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have just finished reading the
excellent article by Major General
(retd) Jonathan Bailey in your
Autumn 2006 issue.  People who

know me will not be surprised to find
that I agree with virtually every point
that General Bailey makes about the new
levels of precision found in modern field
artillery systems and the salutary effect
such precision has on ‘… logistic agility
and ... employability’.

Where I disagree with General Bailey
is on his concluding point that those of
us who think that the future of the Field
Artillery is in serious jeopardy are victims
of a ‘… delusion too far’. The clear
implication here is that we, who are
fearful of the demise of Field Artillery,

don’t fully appreciate the importance and
influence of the new capabilities present
and/or soon to be introduced into the
Field Artillery. 

However, that’s not the problem! Of
course I agree with the assertion that the
Field Artillery, in absolute terms, is and
always will be relevant on any battlefield.
But my agreement, and that of every
Field Artilleryman in the world, is not
what is important. What we have to
worry about is the opinions (well
informed or not) of policy makers,
politicians, political appointees, and those
who influence them.  These people have
historically shown a propensity to favour
high-tech surveillance systems and air-
delivered ‘precision’ weapons over
systems that operate down in the ‘mud
and the blood and the beer’, even though
these ground-based weapons are often
more responsive and effective.

When I read, in late 2005, that the
Chief of Staff of the United States Army
had asserted that he would be willing to
‘… sacrifice artillery ... for the … promise
of integrated airpower …’, I began to get

really worried. This concern has not
lessened with time as a newly released
Rand study, entitled Learning Large Lessons
(The Evolving Roles of Ground Power and
Air Power in the Post-Cold War Era),
essentially asserts that air power can win
the war and the only need for ground
forces is to take care of the aftermath.
Moreover, the branch composition of the
ground forces seems to be shifting even
as we speak. The USA Today issue for
27–29 October carried an article
announcing the US Army’s decision to
move soldiers out of Field Artillery and
Air Defense specialties and into such
branches as Infantry, Engineers, Civil
Affairs and Military Police. 

I sincerely hope I’m wrong and
General Bailey is right, but if we (and by
this I mean ALL gunners, both active and
retired) don’t actively work to instil an
appreciation of the value of Field
Artillery in those who make force
structure decisions at the highest levels of
government, my uncomfortable
‘delusion’ may become an unpleasant
reality. 
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In our Autumn edition, we published a section entitled ‘Has Artillery Lost its Way?’
Several problems and solutions were identified and Major General (retd) Jonathan Bailey
concluded that: ‘The demise of the field artillery, like the long-predicted demise of the
tank, is still a dangerous delusion too far.’ Jon Schreyach replies.
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