-crane/2484665/

Mizokami, K. (2020). Like The U.S. Army, The M16 Rifle Found
Big Trouble In Vietham. The National Interest. Retrieved Decem-
ber 21, 2021, from https://nationalinterest.org/blog/reboot/us-ar-
my-m16-rifle-found-big-trouble-vietham-167150

Myers, S. L. (2008). White House Unveils $1 Billion Georgia Aid
Plan. The New York Times. Retrieved February 11, 2022, from
https://www.nytimes.com/2008/09/04/world/europe/04cheney.
html?mcubz=3

Natoli, K. (2010). Weaponizing Nationality: An Analysis Of Rus-
sia’s Passport Policy In Georgia. Boston University’s Internation-
al Law Journal, 28, 389-417. https://www.bu.edu/ilj/

National Archives and Records Administration. (2021). U.S.
F-105 aircraft dropping bombs. [Image]. Wikipedia. https://
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States_in_the_Vietnam_War

NBC Universal. (2005). Putin: Soviet collapse a “genuine trag-
edy.” NBC News. Retrieved December 23, 2021, from https://
www.nbcnews.com/id/wbna7632057

Nielsen, S. (2010). An Army Transformed: The U.S. Army’s
Post-VietNam Recovery and The Dynamics of Change in Military
Organizations. The Letort Papers. Published. https://ssi.army-
warcollege.edu/2010/pubs/an-army-transformed-the-u-s-armys-
post-VietNam-recovery-and-the-dynamics-of-change-in-military-
organizations/

Oliker, O. (2008). Kosovo and South Ossetia More Different
Than Similar. The Rand Blog. Retrieved December 10, 2021,
from https://www.rand.org/blog/2008/08/kosovo-and-south-os-
setia-more-different-than-similar.html

Oltsik, J. (2009). Russian Cyber Attack on Georgia: Lessons
Learned? CSO Online. Retrieved January 31, 2022, from https://
www.csoonline.com/article/2236816/russian-cyber-attack-on-
georgia---lessons-learned-.html

Pandora, M. (2019). What are the main factor that caused the
Vietnam War? Vietnam Embassy in Pyongyang, North Korea.
Retrieved November 22, 2021, from https://viethamembas-
sy-pyongyang.org/what-caused-the-vietham-war/

Phillips, D. L. (2014). Crimea Is Not Kosovo. HuffPost. Retrieved
December 10, 2021, from https://www.huffpost.com/entry/
crimea-is-not-kosovo_b_ 4936365

Pike, J. (n.d.). Soviet Aid to North Vietnam. GlobalSecurity.Org.
Retrieved December 11, 2021, from https://www.globalsecurity.
org/military/world/vietnam/hist-2nd-indochina-ussr.htm

45



Parallels of U.S. Post-Vietnam Military Transformation And Georgia’s Post-2008 War with Russia

Journal in Humanities; ISSN: 2298-0245; e-ISSN: 2346-8289; Volume 10, Issue 2, 2021

Pike, G. S. (n.d.-a). Georgia 2008 Path To War. GlobalSecurity.
Org. Retrieved December 21, 2021, from https://www.globalse-
curity.org/military/world/war/georgia-2008-1.htm

Pike, G. S. (2008). Georgia September 2008 Daily Chronology.
GlobalSecurity.Org. Retrieved January 29, 2022, from https://
www.globalsecurity.org/military//world//war/georgia-2008-3.htm

Pike, G. S. (n.d.). Georgia Army. GlobalSecurity.Org. Retrieved
December 20, 2021, from https://www.globalsecurity.org/military/
world/georgia/army.htm

Pike, J. (n.d.). War in Georgia. Retrieved November 23, 2021,
from https://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/war/georgia.
htm

Pike, G. S. (n.d.). South Ossetia. GlobalSecurity.Org. Retrieved
December 9, 2021, from https://www.globalsecurity.org/military/
world/war/south-ossetia-7.htm

Pruitt, S. (2018). How a Five-Day War With Georgia Allowed Rus-
sia to Reassert Its Military Might. HISTORY. Retrieved Decem-
ber 20, 2021, from https://www.history.com/news/russia-geor-
gia-war-military-nato

Ojo, P. (2018). Russian Invasion of Georgia: The South Ossetia
Conflict. WAR HISTORY ONLINE. Retrieved December 9, 2021,
from https://www.warhistoryonline.com/instant-articles/south-os-
setia-incident.html

Rohn, A. (2016). What was U.S. involvement in Vietham War?
The Vietham War.
nam-war/

https://thevietnamwar.info/american-viet-

Savka, O. (2005). The USSR was actively involved in the war in
Vietnam 30 years ago. PravdaReport. Retrieved December 11,
2021, from https://english.pravda.ru/history/8162-vietham/

Seskuria, N. (2021). Russia’s “Hybrid Aggression” against Geor-
gia: The Use of Local and. Center for Strategic and International
Studies. Retrieved December 9, 2021, from https://www.csis.org/
analysis/russias-hybrid-aggression-against-georgia-use-local-
and-external-tools

Shachtman, N. (2009). Top Georgian Official: Moscow Cyber At-
tacked Us — We Just Can’t Prove It. Wired. Retrieved January
31, 2022, from https://www.wired.com/2009/03/georgia-blames/

Shaishmelashvili, G. (2021). Russia’s Permanent War against
Georgia. Foreign Policy Research Institute. Retrieved December
8, 2021, from https://www.fpri.org/article/2021/03/russia-perma-
nent-war-georgia/

Shanker, Thom. Russians Melded Old-School Blitz With Modern
Military Tactics. The New York Times, 17 August 2008. http://
www.nytimes.com/2008/08/17/world/europe/17military.htmli?ei
= 5070&en = f58e481d2e5b00d4&ex = 1219636800&emc =
etal&pagewanted. (Accessed 18 August 2008) [Google Scholar]

Socor, V. (2008, August 18). Russia Preparing to Splinter Georgia
after Sarkozy-Brokered Armistice. Retrieved January 19, 2009
from Eurasia Daily Monitor 5 no. 161, http://www.jamestown.org/
single/?no_cache=1&tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=33900

Socor, V. (2008). Russian Troops in Georgia: Pullout, Pull-
back, or Stay Put? Retrieved January 19, 2009 from Eurasia
Daily Monitor 5 no. 161, http://www.jamestown.org/single/?no_
cache=1&tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=33900

Socor, V. (2008). Russian Forces Setting up Occupation Zones
in Georgia. Retrieved January 19, 2009 from Eurasia Daily
Monitor 5 no. 162, http://www.jamestown.org/programs/edm/
single/?tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=33902&tx_ttnews%5Bback-
Pid%5D=166&no_cache=1

46



John BUSHYHEAD

Journal in Humanities; ISSN: 2298-0245; e-ISSN: 2346-8289; Volume 10, Issue 2, 2021

Spector, R. H. & Britannica.com. (2021). Vietnam War | Facts,
Summary, Years, Timeline, Casualties, Combatants, & Facts.
Encyclopedia Britannica. Retrieved November 22, 2021, from
https://www.britannica.com/event/Viethnam-War

Stratfor.com. (2008). Georgia, Russia: The Cyberwarfare Angle.
Retrieved December 31, 2008 from Stratfor. https://worldview.
stratfor.com/article/georgia-russia-cyberwarfare-angle

Stratfor.com. (2008). Georgia, Russia: The Twilight Hour. Re-
trieved December 31, 2008 from Stratfor. https://worldview.strat-
for.com/article/georgia-russia-twilight-hour

Stur, H. & Foreign Policy Research Institute. (2017). Why the
United States Went to War in Vietnam. Foreign Policy Research
Institute. Retrieved November 22, 2021, from https://www.fpri.
org/article/2017/04/united-states-went-war-vietnam/

Suny, Ronald Grigor (1994), The Making of the Georgian Nation,
2nd edition (Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana University Press)

Tajpharma.com. (n.d.). [MAP of Georgia Annexed Region Fo-
cused]. Retrieved December 8, 2021 from https://tajpharma.com/
images/countries/_45840022_georgia226.gif

The Trumpet. (2004). World News, Economics and Analysis Based
on Bible Prophecy. Hitps://Www.Thetrumpet.Com/1097-Rus-
sias-Soft-Underbelly. Retrieved December 8, 2021, from https://
www.thetrumpet.com/1097-russias-soft-underbelly

Trenin, D. (2006, October 13). The Georgian-Russian Crisis: Ob-
jectives, Strategies, and Outcomes. Carnegie Endowment for In-
ternational Peace. Retrieved December 9, 2021, from https://car-
negieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=18786

ushistory.org. (2021). The Vietnam War [ushistory.org]. Retrieved
November 22, 2021, from

https://www.ushistory.org/us/55.asp

Vartanyan, O. (2021, April 16). Antagonizing the Neighborhood:
Putin’s Frozen Conflicts and the Conflict in Ukraine. Crisis Group.
Retrieved November 23, 2021, from https://www.crisisgroup.org/
united-states/antagonizing-neighborhood-putins-frozen-con-
flicts-and-conflict-ukraine

Vietnam Travel. (2016). Vietnamese History: A Primer. Vietnam
Tourism. Retrieved December 11, 2021, from https://vietnam.
travel/things-to-do/vietnamese-history-primer

VOA. (2018). Ten Years Ago, Russia Invaded Georgia. Retrieved
December 7, 2021, from https://editorials.voa.gov/a/ten-years-
ago-russia-invaded-georgia/4516130.html

Warsaw Institute. (2020). Russia Hands Out Passports to Its Di-
aspora. Retrieved December 24, 2021, from https://warsawinsti-
tute.org/russia-hands-passports-diaspora/

Watson, I. (2008, November 18). New Details Surface About Geor-
gia-Russia War. NPR. Retrieved January 29, 2022, from https://
www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyld=97008964

Wentworth, T. (2008). You've Got Malice; Russian Nationalists
Waged a Cyber War against Georgia. Fighting Back is Virtually
Impossible, Retrieved January 9, 2009, from Newsweek 152, no.
9

Wikipedia contributors. (2021). Republics of the Soviet Union.
Wikipedia. Retrieved December 9, 2021, from https://en.wikipe-
dia.org/wiki/Republics_of the_ Soviet_Union

47



Parallels of U.S. Post-Vietnam Military Transformation And Georgia’s Post-2008 War with Russia

Journal in Humanities; ISSN: 2298-0245; e-ISSN: 2346-8289; Volume 10, Issue 2, 2021

Wikipedia contributors. (2021). International recognition of Ab-
khazia and South Ossetia. Wikipedia. Retrieved December 10,
2021, from https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_recogni-
tion_of_Abkhazia_and_South_Ossetia

Wikipedia contributors. (2021). Vietnam. Wikipedia. Retrieved
December 11, 2021, from https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vietham

Williams, P. (2012). No Comparison Between Kosovo And South
Ossetia. RadioFreeEurope/RadioLiberty. Retrieved December
10, 2021, from hitps://www.rferl.org/a/No_Comparison_Be-
tween_Kosovo And_South_Ossetia/1191723.html

World Population Review. (2020). Countries That Recognize
Kosovo 2021. WorldPopulationReview.Com. Retrieved Decem-
ber 10, 2021, from https://worldpopulationreview.com/coun-
try-rankings/countries-that-recognize-kosovo

Zhorzholiani, Georgii, Lekishvili, Solomon, Toidze, Levan, and
Edisher Khoshtariia-Brosse, Istoricheskie i politiko-pravovye as-
pekty konflikta v Abkhazii (Tbilisi: Samshoblo, 1994)

Zunes, S., & Laird, J. (2020). The U.S. Anti-Vietham War Move-
ment (1964-1973). ICNC. Retrieved November 22, 2021, from
https://www.nonviolent-conflict.org/us-anti-vietham-war-move-
ment-1964-1973/

48



