


I confess, I'm old enough to have TC'ed an M60A1 dinosaur
complete with searchlight and exterior telephone. My mud-
caked telephone was inoperative, like most, but it was also a
constant source of amusement. The first time an infantry
soldier approached the tank and tried yelling over the engine
to tell us something, my loader said, “Watch this sir,” and
pointed the infantryman toward the telephone. Diligently the
infantryman worked his way through the mud on the outside
of the long-ago broken phone to find yet more mud on the
inside, eventually the determined grunt would find the phone
and attempt to talk to us. We would laugh and occasionally
my loader would nod his head as if he actually heard what the
grunt had to say. It was great fun.

I'm willing to bet the articles we receive for publication are a
good barometer for what's on the mind of the armored force.
One trend that we here at ARMOR have observed is an
increase in pieces that discuss working with light infantry (see
March-April 1999 ARMOR, “Life After Operational Maneu-
ver”). Gone are the days when we merely gave lip service to
the task. From Panama to Haiti to Bosnia and the prospect of
Kosovo looming, armored and cavalry units are working more
and more with infantry and will no doubt continue to do so.

The increased emphasis on working heavy/light goes hand
in hand with another trend observed — more pieces on
MOUT. This issue’s “Commander’s Hatch” describes the
Armor Center’s approach to operations in urban terrain, and
LTC Lamont, USMC, details the role of armor on two urban
battlefields — Hue and Khorramshahr. Imagine, MOUT being
more than finding and fixing the local béckeri.

| doubt many tankers will ever be comfortable or confident
inside an urban canyon wondering where an RPG-equipped
hunter-killer team might be setting up an ambush. But the
reality is that tankers and cavalrymen must be prepared to

execute when called upon. A recent report by the Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology confirms the same — the
U.S. will continue to deploy forces to urban locations. True it's
easy enough to find those who will chant the old mantra
“Tanks don't go into cities.” One must only look as far as the
22 March issue of Army Times where the president of a
consulting firm (do you ever wonder where reporters find
these guys?), condemns the use of armor in urban terrain
with these tired, short-sighted lines: “Tanks are cumbersome
and make easy targets in cities,” and “Everyone these days
has an antitank weapon.” The consultant may be correct with
his blinding flashes of the obvious, but is anyone advocating
armor operate solo in urban terrain? Rather we strive for a
combined arms team that trains and prepares for MOUT on
the same type of facility this consultant derides. Agreed few
tankers or cavalrymen relish the prospect of taking tanks into
an urban environment, but once again the refrain of Panama,
Haiti, and Bosnia with the addition of Mogadishu (not to
mention Chechnya, Lebanon, and Northern Ireland) point to
the necessity of training and preparing for MOUT. Should
tanks do cities? Read Mark Bowden’s Black Hawk Down.

Since | seem to be in the habit of dropping the names of
other publications, let me recommend Lester W. Grau’s “The
RPG-7 on the Battlefields of Today and Tomorrow” in
Infantry’s May-August 1998 issue. Grau provides a chilling
account of the use of RPGs in Grozny and points out:
“Whenever U.S. soldiers are deployed to a trouble spot in the
future, the RPG-7 is likely to be a part of the local land-
scape...” Also see this issue’s article on the Grozny disaster.

Not a positive note to close on, but as | bang away on the
column, Kosovo unfolds and the debate over inviting ground
forces to the fray rages. Where are we going? By the time
you read this, we may be there. — D2
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LETTERS

Bradley Weaknesses Rooted
In Cold War Compromises

Dear Sir:

Since | have been in or associated with
Bradley-equipped mechanized infantry units
11 of my 12 years in the Army, | read with
great interest the article, “Chariots of Fire:
Building the Bradley Fighting Vehicle” by MG
Stan R. Sheridan (Ret.). | am disappointed,
however, that some beliefs about the Brad-
ley’s abilities and doctrinal roles are still mis-
understood by even the very senior officers
that helped bring about its creation. While | do
agree that the M2A2 Bradley Fighting Vehicle
is superior to its contemporaries (the British
Warrior, German Marder, and Russian BMP
2/3), I do not believe that its basic design and
doctrinal employment will prove able to with-
stand the rigors of 21st century high-intensity
armored combat.

Several points MG Sheridan made in his ar-
ticle | believe are well worth discussing and
will support my beliefs. In the order they were
written they are:

1. “Was the replacement to be another APC
that brought fighting men to the battle in a
protected ‘battlefield taxi’ and then placed
them in harm’s way to fight on foot; or was it
to be a true fighting vehicle, giving the soldier
a protected place from which to assault, fight,
and kill the enemy?” While it has long been a
goal of designers to decrease the risk a sal-
dier faces in combat, it has been proven by
actual combat and during training simulations
that attempting to fight through an objective
while keeping your dismounted infantry
mounted is pure folly. The end result of this is
usually a substantially higher number of
friendly casualties without any increase of
effectiveness. Desert Storm is the worst ex-
ample to use if one wants to validate the fight-
ing vehicle concept. Our Iragi opponents had
so little will to fight that I'd dare say we actu-
ally did not fully exercise our doctrine or the
capabilities and vulnerabilities of our equip-
ment. A better example would be to look at
the lack of success the Syrian army experi-
enced during the 1973 Yom Kippur War with
its BMP-equipped mechanized infantry ac-
companying T54/55 and T62 tanks in Soviet
style mass formation “cavalry charges”
against Israeli prepared and hasty defenses
protected by simple and complex obstacles.

While most would say the reason for the lack
of Syrian success was their faulty Soviet-style
tactics, coupled with the fact that we in the
West may consider them a third-rate military, |
disagree. Nearly the same tactical style can
be seen monthly being practiced by U.S.
Army units at the National Training Center
(NTC) with most often the same results. Thin-
skinned BFVs accompanying M1A1/2 tanks
into head-on direct fire fights with an OPFOR
equipped with large caliber tank main guns
and heavy antitank missiles. These are the
weapon systems that MG Sheridan specifi-
cally points out as the highest threat to the
Bradley and the dismounted infantry con-

tained within: “...We also knew from the be-
ginning that, if the vehicle was hit by large
mines, large antitank missiles, or tank rounds
of any size, there would be major penetrations
and serious damage. These risks, as a trade-
off between mobility, protection, and weight,
were accepted by the Army from program
inception...”

2. “The addition of a two TOW antitank mis-
sile launcher gave the mechanized infantry
battalion a long-range, front-line, tank-killing
capability without increasing the Army’s force
structure.” This desirable capability of provid-
ing the infantryman a means to both offen-
sively (long-range antiarmor ambush) and
defensively (battle position) engage and de-
stroy enemy tanks has more than anything
else made the Bradley a “high-payoff target”
for opposing tankers. One of the first lessons
an infantryman or tanker learns is of the im-
portance of combined arms. It is a widely held
belief that the majority of attacks or defenses
will fail if all pieces of the combined arms team
do not work together effectively. Separate the
infantry from the armor, or vice versa, and the
attack or defense will fail; and since we have
equipped our primary infantry carrying vehicle
with a heavy antiarmor weapon, its use in this
role makes it such a threat to the enemy that it
is often more profitable to destroy the Brad-
leys, because they are vulnerable to tank
main guns and heavy AT missiles, than it is to
engage the harder-to-destroy M1s. During
World War I, the greatest crisis the Allies
faced on the Western Front was not a short-
age of Sherman tanks but the shortage of
trained, quality dismounted infantry that could
operate as part of that combined arms team.

3. “ltis not an APC nor a battlefield taxi, but
it does take soldiers to the battle and lets
them fight while mounted and protected. It is
not a boat, but it does have a swimming ca-
pability. It is not a tank, nor is it heavily ar-
mored, but it does have a long-range tank
killing capability...” [This is] a pretty fair de-
scription of what the Bradley is and was de-
signed to do during the peaceful confrontation
of the Cold War conventional arms race be-
tween the former Soviet Union and the United
States. The Bradley’s limitations stand out; it
was a compromise of several different factions
within the infantry and armor communities.
The infantry community wanted a vehicle that
was more capable than the M113-series ar-
mored personnel carrier in terms of mobility,
firepower, and protection. The armor commu-
nity wanted a vehicle with both a light and
heavy antiarmor capability that could replace
the ill-fated M551-series light tank in its divi-
sional and regimental armored reconnais-
sance units. The result was the current Brad-
ley, too light to stand toe-to-toe in the direct
fire fight, too large to provide a stealthy recon
platform, too small to carry sufficient dis-
mounted infantry to the fight, and too much of
a threat to the enemy with its TOW missile to
be considered a low payoff target. Although
this sounds overly critical of the BFV, it's not
meant to be. The United States during the
Cold War could not afford to build and pur-
chase several different specialized vehicles

for all of the above roles. The U.S. Army in
Europe needed a vehicle that could offsetthe
Soviet superiority in numbers of tanks and
their own infantry fighting vehicle, the BMP.
Unfortunately, it has been decided that the
Bradley will be improved and upgraded at the
expense of a newer, more capable vehicle.
The most unfortunate result of this compro-
mise will be the continuation of the doctrinal
disconnects we now see at the NTC. Whereas
the Bradley has potential as a lightweight
complement to the M1 heavy tank in its an-
tiarmor role (both 25mm and TOW), it does
not meet the requirements of a vehicle whose
primary mission is to get sufficient infantry
(less than a full 9-man rifle squad per vehicle)
to the critical place on the battlefield.

As for swimming, the U.S. Army placed a
moratorium on swimming the Bradley in 1994.
The original requirement stemmed from the
fact that Western Europe has significant water
obstacles in the form of rivers and canals
approximately every 10 to 25 kilometers and
the ability to rapidly shift forces in any direc-
tion was considered critical to reacting to a
Soviet thrust into West Germany. Simple
calculations will show that having a Bradley
with its swim capability would in theory signifi
cantly decrease the amount of time an
MLM2-equipped heavy force would take to
cross a major water obstacle. The time spent,
however, in vehicle and swim site preparation
reduced the time savings to the point of nega-
tive returns.

4. “...in view of the recent HBO movie about
the Bradley, which said just the opposite,
described the vehicle and the program as a
flaming disaster...” The HBO comic satire,
“The Pentagon Wars,” was just that....a comic
satire. Hollywood has a proven reputation of
being able to turn anything into a complete
farce and, for that reason, their creations
should not be taken seriously by professionals
who make hard decisions. Although the Brad-
ley Fighting Vehicle program was, and is, the
result of several compromises, it is still a ca-
pable vehicle that partially meets a need. |
believe that the Army’s decision to continue
development of the BFV in order to fulfill the
needs of the 21st century mounted/dis-
mounted combined arms team are incorrect.
What the future combined arms team needs is
a vehicle capable of carrying a full-sizedinfan-
try squad (9-11 soldiers plus vehicle crew), a
weapon system optimized for support of dis-
mounted infantry, and sufficient armor protec-
tion (as much as the current M1) that will allow
it to operate in close proximity to the main
battle tank it will accompany. Mr. Simon Tan
(ARMOR, January-February 1999, “Is the
Bradley Heavy Enough to Replace the M113
in Combat Engineer Units?”) proposed a simt
lar M1-based vehicle in his article about a
possible replacement for combat engineer
M113s. The inclusion of a heavy antiarmor
missile system should be considered as long
as it does not reduce the carrying capacity for
dismounted infantry and the warfighters un-
derstand the vehicle’s doctrinal role. A current
example of this is the Israeli Achzarit heavy
infantry carrier. The greatest lesson learned, |
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believe, from the Bradley IFV/CFV program
was that combining a reconnaissance vehicle
and infantry vehicle does not give you a sys-
tem that truly meets the needs of either re-
quirement.

MARK D WINSTEAD
MAJ, IN
via e-mail

Army History of VII Corps
Was Not Intended As Combat Account

Dear Sir:

The January-February issue of ARMOR in-
cluded a review of From the Fulda Gap to
Kuwait, U.S. Army, Europe and the Gulf War.
The reviewer acknowledged that this report,
written by USAREUR command historian
Steve Gehring, contained a great deal of in-
formation based on extensive research. But
he found it to be uncritical, even biased, and
of little use to anyone not serving on a corps
or division staff. He concludes that the book
glosses or ignores mistakes made during the
deployment of USAREUR units to the Gulf
and does not recommend it.

I'd like to comment on this assessment. As
the Army’s former Chief of Military History, |
was determined to get this study by a
MACOM published. We found the funds nec-
essary to do so. In publishing what had initially
been a classified After Action Report, we
committed to providing the Army and the his-
tory community in general with a base docu-
ment dealing with a massive undertaking by a
field army. It seemed to me that we badly
needed to chronicle the efforts of all those
participants in Operations Desert Shield, De-
sert Storm, and Provide Comfort who had
been launched into CENTCOM’s AO from a
forward-deployed location in Europe.

Those people who served in USAREUR in
the late 1980s are aware of how well our so+
diers met the Army’s goal of being “Trained
and Ready.” We were just that. Not perfect,
but very, very good. With over 200,000 per-
sonnel serving in Europe, the United States
Army was able to deploy a fully capable corps,
numerous support and special operations
units, and still maintain stability in the Central
Region. It seems to me that we need to make
readers aware of the power, the flexibility, and
the talent that existed ten years ago. By com
parison, while still composed of superb sol-
diers and talented leaders engaged in a host
of different operations, today’s USAREUR is
only a shadow of the mighty force that is the
subject of this book. That is something that
seems to have escaped the attention of far too
many people in the United States. In showing
what it took to deploy a sizable force to a
combat zone, this volume will raise questions
(in fact, has already done so) about our ca-
pacity to support our current National Military
Strategy.

So, if you want to read something while pulk
ing staff duty, should you take your unit's copy
of From the Fulda Gap to Kuwait over to bat-

talion headquarters with you? I'd probably say
yes. You don't have to read the whole thing,
but you can get a sense of the enormity of the
undertaking from just parts of it. Oh, and if you
are looking for info on the kinds of challenges
that popped up in executing the USAREUR
and Corps plans, skim Chapter 5 on “Deploy-
ing VIl Corps.” Glitches encountered by family
support groups? Look at pages 204-211. (The
discussion of “burn-out” among officers’ and
NCOs'’ wives is enlightening.)

In his review, CPT Sobchak states correctly
that the book touches only briefly on the
ground war. Anyone looking for accounts of
combat in the Gulf can find a number of book-
length sources. There are hundreds of arti-
cles. In fact, if you are going on staff duty
soon, save the Jan-Feb '99 issue of ARMOR
S0 you can take it on duty with you to read
Steve Borque’s fascinating piece entitled
“Incident at Safwan.” Former Armor officer
Borque is in the final stages of a superb his-
tory of the VII Corps in combat that will be
published by the Center of Military History.
Hopefully, there will be more work done soon
to flesh out the history of this critical period in
the history of our Army. Hey, XVIII Airborne
Corps; are you listening?

In closing, let me point out that while auto-
mation has assisted us in countless ways, it is
not without its pitfalls. When we were given
the mission of collecting, reviewing, and cata-
loging the Army’s operational records from the
Persian Gulf War, those of us at the Center of
Military History responsible for this massive
undertaking were dismayed to find out just
how few of the original (paper) operational
records of Gulf War units had been saved.
Commanders were, in nearly all cases, igno-
rant of their requirement to save their TOC
logs, orders, and SITREPs. They lost, mis-
filed, or disposed of them. We are left today
with great holes in our history. The publication
of studies like this one will help us retain the
history of this great undertaking and provide a
real service to historians and commanders for
years to come. As the great author and histo-
rian Steve Ambrose told me a few years ago,
if the Army doesn’t continue to tell its own
story, to publish histories, and to investigate
what happened and why, future generations
of writers like him will find it nearly impossible
to write a book like Citizen Soldiers. | am in-
clined to think he’s right.

JOHN W. MOUNTCASTLE
BG, USA (Retired)
via e-mail

FSCS Program Will Resurrect
Problem-Prone Gun Technology

Dear Sir:

“Casual readers of ARMOR may get the im-
pression from Sharoni and Bacon's article that
the 35mm Bushmaster Ill is the chosen
weapon for the Future Scout and Cavalry
System (FSCS). It is not. The Bushmaster llI
is the choice of the article’s authors, not that of

the Project. Cased Telescoped Ammunition
and Gun Technology (CTAGT, aka: CTA) is
clearly the Project’s favorite, made clear at the
May 1998 Armor Conference. The FSCS
presentation, under Relevant Technologies -
2, Lethality, mentioned only CTA, no other
weapon approach. You may be certain that
tr:]e bidders will understand so unsubtle a
‘hint.’

So, after 45 years of failure (and approxi-
mately $213 million spent in then-year dol-
lars), the arsenals’ ‘pet rock’ gets another
lease on life. Within the DOD, political consid-
erations usually override the laws of physics,
with disasters for readiness, the users, and
the taxpayers, who are all of us.”

DON LOUGHLIN
via e-mail

Editor's Note: The letter writer, a former Ma-
rine tanker (1953 Armor School graduate) with
a long second career in ordnance develop-
ment, complained to Congress about the
Cased Telescoped Ammunition and Gun
Technology program, calling it a waste of
money on a system that has never proved
itself despite years of research. Unsuccessful
in getting action from Congress, he took the
case to the Department of Defense Inspector
General. That staff studied the complaint for
six months and, in June 1996, issued a report
confirming Loughlin’s claims that there were
serious problems with the technology, d-
though the IG’s staff did not conclude that the
money was wasted. The IG report said,
“...The DoD expenditure of $213 million over
41 years has not resulted in a viable weapon
system because several major problems have
not been resolved.” These problems included
higher life-cycle costs, “ballistically inefficient”
ammunition, significantly reduced barrel life
(200 rounds vs. 10,000-15,000 rounds), and
greater recoil forces requiring heavier mounts.
According to Jane’s Armor and Atrtillery Up-
grades, the current proponent for this gun
system is a British-French joint venture.

Expanding the Discussion
Of Light Cavalry Issues

Dear Sir:

| very much enjoyed reading CPT Stephens’
article (“Airborne Ground Cavalry”) in the Nov-
Dec '98 issue of ARMOR. Because it's such
a strange beast in comparison to armor/mech
and there are so few light cav units, few things
tend to be said about light cavalry in general,
and light division cavalry in particular. | would
like to expand upon a few points CPT
Stephens made in his article, specifically relat-
ing to light div cav ground troop TO&E. Briefly,
my points are as follows:

1. Unit distribution: in addition to the four
Regular Army light div cav squadrons (for the
82nd, 10th, 25th, and 101st Divs respectively)

Continued on Page 48
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COMMANDER'S HATCH

Armor and MOUT

by MG George H. Harmeyer, Commanding General, U.S. Army Armor Center

When one imagines armored operations
in urban terrain, one may envision World
War Il Metz, the Cold War Berlin Bri-
gade or, in a more recent time, Moga-
dishu. Should the modern mounted war-
rior be concerned with fighting in an ur-
ban environment? All evidence suggests
aresounding yes!

For years, the generally held attitude has
been to avoid urban areas. The Armor
Force that grew up in the Cold War with
afocus on the European theater disdained
the very notion of urban combat. That
may well have been the correct attitude
for that era and that place. Now, as the
world and threats change, built-up areas
are something we can no longer avoid or
outright ignore. Operations in Panama,
Somalia, and the Balkans show us that,
rather than being a liability, armor pro-
vides an overwhelming capability to any
force. The presence of Abramstanksand
Bradleys has made potential enemies
think twice about their actions. When
called for, armored forces were able to
provide the necessary firepower and
shock effect to defeat whatever force they
were up against. All indications are that
wewill continue to operatein urban envi-
ronments well into the future.

With one eye to our own heritage and
history, the Armor Center is examining
anew the role of armor in operations in
urban terrain. We need to apply the bene-
fits of Force XX| technologiesto a study
of this history and, in coordination with
the Infantry School, refresh the Armor
Force on operationsin urban terrain.

| consider thisacritical effort on every-
one' s part. Within our branch, many have
been to the places named above. Dealing
with confined areas, rules of engagement,
and the physical movement of our units
caused us to pause and think. With stabil-

ity operations like Task Force Eagle ex-
pected to be the norm, | want to review
how armored forces will participate in
them and the added benefit their presence
brings. | also want to address how the
Armor Center envisionstraining for such
missions.

The presence of tanks and IFVs is a
physical and psychological deterrent to
anyone. Our Army has proved the value
of the Abrams and Bradley in high inten-
sity operations; thanksto a pervasive and
real-time media presence, the rest of the
world knowsit aswell. Our presenceina
troubled areainstantly overmatches any
threatening force. The psychological im
pact of our armored vehiclesis asignifi-
cant deterrent to any threat, no matter
what capabilitiesit may have. The acqui-
sition and detection capabilities associ-
ated with armored platforms are unique.
The distances and clarity are incompara-
bly greater than other ground-based, pro-
tected systems. Firepower, and the ability
to put around on a pinpoint from a great
distance, is an armored hallmark. All of
these things in combination provide any
force with tremendous capabilities.

There are drawbacks. Weight, blind
spots, and overall size naturally require
an armored commander to think through
an operation very carefully. He must
gauge where and how he will traversethe
built-up area. He must consider ambush
and the ability to react. He must consider
maneuverability in confined areasand the
radius of aturning turret. These consid-
erations are very similar to those for a
defile drill that many of us have practiced
in Korea and Europe. Lastly, employ-
ment is never an isolated action. It takes
place in combination with dismounted
soldiers to cover the blind spots and to
provide closein protection, just as the

armored platform provides distant protec-
tion.

There have been few places in our
Army where leaders could train in urban
terrain conditions. We are changing that
at Fort Knox. The Mounted Urban Com-
bat Training Site (MUCTS), near com
pletion on the north side of post, will
provide the Total Army armored force
the means to practice techniques and pro-
cedures between heavy and light forcesin
a built-up area. It is built specifically to
withstand the pounding, maneuvering,
and weight of armored vehicles.

The MUCTS will have 21 buildings and
enough road network to support a me-
neuver force. The site will have the nec-
essary fiber-optic and other digital links
to alow for world-class after-action re-
views and ties to the virtual and congdruc-
tive world. It is built with some of the
best special effects availableto the Army
today. Effectsinclude burning buildings,
destroyed bridges, and enough pyrotech-
nicsto make you feel the pressure of ur-
ban combat. Thereis sufficient height to
the buildings and underground construc-
tion to make any force concerned about
the enemy from all directions.

Training will feature a dedicated
OPFOR and observer-controller package
designed to give a visiting unit a true
workout. Prior to the unit’s arrival, exten-
sive coordination will take place to en-
sure that the unit arrives ready to train.
Training Support Packages are being
developed for the typical missions aunit
will perform. For the near term, units
training on the MUCT Swill go through a
reception and onward movement phase
and then break into crew and squad train-
ing and leader and staff training. L eaders
and staffswill develop courses of action
using the MUCT S mock-up while squads
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and crews draw equipment and train their
respective missionsin urban terrain. Once
the courses of action have been deter-
mined and the leader and staff training
completed, the unit will come together
and exercise at the platoon level, fol-
lowed by CO/TM exercises. In the far
term, when upgrades to the CCTT data-
base are complete, we will give unitsthe
opportunity to work through courses of
action in avirtual model of the MUCTS.
Additionally, the goal is for the unit to
conduct BN/TF operations in a virtual,
constructive and live environment simul-
taneously. With the planned improve-
ments, units can practice severa different
types of operations and execute specified
missions in the live environment at the
MUCTS. Further, as the Wilcox Multi-
Purpose Digital Range Complex and

Smal Arms Qualification Training
Ranges are renovated, units can livefire
before they deploy and train at the
MUCTS. Our goal isto prepare, train and
execute mounted missions in the urban
environment. In order to battle-focusthe
units, we will provide the terrain a unit
may be required to fight on in the con-
structive and virtual environments and,
with the capability of the MUCTS, we
will tailor the scenarios the units must
master to be successful and win.

In the future, as the Fort Benning
MOUT study is completed, we will re-
vamp some of our doctrine to include the
technological benefits projected in the
next few years. Expect to see Combined
Arms and Cavalry manuals include sec-
tions on traversing built-up areas and

tactics and procedures for negotiating
urban terrain. Also expect to see agreater
emphasis on the combined arms nature of
future deployments; every branch has a
piece of Urban Operations.

There is no doubt that armor and
mechanized units today face challenges
in conducting operations in built-up ar-
eas. We are working very closely with
the Infantry Center and the rest of the
Army to revitalize the ingtitutional ook a
MOUT. We must prepare soldiers to
operate in this environment. As aforce,
we must orient our thinking to include
urban terrain as an operational area. Asa
branch, we must lose the mindset that
“Tankersdon’'t do MOUT.”

Forge the Thunderbolt!

Patton Museum Turns Fifty

As World War Il ended, the United States Army began the occupa-
tion of Germany. The surrender of the German armies had left war
equipment all across Germany, and in the U.S. sector, roughly Bava-
ria, the Army began to collect weapons and armed vehicles to feed
American steel mills after the war. But looking over the last battlefield,
General George S. Patton, Jr. saw not just enemy equipment, but an
opportunity to study the German equipment and learn from it. At his
inspiration, selected equipment was reserved for shipment to Fort
Knox. One of Patton’s last diary entries recorded a visit to the Skoda
factory, a major arms producer in Czechoslovakia, where Patton
noted that U.S. designers needed to look at a suspension system
developed there.

General Patton died before the equipment could be shipped to Fort
Knox, but in 1946 and in the years that followed, Fort Knox became a
collection point for many of these samples of German engineering.
The equipment was stored in a large frame building that had once
been used as a sub-caliber range, where soldiers fired .22-caliber
rounds through 37mm tank guns at tin tank targets mounted on mov-
ing tracks.

While the Armor Center and School tried to figure how to exploit this
material, veterans began to ask to see the equipment of their war. In
1947, the “Patton Collection” was opened to the public. Veterans
would bring their families to see the captured equipment and the walls
resounded with tales, both humorous and frightening, of the exploits
of American units in World War II.

By 1949, the annual attendance had grown to 82,000. The Armor
Center decided to form a museum around the collection. Monument
tanks from the First World War were recovered from around post and
added to the collection. On May 30, 1949, the museum was dedi-
cated to General Patton.

As American armor was added to the collection, the focus of exhibits
shifted toward the story of U.S. armor, with less emphasis on German
armor. In 1963, an Armor School staff study attempted to define just
what the Museum should be, and recommended the following major
changes:

* The Museum would become the “official museum of Cavalry and
Armor.”

* The Museum and its collection would be incorporated into pro-
grams of instruction for officer and enlisted students of the U.S.
Army Armor School.

+ It would establish and operate a research library containing papers,
articles, photographs and other material related to Cavalry and Ar-
mor.

To this day, these three goals form the core mission of the Patton
Museum. The study also recommended the construction of a new
facility and the creation of a private organization to raise funds for the
new facility. In 1965, the Cavalry Armor Foundation was formed to
build a new museum building. Funds were collected from the Armor
community and initially rose to a sizable sum, yet it was far short of
the funds necessary to build the Museum.

Officers returned from Vietnam and asked, “What happened to the
money?” when MG William R. Desobry assumed command of the
Armor Center and School. General Desobry challenged the Founda-
tion to build what they could afford and renew their credibility with the
Armor community. In 1972, General Desobry presided over the open-
ing of the Patton Museum in a new building, the first phase of the
current structure off U.S. 31W near the Chaffee Avenue main gate.

General Desobry’s concept of building in phases became the pat-
tern for the future. In 1975, just three years after the opening of the
small building, the Foundation doubled the space, which now equaled
the space available at the old sub-caliber range that had been the
museum’s previous home. Additional construction in 1982 and 1984
completed the original Foundation plan.

While the Foundation worked on a new museum building, the collec-
tion doubled and doubled again. Attendance increased, and visitors
demanded more services. In 1983, as the Foundation closed in on its
final goal to complete the building, the Armor Center asked the Foun-
dation to add an auditorium. This was completed and dedicated to
General Creighton W. Abrams in 1992.
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DRIVER'S SEAT

Excellence in Armor:

First Sergeant’s Program to
Train and Retain Future Leaders

by CSM David L. Lady, Command Sergeant Major, U.S. Army Armor Center

In 1984, CSM John Stephens, former
USAARMC CSM, developed and pro-
posed the Excellence in Armor Program
(EIA), which identifies outstanding sol-
diers in CMF 19 OSUT, armor/cavalry
units, and infantry scout platoons. For 12
years, our |eaders have used the program
to develop the NCO corps of the future.
We are now seeing the final products of
this program: the FY 98 Centralized Pro-
motion Boards selected a large percent-
age of EIAsfor additional responsibility
(FY98 SGM, 10 EIA selectees (24.3%);
MSG, 28 EIA selectees (30.4%); SFC,
296 selectees (60.9%!).

Currently, 19 percent of the armor force
is enrolled in the EIA program. The ex-
tremely high promotion rates for EIA
soldiers clearly show that the program is
identifying the best and brightest armor
and cavalry soldiers whose level of per-
formanceis consistently outstanding. Can
it do even better? Can it be aprogram to
address the significant attrition of our
first-term soldiers? Of course it can, but
only if first sergeants and master gunners
implement the program in our companies
and troops. Too many armor |eaders do
not understand the program, do notknow
that it exists, and resent the program as an
f(glstT Program” with little use to the

ield.

We will retain the best of our soldiers
only if we can excite them about therole
and skills of the Armor/Cavalry leader.
Tough/realistic training and the promise
of increased responsibility, combined
with accelerated promoations, will help to
keep our best young soldiers in com
mander’ s hatches and stations.

The soldier’ sfirst opportunity for selec-
tionto ElIA isin 19D and 19K OSUT. In
the tenth week of training, up to 20 per-
cent of each class may be selected to
compete to enter the program. These sol-
diers are recommended by their drill ser-
geants, based on performance, motiva-
tion, and leadership potential. A battal-
ion-level board, chaired by the battal-
ion/squadron CSM, confirms this rec-
ommendation and admits the soldier into
the additional training program. The 19D
ElIA soldiers receive 60 additional hours
training in communications, land naviga-
tion, vehicles, tactics and leadership, and
scout skills. All 19K EIA soldiersreceive
52 additional hours training in the same
basic areas. They must pass the APFT
with 230 or more points; qualify Sharp-
shooter or Expert with the 9mm pistol or
the M16 rifle; receive al GOs on the
Armor Crewman Test (ACT) or the
Scout Skills Test (SST), al GOs on the
Scout Gunnery Skills Test, and al GOs
in the Armor or Cavalry Skills Test. They
must have a high school diploma or
equivalent and NO UCMJ actions.

At nomination (10th week), the soldier
is promoted to PV2. At graduation, the
soldier who has passed all teststo stan-
dardisformally enrolled in EIA. The unit
should expect an OSUT EIA to have
more leadership potential, to be moti-
vated and disciplined, to be better trained
in critical skills, and to be more mature,
self confident, and responsible—andthe
unit should support him by providing him
the opportunity to display these qualities.

As a first sergeant, | identified and
tracked my newly assigned ElAs. | did

not put them immediately into gunner
seats but saw to it that they were utilized
sensibly and given more training in gun-
nery tasks (one newly assigned EIA sol-
dier walked into my office and demanded
to be made a gunner. He had a short,
blunt, one-sided interview with me and
returned to his loader’s station). In my
battalion, such great Silver Lion first sa-
geants as CSM David Hartzell and SGM
James Sands ran excellent programs
which trained their Excellence in Armor
soldiers to be ready when gunner posi-
tions opened up.

| ask that unit leadersidentify newly as-
signed EIA soldiers. Track them and
keep them on tanks or scout vehicles.
Y es, they’ re good, but the Armor Center
did not make the extrainvestment to cre-
ate computer operators or drivers. Disen-
roll them if they fail to meet the higher
unit enrollment standards within ayeer of
assignment: APFT 260; CTT Pass,
Sharpshooter or higher with individual
weapon; Pass the Tank Commander or
Scout Commander Competency Test
(TCCT/SCCT Level 1); Pass the com
mander’ s subjective evaluation of their
proficiency, leadership, potential, and
motivation.

The second opportunity for enrollment
in EIA isin the unit. As Armor leaders,
we are responsible for identifying and
enrolling soldiers whose performance
meets the criteria for EIA membership.
OSUT enrollees showed that they could
peak for ashort period under strict super-

Continued on Page 37
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Reaching Our Army’s
~ull Combat Potential
n the 21st Century

Insights from the National Training Center’s Opposing Force

by Colonel John D. Rosenberger

Reprinted with permission of the Association of the U.S. Army (AUSA).
Colonel Rosenberger’s paper was originally published by AUSA'’s Insti-
tute of Land Warfare (ILW) as Landpower Essay No. 99-2, February
1999. Information about AUSA, the professional education program and
other ILW publications is available on the AUSA Webpage,
WWW.ausa.org.

Introduction

Few in our Army would dispute the assertion that the 11th
Armored Cavalry Regiment, the Opposing Force (OPFOR) at
the National Training Center (NTC) isvery good at what they
do. The commanders and soldiers in the OPFOR are seldom
defeated in battle. For years, this unit has been the anvil upon
which we have hammered and forged the combat power of our
Army. Have you ever wondered how they do it?

How does OPFOR develop and sustain its ability to fight and
defeat its opponentsin aimost every battle at the Nationd Train-
ing Center? How does the regiment, fighting with 1960s-1970s
technology, routinely defeat brigade task forces equipped with
the most modern weapon systems and technol ogy our Army can
provide? How can the regiment do it given the same soldiers,
the same personnel turbulence (about 40 percent turnover each
year), the same leader devel opment challenges, and the ol dest
fighting equipment in the active Army?

It'smy premisein this essay that these are not trivial questions,
simply answered by the fact that the regiment has the opportu-
nity to train and fight more frequently, or that the OPFOR
knows the terrain. Just the opposite: | believe the answers to
these questions are critically important to a force-projection
Army that is growing ever smaller, and they are absolutely key
to achieving the full combat potential of Force XXI and the
Army After Next.

Realization of Combat Potential

Bottom line up front: It’s my conclusion, after fighting against
it, observing it for 12 years and now commanding the OPFOR,
that the fundamental reason this remarkable military organiza-
tion is able to dominate its opponents is because the OPFOR
has achieved the full combat potential residing in its doctrine,
organization, training methods, leaders, soldiers and thecapa-
bilities of its equipment. The brigade task forces they oppose
have not. Moreover, they cannot achieve their full combat po-
tential, given existing conditionswithin our Army today. Un-

derstanding this premise, and the disparity, must begin with a
discussion of how the OPFOR is organized.

It Is How the OPFOR Is Organized?

Fundamentally, the warfighting ability of the OPFOR stems
from how it is organized. It is organized as a combined-arms
team. It lives together as a combined-arms team, it trainsas a
combined-arms team, and it fights as a combined-armsteam —
al thetime. It isnot acollection of units, thrown together on an
ad hoc basisfrom various divisions and install ations, who have
never trained together, or a collection of unitswithin adivison
which task organize and train infrequently as a brigade combat
team.

On the battlefield, habitual fighting, training and support rela:
tionships matter. They matter alot in combat, and historicaly,
the most combat effective organizations our Army hasever put
on abattlefield share this organizational characteristic. Our mili-
tary history isreplete with examples. This comes as no suprise
to those who know and understand what it takes to win in comt
bat — teamwork, mutual trust and absol ute confidence in every
member of the team. To achieve these essential feelings, com
bat, combat support and combat service support units have to
train and fight together as one teamfor long periods of time.
Habitual team relationships foster incomparable teamwork, a
prerequisite to success on any modern battlefield, where multi-
ple units, with multiple capabilities, must be artfully integrated
and employed simultaneously. A football analogy workswell to
describe this critical dynamic.

In the great professional football teams, because they live to-
gether, train together and play together, every member of the
team understands every other role and responsibility and every
member knows the others' capabilities and limitations. In every
play (battle), every player has a specific task and purpose to
achieve; he knowswhen and where histask must be achieved in
order to set conditions for success. Equally important, he also
understands what every other member of the team will do, when
he will do it, and where he will do it. This common understand-
ing develops an incredibl e sense of unity and purpose, and the
most powerful effect of all, a common visualization of the play
(battle) and how it will unfold. Each player sees how hefitsin
the big picture, thereby giving him a sense of purpose Havinga
sense of purpose, and knowing your team is counting on you to
do your job, produces apowerful motivation to succeed. More-
over, the plays executed by a professional team are a display of
artful synchronization, achieved through constant, repetitive
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practice as a team — something completely unachievable by
any other means. This samekind of teamwork is at the heart of
the OPFOR'’ s performance, and historically, the performanceof
our best combat units.

Habitual team organizations al so foster mutual trust and confi-
dence throughout the force. Nobody in combat is comfortable
fighting with strangers, fighting with an ad hoc collection of
units whose leadership and capabilities are not proven and
known. Mutual trust and confidence are absolutely critical in
combat. When ateam lives together, trains together and fights
together all thetime, leaders and units get to know one another
very well. They learn who they can count on, who can do the
job. They learn who can pull their weight. They immediately
recognize the others' voices on the radio; they are talking to
friends and comrades. They learn to trust one another, and from
this trust comes an unshakabl e confidence. Though confidence
isintangible, that’s what wins in combat, and that’s what bri-
gadetask forcesare up against inthe OPFOR at the NTC. Itisa
tremendous advantage.

In contrast, the brigade task forces the OPFOR opposes each
month are not, by Table of Organization and Equipment
(TO&E), organized as combined-armsteams. Instead, they area
temporary or ad hoc collection of units from different divisions
or installations, thrown together for training, who have not had
the opportunity to train together or to train as one team at the
frequency necessary to develop their full combat potential. They
are strangers, trying to do their best but handicapped by avari-
ety of conditionsthat do not foster or develop the kind of team
work the OPFOR brings to the battlefield. Consequently, it's
like a neighborhood pick-up team stepping on the field withthe
Denver Broncos.

In sum, the OPFOR provides us an important warfighting in-
sight. Habitual combined-arms organizations (combined-arms
teamsthat live together and train together permanently vs. tem
porarily) are fundamental to achieving the full combat potentid
of aforce. But thisisonly apartial answer to the questions.

It Is How the OPFOR Trains

The training program and methods employed by the OPFOR
to sustain proficiency in mission essential tasks are the catalysts
for its success — the way you take potential and turn it into
capability. Notably, these methods differ from the training
methods employed by the brigade task forces they oppose.

The regiment trains and adheres to proven doctrine, tactics,
techniques, and procedures honed through years of trial and
experience. Only three bedrock training manuals are used: U.S.
Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) Pamphlet
350-16, OPFOR Doctrine, the Regimental Tactical Standing
Operating Procedures, and the Motorized Rifle Company
Handbook. These three manuals serve as the blueprint for suc-
cess. They establish clear performance standards and expecta
tions. They foster simplicity in training, acommon understand-
ing of how we fight as ateam and, consequently, an incompara-
ble unity of effort during performance of combat missions.
Every trooper learns how to fight from the pages of these three
manuals.

There is nothing fancy about how the OPFOR trains. Bottom
line: The OPFOR stays focused on the fundamentals of war-
fighting at the tactical level of war. Theentiretraining program
is designed to sustain mastery of a few fundamental tasks and
battle drills at each level of command — individua to regiment.
For example, the first thing an OPFOR soldier or leader is
taught is how to useterrain and all its featuresto accomplishthe
mission. Terrain walks are the bread and butter of the training

program — low cost, but the most influential training tool in the
kit bag. Learn how to see the terrain and how to useit, and you
can’t be whipped.

Motorized rifle, antitank, engineer, military intelligence, air
defense and tank companies constantly practice only a handful
of battle drills— those actions on the battlefield which assure
dominancein the close, direct fire fight. Tank and mechanized
infantry platoons continually practice set-movetechniques, pro-
viding overwatch for on another as they bound from one inter-
visibility line to the next. Regimental battle staffs constantly
practice a set of planning and wargaming drills which set near-
perfect conditions for synchronization of the combined-arms
teams. Blocking and tackling — the fundamentals — that’s
what the regiment trainsto do. By staying focused on the fun-
damentals, units are able to achieve the full capabilities and
effectiveness of their combat systems on the battlefield.

Asto training methods, the OPFOR adheresreligiously tothe
training doctrine and methods espoused in Army Field Manual
(FM) 25-101, Training the Force — the entire process. Indi-
viduals and units are trained and measured against established
performance standards at every level. After-action reviewsare
always conducted, and if an individual or unit failsto meet the
standards, they retrain and execute the task until standards are
met, plain and simple. Time is always allocated for retraining.
The regiment trains until standards are met al thetime. It'san
ingrained habit. Moreover, and thisisacritical point, the regi-
ment trains to perform individual and mission-essential tasks at
the frequency necessary to sustain performance standards. Noth-
ing ismoreimportant to developing full combat potential, inthe
kind of Army we have, than training soldiers, leadersand units
at the frequency necessary to sustain performance standards
Why isthat?

Simple: Every unit in our Army facestwo enemies every day,
enemies which sap the combat potential of theforce. First, asa
result of how we man the Army, every year we turn over about
40 percent of the unit at every level. For the 11th Armored Cav-
alry Regiment, that’s about 1,000 new noncommissioned offi-
cers (NCOs) and soldiers we have to train and prepare to fight
as members of the team. We' re continuously in the business of
training new soldiers and leaders. Second, warfighting is an
extremely complex business these days, with complex tasksto
learn and master. And because we' re human, we forget how to
do things as time goes by. The more complex the task, the
sooner we forget how to do it. It follows, then, that the more
complex the task, the more frequently you need to train. For
these two reasons— we' re constantly training new soldiersand
we forget how to do things— the frequency of training individ-
ual, leader and unit tasksis absol utely critical to developing and
sustaining full combat potential. In other words, get the fre-
guency right, and you can sustain high levels of performance.
Within our Army today, for a host of reasons— lack of money
totrain at the right frequency, lack of time, shortages of |eaders
and soldiers, installation support, and peacekeeping missions—
brigade task forces, unlike the OPFOR, do not have the oppor-
tunity to train under tough, realistic field conditionsat the fre-
guency required to develop, much less sustain, their full combat
potential at every level within the organization. It showson the
battlefieldsat NTC.

Perhaps the most influential and discriminating difference be-
tween the OPFOR and the brigade task forces they fight isthe
leader certification program Unlike the units they face, the
OPFOR confirms that every soldier and every leader possesses
the knowledge, skill and ability to perform his/her dutiesbefore
they are permitted to fight with the regiment. Every soldier and
leader is compelled to undergo arigorous series of written ex-
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ams, oral exams, terrain walks, apprenticeships and hands-on
demonstrations of their knowledge, skill and ability beforethey
are alowed to fight or lead. That's right — every soldier and
leader, from section to regimental level, istested and must prove
they can execute their individual and leader tasks.

Platoon sergeants, platoon leaders and company commanders
must demonstrate their ability to execute their platoon and
company march formations and battle drills, and to orchestrate
fire support. The regimental chief of reconnai ssance must demt
onstrate an absolute mastery of intelligence preparation of the
battlefield. The regimental chief of staff must demonstrate his
ability to conduct deliberate wargaming and set conditions for
synchronization of the combined-arms teams. The regimental
commander must demonstrate his ability to see the terrain and
how to use it, see the enemy , see himself, and visualize how to
shape his battlefield and effectively employ every capability of
the combined-arms team to defeat his opponent. Only when
the commander is assured of a leader’s tactical and technical
competence, through testing and examination, is the subordi-
nate leader permitted to servein his position. Thisis aprocess
foreign to the remainder of our Army, and in my opinion, at the
root of the performance differential we continue to observehere
at the NTC. Itisaglaring disparity.

The point of all this? These training methods, and the opportu-
nity to train repetitively, are the way the OPFOR is able to
achieve and sustain itsfull combat potential. Unfortunately, the
conditions necessary to implement this proved training strategy
and methodol ogy, the training resources, and opportunity for the
remainder of our Army do not exist. Units at home station do
not have the money, time and other resources necessary to train
at the frequency required to develop and sustain proficiency in
mission-essential tasks, platoon to brigade level. Asan Army
we do not train and confirm that battalion and brigade staff offi-
cers are competent to perform those duties before they assume
their duties. For that matter, combined-arms battalion and bri-
gade commanders are not required to prove and demonstrate a
mastery of battle command skills and tactical competence be-
fore being placed in command. It is not, and has not been, a
prerequisite for command selection. It shows at the NTC, year
after year.

To sum up, the OPFOR provides us another important war-
fighting insight: How you train soldiers, leaders and units, and
the frequency of training, are key to achieving the full combat
potential of aforce. But again, thisisonly apartial answer tothe
questions. Thereis another important reason.

It Is How Commanders Become Masters
Of the Art and Science of Battle Command

The OPFOR regimental commander (alternately the 1st and 2d
Squadron commanders), the regimental staff, and motorized
rifle battalion commanders set conditions for effective employ-
ment of the regimental combined-armsteam. Their ability to do
itisafunction of their mastery of the art of battle command, as
we now call it. Indeed, the regiment canfight no better than the
regimental commander’s ability to see the terrain, see the en-
emy, see himself, and see the battle unfold in his mind. Granted,
the ability to inspire and motivate soldiers, the ability to impose
his will, tenacity, compassion, patience and so forth are also
important. But these are elements of effective leadership, not
tactical competence.

Commanders and battle staff in the OPFOR quickly develop
the ability to see the terrain and its effects on combat opera-
tions. By that, | mean the map talksto them. They see morethan
the Go and No Go terrain, key terrain, or decisive terrain. They

see and envision the effects of terrain on the enemy’ s ability and
their own ability to move, generate momentum, disperse, mass,
observe, deploy, shoot, or protect theforce. They can envision,
at aglance, where the enemy would be most vulnerable to the
diverse capabilities of their force or where terrain providesthem
an opportunity to seizetheinitiative or control the tempo of the
battle. Equally imp ortant, they can perceive where terrain would
restrict or constrain the employment of their combined-arms
team.

On ahigher plane of thinking, they can see how to use the ter-
rain to create conditions where the enemy would be vulnerable
to the firesthey can bring to bear. In other words, they can see,
within their battlespace, where the enemy would be most vul-
nerable to destruction by close air support, delayed by artillery-
delivered minefields, vulnerable to antitank fires, blocked,
turned, disrupted or fixed by obstacles, disrupted by jamming,
or where terrain would provide them arelative firepower advan-
tage in the close fight. Armed with these skills, they can shape
the battlefield to set conditions for success— the adept use of
terrain to control the tempo of battle, create favorable forcera
tios, create vulnerabilities, optimize the effects of their own ca
pabilities, control the enemy’ s direction of movement, and pro-
tect the force.

"...Combined-arms battalion and brigade commanders are not
required to prove and demonstrate a mastery of battle com-
mand skills and tactical competence before being placed in
command. It is not, and has not been, a prerequisite for com-
mand selection. It shows at the NTC, year after year."

Additionally, OPFOR commanders devel op a masterful ability
to see the enemy. They can envision with remarkable clarity
how the enemy commander would employ his combined-arms
team. They can envision the sequential and simultaneous actions
and combat systemsthe enemy commander would use to shape
his battlefield for success. They can perceive the critical tasks
the enemy commander has to accomplish, how he will probably
employ his combined-arms team to accomplish the tasks, or
how the enemy commander will seize and retain the initiative.
Asthe battle unfoldsin their minds, they can immediately rec-
ogni ze the high-value and high-payoff targets and when those
targets would be most vulnerable to attack by the capabilities of
the OPFOR combined-armsteam. They can easily visualize the
rate of enemy movement, the organization and depth of hisfor-
mations, and the location of high-payoff targets. Even more
important, they can see which combat functions or capabilities
have to be attacked to disrupt the synchronization of the en-
emy’s combined-armsteam — the first step to victory under
combat conditions.

Commanders can also see themselves. By that, | meanthey are
expert in the capabilities and limitations of every systemintheir
combined-arms team. They have mastered the science of war-
fighting. Moreover, they know how and when these capabilities
can be used most effectively against the enemy. For example,
they know the type and volume of artillery munitions required
to achieve the effects they want, the range of various artillery
munitions, and every gun’ssustained rate of fire. Consequently,
they know how many batteries are required, where they should
be placed relative to the target, and the time required to shoot
the munitions necessary to produce the desired effects. They
also know the time required to shift abattalion of artillery from
one target to the next, the actual occupation times of their artil-
lery battalions, and an artillery battalion’s rate of movement
relative to the terrain. Conseguently, they can create effective
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sequential and simultaneous engagementsthroughout the depths
of the battlefield and decide when to move to protect the force
and when to moveto sustain fire support through the depth of
the operation.

The OPFOR commanders a so know the capabilities and limi-
tations of their collection and jamming teams, comprised of
soldiers with an unparalleled ability to protect the force and
change the outcome of battle. Consequently, they know how
and where to establish a baseline to obtain accurate direction-
finding, radio intercept, and effectivejamming. More important,
they master the ability to focus and use these capabilitiesto an-
swer their priority intelligence requirements and to jam the en-
emy when heis most vulnerableto its effects.

Commanders are also expert in the employment of obstacles.
They have akeen sense of what their engineers can redlistically
accomplish. For example, they know how long it takes their
engineer company, given their manning and level of training, to
install an effective blocking or turning obstacle, the quantity of
material required, the man-hours required, the transportation
involved, the number of fighting positions they can realistically
dig inthetime available, and so on. Armed with this mastery of
the science of warfighting, they can easily envision how to ef-
fectively employ these engineer capabilities to shape the battle-
field, protect the force, and establish conditions for successin
the deep and close fights.

At the same time, commanders devel op and possess the ability
to see themselves from the enemy commander’ s perspective.
They can aimost read their opponent’s mind. They have the
cognitive ability to recognize where they are strong and where
they are weak from the enemy commander’s point of view.
Moreover, they are adept at perceiving their own vulnerabilities
and recognize their exposure. Coupled with real-time human
intelligence (HUMINT), this ability lifts the curtain of uncer-
tainty off the battlefield, exposes the enemy’ smost likely course
of action, and illuminates weakness and vulnerabilitiesin their
opponent’ s fighting posture.

Finally, OPFOR commanders learn to think in terms of force
protection. By that, | mean they learn to fight the battle in their
minds and immediately discern the active and passive measures
necessary to protect the force. They do not think simply interms
of safety, radio listening silence, raising the air defense warning
status, repositioning of reserves, and so forth. They take passive
and active measures to protect their forces from observation by
air and ground reconnaissance systems, electronic location,
thermal detection systems, the effects of enemy indirect and
direct fire systems, special munitions, fratricide, and the effects
of weather, disease and injury.

When you are up against combined-arms commanders like
these, it doesn’t get any tougher. The point isthat it takes these
kinds of commanders and staffs to bring a unit to itsfull comiet
potential. They are simply indispensable. The problem is that
conditions required to develop combined-ams commandersand
staffs of this caliber do not exist within the remainder of our
Army. These kinds of commanders and staffs are developed
through constant study and application of the art and science of
warfighting, terrain walks, situational training exercises, repeti-
tive opportunities to fight and learn from their mistakesin the
field, not in simulations, and most important of all, repetitive
combat-like experiences which devel op battlefield intuition—
animmediate feel for the battlefield situation and what must be
doneto win. Unfortunately, these conditions don’t exist for sol-
diers and leaders anywhere else in the Army today. Thisisan
insightful lesson the OPFOR provides as we ponder how to
maintain landpower dominance in the Army of the 21st century.

But again, thisisonly apartial answer to the questions. Here's
another reason.

It Is How the OPFOR Plans Combat Operations

The truth be known, the OPFOR winsits battles beforeit fights
them Very few battles ever unfold in away substantially differ-
ent from what the OPFOR team envisioned or planned to ac-
complish. Moreover, theincomparabl e ability of the OPFOR to
get every dog in the fight at the right time at the right placeis
legendary. The reason? The OPFOR has learned how to set
conditions for synchronization of the combined-armsteamin
the planning process, and learned how to preserveit during exe-
cution of battle asthe situation evolves. The conditionsfor vic-
tory are set by their planning process. It's safe to say that no
leader in the OPFOR would agree with the old adage that plans
change at the first contact with the enemy, or that planningisa
rather useless endeavor and performancein execution isreally
what matters.

The regimental orders process is a disciplined, battle drill,
characterized by strict time management. It follows the same
military decision making process outlined in FM 101-5 Saff
Organization and Operations. Complete METT-T (mis-
sion/enemy/terrain/troops/time avail able) analysisisthe founda
tion, and no shortcuts are taken. The regimental staff, working
as ateam, preparesdetailed enemy situational templateswhich
graphically depict the enemy’s most likely course of action,
array and presentation of forces on the battlefield, and probable
locations of high-payoff targets, such as fire direction radars,
artillery units, command posts, aircraft rearming and refueling
points, or reserves. Once thisanalysisis presented, the regimen-
tal commander conducts his own commander’ s estimate of the
situation, visualizes the battle unfolding in hismind, seesit un-
fold on theterrain, then develops several courses of action for
employment of his combined-arms team that will ensure defeat
of hisopponent.

From this analysis and visualization, the commander develops
his commander’ sintent, and he spendsalot of time ensuring he
getsthisright. Heissues hisintent by first stating the task and
purposethe regiment must achieve. Next, he describesin clear
doctrinal language the few critical tasks which must be accom
plished sequentially, some simultaneously, in order to win. He
wraps this up by describing the end state he wants the force to
achieve — what success |ooks like when the fight is over.

Next, he issues planning guidance to his staff — guidance
which clearly describes how he wants the combined-armsteam
employed, his critical information requirements by phase, how
he wantsto shape the battlefield for success, the means he wants
to use to control the tempo of battle, and the effectsheexpectsat
critical times and locations in the fight. After just a couple of
months in the saddle, a regimental commander can do thisin
minutes. It becomes intuitive. Asaminimum, he will direct his
staff to deliberately wargame three courses of action, sometimes
four.

With these things in hand, the chief of staff assembles the
staff and conducts a detailed, deliberate wargame of each
course of action — the most important step in the planning
process. Why? The deliberate wargaming process sets condi-
tions for employment and synchronization of the combined-
ams team to produce the effects and outcome the commander
expects. Moreover, the wargaming process produces the few
critical products necessary to employ and control the force: the
operations order, with specific task and purpose assigned to
each unit; the reconnaissance and surveillance plan; asyn-
chronization matrix for each course of action (the score for the

ARMOR — May-June 1999

11



orchestra); movement and positioning plans for the artillery
groups; and operational graphics. Interestingly, the targeting
process is embedded in the wargame, o as another outcome, the
staff producesthe plan for simultaneous and sequential attack
of enemy high-payoff targets through the depths of the battle-
field.

A distinguishing feature of this planning processis the control
imposed by the plan, and the synchronization which stemsfrom
it. At the regimental level, the plan tells every member of the
combined-arms team what to do, when to do it, and where do
it—but never how. Asthe OPFOR haslearned, synchronization
cannot be achieved any other way. Synergy of the combined-
arms team cannot be created in other way.

The process used by the OPFOR is much like writing a score
for an orchestra. In an orchestra, if the trumpets, the flutes and
the violins play whatever notes they want, when they want, you
get nothing but noise. The musical score (synchronization ma
trix) specifieswhich instruments will play what notes, when in
relation to other instruments, and wher e in the sequence of time.
If done properly, you get Beethoven' s 5th Symphony.

The same goes for military operations. Consider motorized ri-
fle battalions, artillery groups, close air support, and jamming
systems as instruments of war. Firm control isrequired at regi-
mental level to ensure all capabilities are employed at the right
time and place for maximum effect. On the other hand, down at
the maneuver company level, much less control isimposed and
initiative is prized, once the unit makes direct fire contact. In
short, this planning and synchronization processis how the OR
FOR achievesitsfull combat potential during the execution of
battle. But there are other significant factors that differ from
most units they oppose.

Take the operations order: Only one written operations order is
published for the regimental combined-arms team which ad-
dresses multiple courses of action. Tasksto subordinate units
are always expressed in the form of task and purpose. Only one
set of graphicsis produced and every leader in the regiment,
from top to bottom, uses this one set of graphics. Subordinate
units do not develop their own, unique graphics. In other words,
every member of the combined-arms team is looking at the
same sheet of music. Subordinate commandersissue oral opera
tions orders, based on a clear understanding of what they have
to do, when they haveto do it, and where they have to do it.

The graphics are a wonder of simplicity. Only a few graphic
control measures are used: report lines, lines of maneuver, artil-
lery/rocket fire boxes and targets, smoke lines, firing lines, and
air battle positions. That'sit. Fire boxes, or firing lines, are used
as battlefield reference pointsto adjust direction of maneuver,
identify current locations, or shoot artillery. Thistechnique of
controlling forcesis the source of the impressive flexibility the
regiment is ableto achievein every battle. It'sthe principlerea-
son the regiment is ableto quickly change direction and shift the
main effort, sustain common situational awareness throughout
its battlespace, and preclude fratricide. In sum, the regiment’s
planning process lies at the heart of its ability to achieveitsfull
combat potential. Nonetheless, itisonly apartial answer to the
questions at hand. There is another good reason.

It Is How the OPFOR Prepares for Combat Operations

How a unit prepares to executeits mission directly effectsthe
battle outcome. The OPFOR has |earned this and devotes most
of itsavailable time preparing for battle, not planning.

Oncethe operations order isissued, the preparation phase for
combat begins. The regimental commander gives everybody a

ten minute break; then all commanders return and backbrief
him, which assures the commander that all subordinate com-
manders clearly understand what he expects them do and
achieve, when he expects them to do it, and where he expects
them to doit. In short, he checksto ensure all subordinate com
manders understand his intent.

Immediately after backbriefs, the regimental staff assembles
and conducts staff rehearsals of each course of action. The chief
of staff leads a mapboard exercise, placed flat with al staff offi-
cers surrounding, and they literally fight each battle from begin-
ning to end, reviewing the employment and synchronization of
every element of the combined-armsteam, by phase of the op-
eration. They rehearse every action each staff officer will take,
and every action they must supervise for the commander during
the battle given any course of action.

"Seven to eight hours after the regimental order is issued, the
regiment conducts a regimental combined-arms rehearsal—a
disciplined battle drill that affords the opportunity to conduct de-
tailed rehearsals of at least two, usually three, courses of action
in a two-hour period..."

For exampl e, they rehearse when and where rockets and close
air support will be employed against high-payoff targets during
Phase | fires, what positions they must occupy to place the bat-
teries within range, when they must move to occupy in suffi-
cient time to accomplish their task, and the number of volleys
required to achieve expected effects. They rehearse when and
where scatterable minefields will be to employed to ensure re-
serves are interdicted prior to the enemy commander’ s decision
to commit them. They rehearse where artillery batteriesfrom the
division artillery group must be positioned, and thetrigger point
for shooting nonpersistent chemicals against forces at the point
of penetration, just prior to closure of the forward detachment.
They rehearse when the jamming systems will begin jamming
enemy fire support FM nets to achieve maximum disruption and
force protection. Watch this process and it’s easy to see why
OPFOR staffs are considered an element of combat power
whose performanceiskey to success. It istheir hard work inthe
planning and preparation phases which sets conditionsfor syn-
chronization of the combined-arms team, and ensuresit is pre-
served during battle. While thisis going on, subordinate com
manders are back at their unitsissuing oral operations ordersto
their units, with every vehicle commander in attendance, aways
supported by hastily constructed terrain boards which facilitate
quick visualization of what they are expected to do, and how
they will do it.Seven to eight hours after the regimental order is
issued, the regiment conducts aregimental combined-armsre-
hearsal — adisciplined battle drill that affords the opportunity
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to conduct detailed rehearsals of at least two, usually three,
courses of action in atwo-hour period. Attendants are the regi-
mental commander and staff, all commanders of subordinate
units, and all team commanders in the regimental reconnais-
sance company. The chief of operations directs the rehearsal,
the chief of staff adjudicates the outcome of engagements by
phase, and the regimental commander observes intently to en-
sure synchronization is correct, hisintent is clearly understood,
and all units are doing exactly what he expectsthem to do, when
and where he expectsthem to do it.

Therehearsal is conducted on alarge-scaleterrain board, con-
figured to scale, with known and expected enemy forces indi-
cated by markers, and all regimental graphic control measures.
On the board are the chief of reconnaissance, chief of rockets
and artillery, chief of air direction, chief of signal, and all subor-
dinate commanders — only those leaders who command and
direct forcesin battle. The rehearsal always begins with ade-
tailed depiction of how the reconnai ssance company will con-
duct their tasks to achieve their purpose. Recon team |leaders
physically move along the infiltration routes they’ ve chosen,
describing their actions en route, the observation poststhey will
establish, what critical information they will acquire, and the
fire support targets they are responsible for shooting. Onceitis
clear to al how observation of the regiment’ s entire battlespace
will be established, the rest of the combined-arms team follows
and briefstheir actionsin detail, beginning with their statement
of task and purpose.

The value of this rehearsal method cannot be overemphasized.
Itiscritical to successful accomplishment of themisson. While
the operations order and graphics may be clear, the battle really
doesn’t come to life in the minds of subordinate |eaders until
they rehearse together asateam. Intherehearsal, they can visu-
alize the employment of the entire combined-arms team, unde-
stand the key elements of synchronization that must be
achieved, and clearly see how their unit fitsinto the operational
concept, relative to their teammates. Everybody knows what
everybody else is doing. This produces a powerful synergy,
seldom matched by their opponents.

Finally, after the regimental rehearsal, subordinate command-
ersreturn to their units and conduct their own detailed rehearsals
with every leader in their unit present, not just the officers. All
vehicle/crew commanders participate in the unit rehearsal. This
technique guarantees complete knowledge of the operation
through the ranks of the unit, and ensures the execution of the
mission is not affected by loss of the company commander,
platoon leaders or platoon sergeants. Infact, it isnot uncommon
to find ajunior sergeant or corporal commanding aplatoon or a
company at the end of abattle, organizing his remaining force
on the objective.

Meanwhile, and equally important, as the officers work
through the orders and rehearsal process, the NCOs acrossthe
regiment are conducting detailed inspections of their equipment
and soldiers ensuring both are prepared for combat. Hundreds of
things are checked and double-checked to ensure all isready:
fluid levels, track tension, radios, fire control systems, mapsand
graphics, night-vision devices, boresight, ammunition, wespons,
thelist goes on.

The point to this discussion is that extensive and detailed
preparation for combat, conducted by the officers and NCOs of
an organization, is also indispensabl e to achieving thefull com
bat potential of unit. Incidentally, this preparatory processis
seldom embedded with discipline throughout the brigade task
forces the OPFOR oppose — another substantial advantagethe
OPFOR enjoys. Here' sthe final reason.

It Is How the OPFOR Executes and Controls Combat
Operations

Although their planning and preparation techniques and proce-
dures create the ability for the OPFOR to win their battles be-
fore they fight them, there are certain techniques employed dur-
ing the execution of battle which a so serve as means of achiev-
ing the full combat potential of the combined-arms team. First
and foremost isthe regiment’ s aggressive conduct of reconnas-
sance and surveillance operations.

Thefirst condition any commander must set on the battlefield,
if hewantsto win, isthe ability to see through the depths of the
battlefield. If any reconnaissance team failsto reach its assigned
observation post, a replacement team isimmediately dispatched
to replaceit, or other teams are re-positioned to reestablish cov-
erage of that portion of the battlefield. In contrast, the brigade
task forces they oppose are inadegquately equipped with recon-
naissance capability and have been for years. Brigades have
never been provided the reconnaissance forces and capabilities
necessary to establish and maintain complete and continual ob-
servation of their battlespace. From the OPFOR’ s perspective,
it's the most serious organizational flaw and warfighting defi-
ciency in our brigade task forces today. The OPFOR knows,
through hard experience, that effective reconnai ssance and sur-
veillance are the key to success during execution of the battle,
and remain the most powerful of many advantages they enjoy
over their opponents.

Equally as important as reconnaissance, the OPFOR estab-
lishes multiple FM radio retransmission teams on terrain which
will ensure FM communications capability is provided through
the depth and width of the battlespace. Immediate, responsive
FM communications are absolutely required to sustain common
situational awareness, prevent fratricide, preserve flexibility,
control the tempo of operations, and preserve synchronization of
the combined-arms team in the close fight. If you can't talk, you
can't fight on the modern battlefield. It makes no differenceif
you can see the battlefield in perfect detail. Forces at the tactical
level of war cannot be accurately employed without sustained,
reliable, instantaneous real-time communications.

Another key to the remarkable synchronization the OPFOR is
able to achieve, and consequently its overwhelming combat
power, isthe use of asmall staff to control the combined-arms
team, and preserve synchronization. Positioned forward, work-
ing out of a one-vehicle command post, off of one map, arethe
chief of staff, chief of reconnaissance, chief of rockets and artil-
lery, and chief of air direction. This small team, the same team
that planned and rehearsed the operation, orchestratesthe entire
battle, thereby freeing the regimental commander to moveto a
position where he can see the critical events unfold on the bat-
tlefield, see his decision points, and control the employment of
hisforce asthe situation develops. This technique of command
and control — a small, mobile staff, armed with near-perfect
situational awareness, empowered to direct the combined-ams
team — virtually ensures the regimental commander can oper-
ate at atempo of decision-making his opponent cannot match,
and alevel of synchronization his opponent cannot match or
exceed.

Having said this, nothing is quite so influential to the outcome
of abattle as the constant cross-talk between all commanders
and the regimental staff. Listen to the regimental battle com:
mand net during a fight, and what you hear is a constant ex-
change of information between subordinate commanders. Occa
sionally, you will hear the regimental commander on the net,
usually to seek clarification, or get specific information required
to make his anticipated decisions, or issue the one or two deci-
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sions he must make during the course of battle. Most of the
time, you will hear adjacent and following commanderstalking
to one another describing the enemy and friendly situation asit
unfolds on the battlefield. Often, you will hear regimental re-
connaissance |eaders passing them critical information about
enemy actions. That’s it. The regimental commander spends
most of histime eavesdropping on his net, tracking the progress
of the fight from the voices of his most trusted agents, his com
manders on the ground. The chief of staff doesthe samething,
picking up his cuesfrom commanders' descriptions, and diredt-
ing employment of lethal and nonlethal fires at the time and
place required to set conditions for their success.

This cross-talk between commanders and staff is the prindipa
reason the OPFOR is able to sustain accurate, real-time situ-
ational awareness of what’ s happening on the battlefield. Noth-
ing is more important during the execution of battle, amid the
smoke, confusion and chaos. If acommander can see his battle-
field, see the strength and disposition of hisenemy, and seethe
strength and disposition of his own forcesin near-red time, he
can’'t be whipped, if he has a speck of tactical competence and
the forces available to win. Moreover, cross-talk virtualy €imi-
nates fratricide within the combined-armsteam. Through eaves-
dropping, everyone knowswhere everyone el seislocated on the
battlefield.

And finally, when al else fails, when subordinate units lose
communications, when the key leaders are killed or injured, all
units continue to fight guided by the commander’ sintent—the
overarching concept of what all must do to achieve success.
Commander’s intent is an indispensable means of imposing
control on the battlefield. Many battles are won each year based
solely on adherence to commander’ s intent, stated up front in
the planning process, and reiterated to all leadersin the prepara
tion phase. Leaders know what to do, what must be accom-
plished, and they do it, despite the fact they can’t talk to their
commander.

In sum, techniques for imposing control and maintaining
common situational awareness during the execution of opera-
tions are also key to achieving the full combat potential of a
combined-arms team. It is disturbing that few of these tech-
niques are observed or routingly practiced by brigade conmbined
arms teams the OPFOR opposes. Thistakes |ots of training as
one team under actual field conditions. Our brigade task forces
do not have the opportunity under the conditions we servein
today.

Implications for Our Army and Landpower
in the 21st Century

How does the 11th Armored Cavalry Regiment (the OPFOR),
develop and sustain its ability to fight and defeat its opponents
in almost every battle at the National Training Center? How
does the regiment, fighting with 1960s-1970s technology, rou-
tinely defeat brigade task forces equipped with the most modern
weapons systems and technology our Army can provide? How
can theregiment do it given the same soldiers, the same person-
nel turbulence (about 40 percent turnover each year), the same
leader development challenges, and the oldest fighting equip-
ment in the active Army? There are the answers. There are the
insights. From my perspective, the implications for our Army
today and into the 21st century are profound. Why? Becausethe
conditions which have afforded the opportunity for the OPFOR
at NTC to achieve itsfull combat potential do not exist in our
active Army today.

Asan Army, we don't organize the way we intend to fight. We
have decided to bring the full weight and combat power of the

combined-arms team to bear at brigade level, yet we don’t or-
ganize the brigade as a combined-arms team. It doesn’'t matter
that much for peacekeeping and humanitarian operations, but it
mattersin combat. It’sthe only way to achieve the full combat
potential of the enormous investments we’ ve made in combat
systems and capabilities. Although nobody can match uson the
current battlefield, we' re far less effective than we can be.

We don't train anymore with the rigor and frequency in the
field necessary to develop and sustain full combat potential.
Shortage of money, shortage of time, shortage of leaders and
soldiers, peacekeeping operations and other factors conspire
against us and deny usthe ability to train soldiers, leaders and
units at the frequency necessary to develop and sustain profi-
ciency in mission-essential tasks. For that matter, we don't
measure our combat readiness in terms of our ability to accom
plish our mission-essential tasks, which isadirect function of
the frequency with which we train. We measure it in terms of
the number of leaders and soldiers we have, the amount of
equipment we have, the maintenance posture of equipment, and
available training resources. Granted these are components of
readiness, but it is training that turns these resourcesinto combat
capability, and it’ sthe frequency of training that develops and
sustains a unit’sfull combat potential.

We don’t train and certify that combat-arms commandersand
their staffs at battalion and brigade level have the knowledge,
skill, ability and intuition to employ a combined-armsteam in
combat before we place them in those critical positions. None
must prove their competence through objective examination of
any kind. It's not a requirement for selection. Moreover, we
have no training programs within our Army which will develop
and provide our soldiers fully competent combined-arms com-
manders, S-2s (intelligence officers), S-3s (operations officers),
S4s (logistics officers), fire support officers, and other key
members of combined-arms battalion and brigade staffs. It's
ironic. We wouldn’t let a surgeon touch us with aknife unless
we were absolutely sure he or she had earned the credentials and
was certified competent and skilled by tough, rigorous board
certification. Y et we entrust the lives of our soldiersto officers
who are not required to undergo equival ent competency evalua-
tion. Consequently, we are far from being what we can be and
need to be to achieve the full combat potentia of the soldierswe
lead.

Weteach our officersto plan combat operations, but we don’t
teach commander and staff teams how to win our battles before
we fight them, nor how to set conditions for effective synchro-
nization of the combined-arms team during the planning proc-
ess. At advance courses, Combined Arms and Services Staff
School (CAS), and Command and General Staff College
(CGSC) we teach officers how to conduct METT-T analysis
and write a five-paragraph order, complete with a dozen an-
nexes, but we don’t teach them how to synchronizeemployment
of the combined-armsteam — the most critical outcome which
must emerge from the planning process; the thing that bringsthe
full combat potential of the force to bear on the battlefield. Nor
do we train and teach the critical preparation and execution
techniques the OPFOR has learned and continues to employ,
which are really nothing more than our best warfighting units
learned to do in combat throughout the last half of this century.
We're good, but we can be better.

Also implied in this essay isthe pressing need for our Army to
develop new organizational, resource and training strategies
which can restore or create the conditions we need to achieve

See INSIGHTS, Continued on Page 46

14

ARMOR — May-June 1999



Exciting New “Tools” Available for Tankers,
Infantrymen and Combat Engineers

Breaching Fortified Positions and Obstacles

by Major Roger Morin and Ty Cobb

In November 1997, troops of the Iron
Brigade (1st Brigade, 2ID) in Korea were
the firgt to fire the XM908 120mm car-
tridge, the Army’'s newest tank round.
This High Explosive, Obstacle Reducing-
Tracer (HE-OR-T) round was fielded, via
an urgent requirement, to U.S. Army
Abrams tank units in the Republic of
Korea (ROK). This “urgent requirement”
from the field resulted from the Army’'s
decision in 1996 to retire the venerable
Combat Engineer Vehicle (CEV), a
modified M60 tank.

Special Obstacle Problem in Korea

While there are areas of the Korean Pen-
insula that are flat and open, especidly in

drew through them. (The mogt
common “teeth” are as large as 85
cubic feet and weigh upwards of 6
tons.) This action would effectively
block, if covered by fires the
“routes south.” Such obgtacles are
also known to exist in North Korea,
whose terrain is even more rugged
than that of the South.

So, why an obstacle-reducing tank
round? If the North Koreans were
successful in pushing ROK and UN
forces south of the DMZ, there would
come a time (hopefully sooner than later)
that these forces would want to push the
invading force north to the DMZ. Now
the dragon’s teeth that were not removed
by the invading force are obstacles
to friendly forces moving north.

Prior to the summer of 1998, the
CEV mounting a 165mm anti-
obstacle gun with an effective range
of 1000m would have been used to
rubble these obstacles and others as
well. The gun fired a 32 pound
HEP (High Explosive Plagtic)
round that rubbles obstacles by
overpowering  explosve  shock.

CEVs in Korea: Retirement Bound

the rice farming areas, much of the terrain
is extremely rugged with many narrow
defiles and passes. In the early 1970s,
while laying out the defense of their na
tion, the ingenious South Koreans began
building “dragon’s teeth” or smply,
“rock drops” Essentialy, where “routes
south” pinched into defiles or passes, they
“pinched” them even tighter and placed
huge reinforced concrete blocks (cubes
and pyramids) just above the roads
through the passes. Though found pri-
marily in rura aress, dragon’s teeth can
also be seen in urban areas where bridges,
tunnels and overpasses tend to candize
movement. In the event of hodilities,
explosive charges would drop these rocks
into place as the last friendly units with-

During the summer of 1998, U.S.
Forces in the ROK retired their
CEVs, and an urgent call went out
for an dternate solution to rubbling
by tank-mechanized teams.

The engineers a Picatinny
Arsend tett fired every pos-

Rock-drop obstacle in Korea

round that carries a 2.2 pound high explo-
sive shaped charge. The MPAT's highly
sendtive nose switch, a part of the fuzing
system, was replaced with a smple sted
nose that delays detonation. The sted
nose's hardness and the projectile's high
velocity (1408 meters per second at the
muzzle) dlow the round to “burrow” into
the obgtacle. The few inches of burrow-
ing and delay cause the XM908 to deto-
nate the shaped charge inside the obstacle
ingead of on the surface for increased
effectiveness.

The XM908 is eadly distinguishable
from the MPAT. The XM908's dged
nose has been panted yelow, and
“XM908" is inscribed in the metd itsdlf.
The cartridge's base end has been gen-
ciled with XM908 markings. It uses the
same ballistic (fire contral) solution asthe
M830A1 MPAT round.

sble tank round, from high
velocity Kingtic  Energy
(KE) to anti-tank shaped
charged rounds, for their
ability to rubble dragon’s
teeth. Some of these rounds
were quickly assembled pro-
totypes  conceived by
ARDEC' engineers. One of
these concepts became the
XM908.

The XM908 is essentialy a
modified MB830A1 Multi-
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Before and after pictures of the XM908's
rubbling effectiveness in Korea, Nov '97

Operational Employment of the XM908

The XM908 is only a tool, but a new
one whose obstacle-breaching capability
should be examined by platoon, team,
and task force officers and NCOs. The
2nd Infantry Divison's Iron Brigade
leeds the effort to fully exploit the
XM908's operationa capabilities. They
developed battle drills and refined tactics,
techniques and procedures (TTPs) to
breach the dragon’'s teeth. Their TTPs
employed basic breaching tactics, but
they found that the XM908's capability
alowed for a quick breach while enhanc-
ing survivability due to the ability to rub-
ble the obstacles from stand-off by a well
protected Abrams.

The Iron Brigade's livefire training
againgt smulated dragon’s teeth obstacles
proved the round’s devastating effective-
ness. The accuracy of the tank main gun
easily placed a round in the middle of a
block from severa hundred meters away,

and the rubbling capacity of the round
rubbled an entire block. Rounds were
fired a each block in a defile, and the
obstacle was systematically reduced. A
few chunks of rubble were as wide as two
feet, but most were 3 to 6 inches in size.
Because resultant rubble will pile-up in
front of the blocks, the Iron Brigade
learned that tank units involved in anti-
dragon’s teeth missons should plan on
firing two rounds per block.

A typicd tacticadl scenario might be:
Smoke and atillery fire “isolate” the
obstacle; tanks rubble the dragon’s teeth;
tanks travel over the rubble while ill
using smoke and/or artillery fires to pro-
tect their advance; other maneuver units
cross the rubble under armor as possible;
if the follow-on combat vehicles cannot
cross the rubble, the combat engineer’s
Armored Combat Excavator (ACE) or a
tank with a dozer blade can be used to
clear enough rubble to permit passage.
The rubble would have to be cleared for
wheeled vehicle traffic. The keys to suc-
cess are planning and full team training
prior to hodtilities. As with any military
operation, analyss of Stuations and train-
ing for such situaions speeds operations
and minimizes casudties.

New Tools for Infantrymen and
Combat Engineers

Okay — s0 the XM908 is a breaching
tool for the tankers. What new tools are
available for the Infantry and Engi-
neers?”’

The Bunker Defeat Munition (BDM)
was recently fielded to fill a long-
ganding void in the assault “tool kit” of
infantrymen and combat engineers. The
BDM or XM141? is an 83mm “dispos-
able” munition designed primarily to
defeat threat field bunkers (3 feet of
tamped earth around 6" x 6" timbers).
ARDEC design engineers developed the
BDM around the Marine Corps Shoul-
der-launched, Multi-purpose  Assault
Wespon (SMAW). Based on a FORS
COM urgent requirement supported by
TRADOC's Infantry and Engineer
Schools, ARDEC engineers designed the
BDM to be lightweight and disposable,
thus one has the SMAW-Disposable or
SMAW-D. The munition weighs 15.7
pounds, has an effective range of 15 to
500 meters, and mounts a variety of night
sghts. (In contragt, the Marines SMAW
with a round loaded and ready to fire
weighs 29 pounds and requires a dedi-
cated gunner.) Operationaly, the BDM is
a “take me dong, if you need me’
weagpon system, so any unit could use i,
though mogt of its use will be by infantry
and combat engineer units.

Firing the new Bunker Defeat Munition

The Bunker Defeat Munition is highly
effective againg threat bunkers due to its
sendtive fuzing and its warhead's 2.4
pounds of high explosve. The BDM is
adso highly effective againg triple brick
and concrete block walls, as well as light
armor up to and including the BMP2. The
Bunker Defeat Munition gets its versatile
effectiveness due to its sendtive fuzing
which “senses’ warhead relative decd-
eration. Sow deceleration in “soft” tar-
gets (such as tamped earth) results in
delayed detonation of the explosive caus-
ing threat bunkers to be blown up from
the indde. Rapid deceleration against
hard targets (armor and concrete block)
results in super-quick detonation and a
strong surface punch.

BDM effects on a bunker
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Another new device, the M150 Penetra-
tion Augmented Munition (PAM), devel-
oped under the direction of the Office of
the Project Manager for Mines, Counter-
mines, and Demoalitions, was built in
response to a Special Operations Forces
(SOF) requirement to defeat heavy rein-
forced concrete sructures. One PAM
reduces the loading-bearing capability of
the PAM target by 75%. The PAM target
is a concrete gructure that measures 5
feet wide by 6 feet deep by 15 feet tall
with 1-3/8 inch diameter rebar spaced 5.5
inches apart. Weighing only 35 Ibs, one
soldier can hand-emplace the munition in
two minutes. Each PAM replaces 225 Ibs
of high explosive in destructive force. It
was Type Classfied Standard for Army
SOF Use Only in June 1998. (If engineer
commanders need this type of munition,
they should identify their requirements to
the engineer school, who could then work
with DCSOPS to obtain the needed
PAMSs)

The PAM is a technical “masterpiece.”
It contains three separate, precisay-timed
warheads. The forward warhead is an
Explosively Formed Penetrator (EFP), an
ARDEC innovation, and cuts any exist-
ing near-surface rebar. The second war-
head is adso an EFP that “drills’ a hole
one-meter deep into the target. The third
warhead is the Follow Through Charge
carrying 5 Ibs of explosive. It enters the
target and does massve damage upon
detonation.

The PAM uses breakthrough technology
that should lead to follow-on develop-
ment of other multi-warhead munitions
for a wide range of applications. PAM
can be scaled into larger or smaller muni-
tionswith further devel opment.

MOUT Operations

“ Could these tools be used in urban en-
vironments — where future warfare will
likely be commonplace?’

After witnessing the overwheming de-
gructive capability that was brought to
bear againg the Iragis during Operation
Desert Storm, few military forces will opt
to face alied codition forces. Due to the
incredible pace of urbanization of the
world's population, the days of the “ur-
ban guerrilla’ are upon us. Asin the jun-
gles of Vietnam or the rugged mountains
of Afghanistan, the guerrilla can gain a
degree of equality with traditional mod-
ern forces. Close terrain is the guerrilla's
domain. Urban areas are the “jungles’ of
the future.

Actudly, Military Operations in Urban
Terrain (MOUT) present a far worse sce-
nario for military operations than those
presented by jungles or mountains. Urban
areas present political, cultural, humani-
tarian and other phenomena that must be
consdered when planning and conduct-
ing MOUT. Witness the WWII orders
not to destroy the historic monastery at
Monte Cassino during operations in Italy.
Eventualy, those orders were reversed,
but how many lives were lost while obey-
ing those orders? Witness the difficulties
encountered in Somdlia, Northern Ire-
land, and Panama.

The XM908, BDM and PAM are three
new tools that should aid in the conduct
of MOUT. Leaders must carefully ana
lyze these tools, then adjust MOUT tac-
tics and techniques for their employment.
Orders may redtrict rubbling or use of
certain munitions or weapons, or permit
their usein narrow or broad applications.

Urban warfare demands accurate intelli-
gence and, mogt of all, intense, pre-
hodtility training and teamwork. It is
hoped that the result will be more rapid
success and reduced casualties.

Notes

'ARDEC is a major element of the U.S. Army
Tank-automotive and Armaments Command and

Forward
Charge

Follow-through
Charge

Hole-drilling
Charge

Effects of the BDM against concrete block wall (left), and BMP armored personnel carrier
(right)

An M150 PAM charge set in place

normaly referred to as “TACOM-ARDEC”;
herein shortened to “ARDEC.”

2The“XM” versus the “M” designation for both
the XM908 and the XM 141 is due to DA’s deci-
sion to produce only alimited number of rounds.
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Yugoslavian Armor Fleet
Is a Mix of New and (Some Very) Old

by David M. Phipps, Threat Branch, DFD, Fort Knox

Following the break-up of the Former
Y ugoslavia, the Y ugoslavian Army reor-
ganized in 1992 to reflect the territoria
changes and |oss of equipment that had
taken place.

The active force is now 85,000-90,000.
Half of these troops are conscripts doing
their 15-month national service. In addi-
tion, the trained reserves and paramilitary
forces increase the size of the army to
550,000.

The basic doctrine of the army is com-
bined arms, multiple company/battalion
groupings of light infantry and tanks sup-
ported by artillery. Their former doctrine
stressed attacking lines of communication
and support facilities. Y ugoslavian forces
seek to concentrate quickly for offensive
operations, attack, and quickly disperse.
Their standard doctrinal planisto usethe
terrain in a defensive war of attrition.
This doctrine is from atradition of plan-
ning for a partisan war.

Yugoslaviaisuniqueinthat itisan arms
producer/supplier. In the past, they have
sold arms, ammunition, equipment, and
sub-systems around the world, most no-
tably the sale of M -84sto Kuwait. Some
of thefirst M -84s delivered prior to Sad-
dam’sinvasion in 1990 ended up in the
Iragi inventory. The remaining tanks
ordered arrived in time for the Kuwait
Army to use in Desert Storm. Other
known M -84 sales were to the Y ugodav-
ian Army and possibly to Libya and
Syria

On paper, the Y ugoslavian armor corps
is very impressive, with some 41 tank
battalions, each with 31 tanks. They are
currently 10 battalion sets short of this
goal. Of their tank fleet of 983 tanks, only
283 are modern tanks (i.e. M-84, T-72),
with the mgjority being T-55s.

Uniqueisthereserveforces useof an-
cient T-34s and M-18s (Hellcats) from
the antitank units as tank support.

The most modern tank in the inventory
is the Yugoslavian-made M-84. It is
modeled after the T-72, and the exterior
resembles the T-72, but with the addition
of awind sensor and an improved gun-
ner’s sight housing.

The fire control system
has been described aslike
an M60A3 minus a ther-
mal sight. The system
consists of agunner’s con-
trol handle, ballistic com-
puter, cross wind sensor,
gunner’s day sight, gun-
ner’ s night sight, and two-
plane stabilization. The
night sight used by the M -
84 is a second-generation
passive system.

Sales flyers claim a first-
round probability of hit
higher than 60 percent for their 125mm
gun system. This system was originally
designed for their T-55fleet. Likethe T-
72, the M-84 firesHEAT, HE-FRAG and
HVAPDS-FS. The on-board load is 22
rounds in the carousel and 23 rounds
stored around the inside.

The M-84 has a crew of three, with an
autoloader that feeds the 125mm main
gun at a maximum rate of six to eight
rounds per minute. The gun, which is
stabilized, can also be loaded manually
a two rounds per minute. There are 2,000
rounds of 7.62mm ammunition on board
for the coax machine gun and 300 rounds
of 12.7mm ammunition for the tank
commander’ s weapon.

The M -84 sales brochure describes the
tank’ s armor protection as “ achieved by
low profile of optimum shaping and a
multi-layer ‘sandwich’ armor with
equivalent penetration resistance exesd-
ing 600mm.”

A 12-cylinder, V-12 supercharged diesel
powersthe M -84.

The M-84's rangefinder isaNd YAG
laser integrated into the day/night sight.
The night sight channel is a second-
generation image intensifier, not a ther-
mal viewer.

Sales brochures claim that the T-84 can
shoot on the move, with built-in target
tracking features and a capability for TC
to gunner target hand-off.

The brochure also claims NBC protec-
tion with a system that automatically

Exterior of the Yugoslavian T-84 appears
similar to the T-72, on which it was
based, but many internal changes were
developed by the Yugoslavians when
they adopted the design.

makes the fighting compartment airtight.
The fire extinguishers are also automatic.

The M -84 weighs 42 metric tons.

An ironic aspect of the T-84's produc-
tion history isthat the major parts of the
vehicle were manufactured in different
locations in the former Y ugoslavia. With
the break-up of the federation, and the
loss of Bosnia-Herzegoving, Croatia,
Slovenia, and Macedonia, the factories
under the control of the remaining Serbs
and Montinegrins manufactured only 23
percent of the tank’s parts. Janes notes
that this problem may have been over-
come and has received reports that pro-
duction is underway again.

The bulk of the Yugoslavian armor
force isabout 600 T-55s. Some 50 T-72s
were purchased from the Soviet Union
after the decision was made to make the
T-84in Yugoslavia, but these tanks were
purchased to train tankers until the T-84
began to emerge from the factories.

Armored infantry fighting vehicles in-
clude over 500 M80s, alocally produced
APC, and sx YPR-765s which were
siezed from Dutch UN peacekeeping
troops at Srebenitzain 1995. Janes points
out that these captured vehicles have ap-
peared in Kosovo. In addition, there are
66 BRDM2 armored reconnaissance ve-
hicles.
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Some World War |1-era equipment has
been seen in film clips on the evening
news They include U.S.-supplied M-18
Hellcat tank destroyers, the fastest a-
mored vehicle of WWII, speeding down
aroad in Kosovo, and also about 100
Soviet-supplied T-34-85s.

Sources: Janes Armor and Artillery, 1998-99;
Janes World Armies, 1999; The Yugodavian Fed
erd Directorate of Supply’s1991 brochureontheT-
84, and the DoD Fomer Y ugoslavia Handbook,
1993.

Although similar to a T-72, close-up of T-84 turret roof shows two differences: the
wind sensor tube at center, above gun mantlet, and the sighting head of the fire con-
trol system seen directly above the smoke grenade launchers.

Museum Pieces,
Still in Service

The Serbs seem to have preserved
every armored vehicle that has ever
been in their inventory. Following
World War Il, the Yugoslavians re-
ceived surplus Western equipment,
some of it still in service. An M-18
tank destroyer like the one at upper
left, seen fighting in France in 1944,
was spotted rolling through Kosovo
on the evening news late in March.

There are still 100 Soviet T-34-85sin
their inventory like the one above

Most of the fleet, however, is com-
posed of T-55s, some modified with
add-on armor packages, like the suite
mounted on the East German T-55a
left.
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The Battle of Grozny

Lessons for Military Operations on Urbanized Terrain

by Captain Chad A. Rupe

Strategic Overview

In acivil war on the southern border of
Russia, three nationalities — the Che-
chens, Russians, and the Ingush —
fought from 1991 to 1996 throughout the
region of Chechnya. The conflict remains
unresolved. The key battle of thewar, the
battle of Grozny, providesinsight into the
reasons for the prolonged conflict and
offerslessonsto apply to future warfare
in an urban environment.

After the Soviet Union collapsed and
the Baltic States broke off, the Chechens
demanded autonomy for their homeland.
Dzhokhar Dudayev, aformer Soviet Air
Force general and ethnic Chechen, roseto
lead the Chechen Popular Congress in
1991. Most of his support came from the
rural population in the south of Chechnya
and the areas surrounding the capital city
of Grozny, and it included units of the
National Guard#

The Ingush, the second most popul ous
nationality in Chechnya, formed a party
to oppose Dudayev. A llied with the Rus-
sians, the Ingush wanted more autonomy
within the Russian federation, rather than
independence. Although the Ingush main-
tained support from Boris Yeltsin, the
opposition party lost influence in Chech-
nya. From October 1991 to November
1994, Dudayev consolidated his power
against the opposition and limited their
areaof control to the northern regions of
the republic, far away from the capital .5

Supported by Russian advisors and air
power, the Ingush retaliated with an ad-
vance on Grozny n November 1994,
Meeting fierce resistance from armed
Chechens and National Guard troops, the
opposition party failed to dislodge Du-
dayev from the capital. The opposition
party’ s only recourse was to ask Yeltsin
for afull-scale intervention.®

Infact, Yeltsin had declared his support
of the Ingush prior to the offensive, and
had demanded the disarmament of illegal
formations and assemblies in Chechnya.”
Since the attack was unsuccessful in en-
forcing his order, he had to act to regain
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Map shows the initial Russian invasion plan for Chechnya,latiny republic in the south-
west corner of the former Soviet Union. The Chechen demand for autonomy was op-
posed by another minority, the Ingush, who sought Russian help to quell the uprising.

Russian authority in the region, ordering
the Russian Army to invade Chechnya
with afinal objective of the Presidential
Palace in Grozny. By seizing the palace,
Y eltsin planned to remove Dudayev from
power.8

In December 1994, the Russian Army
assembled three army groups consisting
of 23,800 soldiers and special police units
equipped with 80 tanks (T-72s, T-80s9),
208 IFVs and APCs (BMP-2s, BMDs,
BTR-70s%0), and 182 guns and mortars.
(These numbers vary depending on the
report.)1! Planning to attack the city from
the march, the main effort advanced from
the north border of Chechnya with the
81st MRR, the 131st MIBR (SPT), and
the 20th MRR. Supporting efforts al-
vanced from the east with three airborne
divisions and from the west with amarine
regiment, an MRR, and an airborne bri-
gade.12 Each were supported by air and
special operations.

The Chechensfaced thisadvance with a
total of 15,000 personnel. The population
armed itself with 60 guns and mortars, 30
Grad multiple rocket launchers, 50 tanks
(most were non-operational), 100 IFVs,

and 150 anti-aircraft guns. Within Groz-
ny, two battalions, Abkhazian and Mus-
lim, defended the city along with a spe-
cial brigade.r3 The Chechen command
created three defensive lines concentri-
cally around the Presidential Palace. The
inner defensewas at aradius of 1.5 km,
the middle defense from 2 to 5 km from
the palace, and the outermost defense
extended to the city’ soutskirts. The outer
and middle defenses depended on strong
points. Theinner defense used prepared
positions for tank and artillery fire.14

The Battle of Grozny

On December 31, 1994, the Russians
surrounded the city and seized high
ground to the south to ensure lines of
communication. Without waiting for the
supporting effortsfrom the east and west,
the commander of the northern force
advanced aloneinto the center of the city
to seize the Presidential Palace with the
131st Motorized Rifle Brigade, the 81st
Motorized Rifle Regiment, and the 20th
Motorized Rifle Regiment15 From the
east, the airborne divisions entered the
city on 1 January and seized the suburbs

20
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The Presidential Palace in Grozny, objective of the Russian invasion, before the inva-
sion,2 at top, and after weeks of street fighting.3

containing hazardous ecol ogical material
and railroad stations to relieve the main
force.16 Impeded by civilian blockadesin
the approach to Grozny, the western
forces failed to advance to the city.1?
When the Russian colunnsadvanced into
the center of Grozny, the men expected to
disband poorly trained civilian mobs
through a show of force by the Russian
Army.

Ordered not to fire unlessfired upon, the
vehicle commanders did not bother to
load their machine guns. Infantrymen
slept in the back of their personnel carri-
ers. Vehicle commanders had the audac-
ity and confidence to navigate through
the city without large scale maps or
guides.18 But as they ended up on dead-
end streets and in gardens, the columns
quickly lost their confidence and their
livesl®

Hunter-killer teams of Chechens brought
the columns to an explosive halt. They
operated in groups of 15 to 20 personnel,

broken down into five or six teams con-
sisting of three to four men each. Each
team had an antitank gunner, equipped
with an RPG-7 or RPG-18, a machine
gunner, an ammunition carrier, and a
sniper. As the Russians advanced, the
rebels moved in behind and parallel tothe
columns. Using hand-held radios, rebel
scouts, “hunters,” coordinated with infan-
try, “killers,” to establish ambushes. A
group of 15 to 20 personnel moved to
overlook each armored column from
multi-story buildings.20 Initiating am
bushes with RPG fire on the lead and trail
vehicles, the rebels quickly destroyed all
personnel and vehicles.2t

Lacking air cover and all support, the
main effort was annihilated short of its
final objective. Only 18 of the 120 vehi-
clesin the 131st MRB escaped destruc-
tion. Almost all of its officers died.22 The
Russian Army took until 7 January to
recover from this initial disaster. Leam-
ing quickly, the Russians formed com:

bined armsteams, using infantry to clear
buildings;23 supported by teams of two
fighting vehicles and atank.24 Addition-
aly, each battalion received supporting
indirect fires at arange of 150m to 200m
from abattery of artillery, two batteriesof
mortars, and an attachment of a battery
from division artillery 25 Yet, even with
these rejuvenated efforts, the Russian
Army still took until 22 February to seal
off the city from the rest of the republic
Despite losing their capital and leader
(Dudayev had been assassinated with an
exploding cell phone), the Chechenscon-
tinued the fight for their homeland.

Retreat without Peace

After the Battle of Grozny, the rebels
continued a guerrillawar against anarmy
of occupation for the next two years2’ As
the Russian Army advanced through re-
gionsto complete the destruction of the
Chechen revolt, the rebels blended in
with the villagers. Specia police fol-
lowed directly behind the lead Russian
unitsto identify and kill therebels. Rather
than showing any discretion or idea of
law and order, the police raped, mur-
dered, and molested the villagers, to in-
clude children.28 Then the Russians a-
rayed aseries of outpoststo supervisethe
“cleared” villages.

These tactics fueled the Chechens' de-
sire for justice, and subsequently, many
Russian army soldiers would die because
of the actions of the police thugs. Once
the magjority of the Russian force moved
on, the rebels ambushed the outposts and
destroyed the isolated units. Then Che-
chensinfiltrated back into “cleared” areas
to continue the fighting.2® Facing awer of
attrition that had no visible end, Yeltsin
declared victory in November 1996 and
told his Army to pull out of Chechnya. 3

Casualties/Aftermath

During the first 10 months of the con-
flict, the Russians lost over 300 armored
vehicles, 2,000 men KIA, 600 men MIA,
and 6,000 men WIA. In the Battle of
Grozny, it is estimated that 25,000 resi-
dents, rebels, and Russian solders died.3!
When the Russians finally withdrew from
Chechnya, they had still not gained con-
trol of the republic. To this day, Chech-
nya remains a semi-autonomous state,
and athornin Yeltsin’sside. Some mem
bers of theinternational community con-
duct business with the republic, but no
one has recognized the state astruly in-
dependent. Thus, the conflict remains
unresolved and a new chapter iswaiting
to bewritten in blood.
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Lessons for Military Operations
On Urbanized Terrain

INTELLIGENCE

Issues from the battle:

Intelligence played adecisiverole. The
Russians ignored this battlefield operat-
ing system and paid the price. Their arro-
gance led them into afal se sense of secu-
rity. They did not see a need to prepare
for afight. Their intelligence overlooked
the rebels’ will to fight, and ignored the
information about rebel tactics, disposi-
tion, and composition from November’'s
battles. They miscalcul ated the center of
gravity of the Chechen revolution to be
the leaders in the Presidential Palace
rather than the true focal point, the per-
spective of the Chechen farmersashbeing
oppressed. The Russians chose the Presi-
dentia Palace as the final objective,
thereby hoping to stop the revolution, but
the Chechens continued the fight without
their original leadership structure so that
they could gain freedom. The Russians
never made any attempt to convince the
farmersthat the rebelswere the reason for
the oppression. Finally, the actions of the
special police, who raped, molested, and
murdered villagers, gave the rebels a
valuable propagandainitiative. The Che-
chens used this information to solidify
support for their movement. Conversely,
the Chechens capitalized on their infor-
mation about the Russian columns to
maneuver and destroy their foe. Chechen
intelligence focused on the immediate
fight around the corner in order to pro-
vide valuable information to the platoons
that fought in the severely restricted ter-
rain.

Lessons for the application of intelli-
gence:

Prior to entering the theater of opera-
tions, battalions should conduct threat
briefs to ensure soldiers understand the
task organization, equipment, and tactics
of the threat from recent battlesthat gave
rise to the deployment. Once in the thea
ter, al squads should receive street maps
and large-scale maps to accurately depict
the buildings and streets where they will
fight. Additionally, dismounted infantry
platoons should receive floor plans on
buildingsthat will be critical to thefight.
If possible, scout sections should use
friendly locals as guides and human intd-
ligence assets. Using these guides, scouts
conduct route reconnaissance along the
city streetsin preparation for the attack in
order to confirm enemy locations. Main-
taining very close contact with the main

force, the scouts are then able to conduct
battle hand-over quickly or are able to
break contact without suffering large
numbers of casualties.

MANEUVER

Issues in Task Organization from the
Battle:

In severely restricted city streets, the
ability to achieve mass is maximized
through task organization of the mecha-
nized or motorized infantry platoon. The
Russians relearned this|esson after their
initial catastrophe in the streets of Groz-
ny. They organized armor, infantry, and
fire support assets at the lowest level so
that they could destroy enemy resistance
as they advanced. Y et, they could have
improved their capabilities by clarifying
tactics and adding additional assets.

Technique for Maneuvering in Urban
Terrain:

A tank section, light infantry platoon,
mortar section, combat engineer vehicle,
and sapper platoon attaches to the
mechanized infantry or armor company
team. The company team commander or
company executive officer coordinates
these additional assetsto support thelead
platoons.

The company then controls a battlespace
of one to two adjacent streets with a
depth of 1 to 2 kilometers. Two scout
sections from the task force conduct route
reconnaissance along two streets at a
distance of 500m to 2km in front of the
company team. They locate the enemy
and conduct battle hand-over to the com
pany team. The company team advances
aong thetwo streets and travelswith less
than 50m between vehicles, using column
or staggered column formation. Vehicles
alternate gun tubes to scan for enemy at
different levels. Dismounts and infantry
vehicles observe the top floors of build-
ings, tanks and dismounts scan the
ground level, and dismounts scan below
ground level.

The company team uses the following
order of march along each route: atank,
dismounted infantry platoon or mecha-
nized infantry squad, mechanized or mo-
torized infantry platoon vehicles, and a
CEV or sapper platoon. A mortar section
and a reserve consisting of a tank and
dismounted infantry platoon follow the
main effort.

Infantry are used to clear buildings adja
cent to vehicles. Tanksimmediately sup-
press or destroy targets at the maximum

range (at least 90m) and are used as a
base of fire for the maneuver of infantry.
Infantry vehicles and tanks use HEAT
and HE rounds due to the proximity of
friendly troops, and maintain at least 356m
from the point of impact (allows the
detonator to arm). The dismounted infan-
try and reserve commit along the flanks
(buildings or adjacent streets) to seizethe
objective and clear surrounding areas.
The CEV reduces obstacles along paved
streets and the sapper platoon breaches
obstacles in areas out of reach of nme-
chanical assets.

Technological Issues:

The Russianslost numeroustanksin the
city streets to RPG fire from above.
Tanks need to be equipped to withstand
thishigh anglefire. Open hatchesare also
a problem. Crews open their hatches to
see better in the city’ s streets and to me
neuver in narrow spaces between build-
ings, but this exposes the crew. Neither
Russian nor American tanks can acquire
targets at high angles with their main
guns or coaxial machine guns. Only the
commander’s and loader’ s machine guns
can be brought to bear, leaving the tank at
afirepower disadvantage. The Russians
overcame the firepower imbalance by
using their ZSU 23-4sin the direct sup-
pression mode against the top floors of
buildings. They also used wire mesh on
the sides of the tank to disrupt theimpact
of RPGs. The U.S. Army needs to a-
dress this issue through additional re-
search.

Mobility/Counter mobility/Survivability:

The Chechens had a marked advantage
in countermobility because of narrow
streets and high rise buildings. City
streets were easily blocked and then used
as ambush sites. The Russians needed
more engineers to breach buildings and
create routes out of aline of fire. Addi-
tionally, the concrete buildings and un-
derground structures provided the Che-
chens with great survivability positionsto
withstand machine-gun fire. Better task
organization with their engineers may
have helped the Russiansin these street
battles.

BATTLE COMMAND

Issues from the Battle:

By emplacing retrans sites on the high
ground outside of the city, the Russians
made a vain attempt to control their ad-
vance. Yet they lost control of the fight
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by not supporting the main effort with an
advance from the east or the west. Addi-
tionally, the Russians did not master their
control of the close fight. The infantry,
when used, could not use radios to coor-
dinate with the vehicles. When threat-
ened, the soldiers did not have rules of
engagement that allowed for a graduated
response. Finaly, leaders at al levels
failed to enforce discipline. Unloaded
machine guns and sleeping soldiers dur-
ing an attack are unforgivable mistakes.

TTP for MOUT:

At the platoon level, the tanks and infan-
try fighting vehicles must be ableto talk
to the infantry for close coordination in
the attack. The use of radios for short
distances is crucial. However, the capa-
bility quickly decreases and a plan for
relay stations and retrans on dominant
terrain must be executed and verified in
order for the company team and the task
force to maintain coordination of adjacent
elements. Additionally, the rules of en-
gagement must be clear, simple, and
trained to the squad level. Every soldier
must be able to memorize approved re-
sponses so that when they are faced with
unforeseeabl e incidents, they protect their
own lives and act within the command’s
intent. Finally, fratricide must be a key
consideration in battle handover of tar-
gets. The platoons must maintain a
weapons-tight posture and ensure posi-
tive identity before engaging.

Air Defense:

The Russians had no air threat, and the
Chechens were ineffective against the
Russian air. Anti-air missiles and na-
chine-gun fire are the most effective
weapons in this environment. The Che-
chens could have easily observed air ave-
nues of approach by simply designating
one vehicle or fire team to observethear
corridor running above the major streets.
By failing to position observers, the Che-
chenslost lives unnecessarily.

Logistics:

The Chechens relied on captured equip-
ment to maintain their fleet. Most of their
tanks were not operational throughout the
fight due to alack of spare parts. They
never recovered from a failure to main-
tain an industrial base to support mecha
nized warfare. The Russians also did not
support their forces to the level needed.
They failed to provide the maintenance
and logistical support to the vehicles and
the soldiers. However, the most profound
effect was poor training and planning for

casualty evacuation. This had atremen-
dous effect on their morale.32

FIRE SUPPORT
Issue from the Battle:

Both the Chechens and the Russians
used massive artillery barrages and sup-
ported their forward maneuver forces
with direct fire artillery. These tactics
were very effective at destroying armed
resistance in the city streets. However,
without any regard for precision strikes, it
also killed many civilians.

TTP for MOUT:

Mortars firing WP and HE rounds
equipped with VT fuzes are the most
responsive weapon for support of the
infantry due to the high angle of trajec-
tory. Train mortar sections to focus on
immediate suppression and immediate
smoke to support the attack and breach-
ing operations. Mortar rounds tend to
have asmaller impact on the surrounding
civilian population than other types of
fire support.

Civil Affairs:

The Russians failed miserably at civil
affairs, and lost the war as a result. Al-
though thisis not one of the battlefield
operating systems, this aspect of the bat-
tle brought the attack from conventional
warfare against a limited target to the
realm of total warfare against a people.
The special police reinforced the Che-
chen will to fight by raping, murdering,
and mol esting the Chechen population. A
basic respect for life was never a part of
the rules of engagement, and was never
enforced. When the Russian Army |eft
Grozny, they faced awar of attrition in-
stead of adefeated population.

In conclusion, the Russians lost the ini-
tial fight for Grozny and the prolonged
war in Chechnya by failing in almost
every aspect of the Battlefield Operating
Systems. Most notably they failed with
intelligence and battle command. Addi-
tionally, an active disregard for civil &-
fairs caused the war to drag on indefi-
nitely. As an army, we can learn many
lessons from this fight and apply them to
improve our doctrine in Military Opera-
tions on Urbanized Terrain.
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Armor Evens the Odds in Two Urban Battles

A Tale of Two Cities —
Hue and Khorramshahr

by Lieutenant Colonel R. W. Lamont, USMC

This article reviews the role of armor in
the urban battlespace with an eye toward
how history can assist in charting theway
ahead. In looking at areas around the
globe, beyond the confines of the former
Warsaw Pact, 75 percent of politically
significant urban areas are located within
150 miles of the sea.l These key factors,
proximity to the littoral battlespace and
frequency of conflict, coupled with con-
tinued economic growing pains of a
global marketplace, make the Third
World urban setting a dangerous place
well into the next century.

Recent discussion on the use of armor in
the urban setting highlights the numerous
operational challengesfaced by vehicles
fighting in this arena. While the number
of vehicles needed in city fighting is re-
duced, their ability to contribute to the
combined armsteam isincreased. History
provides many examples of the combat
potential of mounted forces on urban
terrain. This article discusses two.

The Battle for Hue — Vietnam War

The Battle of Hue is well known within
Marine Corps circles as atough, street-to-
street fight against adetermined foe. The
city of Hue had a population of 140,000
at the time of the attack in January 1968.
The city was divided into two zones. The
outer area was suburban in nature and
located south of the Perfume River. The
Citadel dominated the north bank of the
river and was traditional built-up, closed
terrain. The city dominated north-south
communications by both rail and road
along the littoral strip of South Vietnam.
The 1st Infantry Division (ARVN) and
the Military Assistance Command Viet-
nam (MACV) each had command posts
within the city 2

Following the opening moves by the
North Vietham Army (NVA), Marine
forceswere ordered to counterattack and

In top photo, a Marine officer directs the crew of an Ontos vehicle to support infantry fight-
ing in Hue. The Ontos was a lightly armored carrier for six 106mm recoilless rifles capable
of defeating bunkers and tanks. Directly above, the 90mm gun of a Marine M48 covers ad-
vancing infantry moving down a Hue street.

relieve the compounds within the city.

This effort was spearheaded by Captain
Batcheller's Company A, 1st Battalion,

1st Marines. This marked the first phase
of the battle. To get into Hue and support
the MACV compound, the relief column
had to cross enemy -controlled country
that varied from open rice paddies to
closed, built-up areas. Captain Batchel-
ler’scompany linked up with aplatoon of
tanks and moved his Marinesfrom trucks
to the tanks as he closed on Hue. This
shift provided his column with the mobil-
ity and firepower needed to successfully
run the gauntlet of enemy troops and

link-up with the MACV compound3 and
demonstrated that bold maneuver by

mounted units can penetrate through ur-
ban areas before the enemy reacts.

The second phase of the battle began
after Marine combat power strengthened
to a point where offensive operations
could begin. This effort was highlighted
by a counterattack along Le Loi Street

adjacent to the Perfume River. To clear
an areaof 11 blocks wide and nine blocks
deep, the Marines, now designated Task
Force X-Ray, mustered a battalion-plus
of infantry, reinforced with atank platoon
and Ontos antitank vehicles, which were
armed with six 106mm recoilless rifles
each4

Tanks provided key support to the in-
fantry during their advance down theLe
Loi. The 90mm main guns of the M-48s
dominated the wide street with direct fire
and responded to requests for support
from pinned-down infantry numerous
times. Further, tanks opened a “new”
route to the forward fighting areas by
knocking down walls and obstacles, ena
bling casualty evacuation under cover.
This battle witnessed classic tank-nfantry
combined arms cooperation. Tanks led
dismounted elements down the street
whiletheinfantry covered the rear of the
vehicles, preventing surprise attacks.
While the NVA fielded a full array of
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weaponsto defend the southern bank of
the Perfume River, they lacked tankss

The final phase of the Battle for Hue
was the taking of the Citadel. For this
phase of the operation, Task Force X-Ray
had grown to an infantry regiment rein-
forced with both a tank and anti-tank
company. The weather changed to a cold
drizzle with low cloud ceiling,f and poor
visibility hampered the Marines tradi-
tional firepower enhancement of closeair
support, and the burden for this firepower
requirement shifted squarely back to the
tank and Ontos units.

During thisfinal phase, M -48 tanks and
Ontos antitank vehicles were paired to-
gether. Thistactic provided an effective
combination for dominating the close-in
fighting along the tight streets of the
Citadel. The tank was used for pinpoint
fire and to draw-out the enemy. The On-
tos provided an areafire capability asall
six tubes unleashed canister shot at close
range. This method forced defenders to
ground and negated any resistance prior
to Marine assaults across streets or open
areas. Thistechnique proved so effective
that when tank ammunition was ex
hausted on 17 February, there was a
pausein the fighting. Mounted firepower
was critical in sustaining the dismounted
assault.”

Theintensity of the Battle of Hueisre-
flected in the battle losses and ammuni-
tion usage during the fight. In the 22 days
of combat for Hue, Marine casualties,
KIA + WA, totaled 1,004. Combined
with the 2,184 ARVN casudlties, the
attacker suffered 3,188 to securethe city.
Onthe NVA side, actual body count plus
POWs was 5,202.8 During this period,
each tank averaged 200 rounds fired.®

This translates to a 30 percent higher
ammunition consumption rate when con-
trasted with those listed for “heavy-
intensity” combat in current planning
manuals.

Khorramshahr —the Iran-Iraq War

The Battle for Khorramshahr was
fought between Iragi and Iranian forcesin
1980. Thistown is somewhat larger than
Hue, with a population of 175,000 at the
start of the battle.10 Khorramshahr was
the gateway to the oil terminal at Abadan
and the whole of the Shatt Al-Arab wa-
terway. Control of this city would unlock
]Ehe approachesto the southern end of the

ront.

The lay-down of thetown isvery simi-
lar to Hue, with one key difference. Both
cities have clearly defined suburban areas
and a hard inner-city core. The difference
isthat in Khorramshahr the city core and
suburban areas are on the same side of
the Shatt Al-Arab waterway and not
separated asin Hue. Maneuver in the city
core of Khorramshahr is more constricted
than in Hue. Otherwise, the two urban
areas are very similar.

As the opposing forces closed on the
city, the Iragi forces enjoyed an advan-
tage in numbers. This advantage ranged
from 3-4to 1 ininfantry strength and 2.5
to 1intanks1l Thislast point isthe most
noticeablein contrasting the two line-ups
in the battles for Hue and Khorramshahr
— both sides could call on armor strength
to contest the urban area. It would influ-
ence the conduct and cost of the battle at
hand.

The Iraqgi forces made quick strikes for
key areas within the city and penetrated
through the suburbs, but stalled when

they encountered Iranian Chieftain tanks.
Local counterattacks by tank-infantry
teams turned back the Iraqi forces at sev-
eral points. The sheer weight of the Iragi
tank force settled theissue in their favor,
but when Iranian armor was encountered
on the defense, it stopped attacks cold.
Only repeated combined arms assaults
broke the ability of the Chieftains to
dominate the open areas within the sub-
urban battlespace.12

As the fighting moved toward the city
core, armor operationswerereducedto a
supporting role. Tanks were unable to
maneuver in thetight streets of thisolder
section of town. Support by fire down
long streetswas till possible, and tended
to control the blocks along the fringe of
the city core. Given the fanaticism of the
defending Iranian Basij Militias, infantry
were required to clear thefinal pockets of
resistance within the city .13

The most striking difference between
this battle and that for Hue is the back
and forth nature of the contest in the sub-
urban zone. Since the defender had armor
in hisformation, he was consistently die
to generatelocal tactica threatsthat could
only be countered with close combined
arms attacks. The ability of the Iragi
leadership to coordinate such attacks
proved beyond their capacity at the start
of the battle. By the end of the fighting,
through sheer force of numbers and fire-
power, they were able to contest the Ira-
nian defenders and secure the city.

The duration of the Battle for Khorram+
shahr was 25 days, three dayslonger than
the fight for Hue. The attacking Iraqgi
forceslost from three to ninethousand in
the process of taking the city. The de-
fending Iranians, on the other hand, lost
from two to three thousand attempting to
hold the city and disrupt the Iragi &-
tack.14

Conclusions

When contrasting these battlestwo les-
sons emerge. First, armor can operate in
urban terrain and dominate the action in
the suburban environment. This was
demonstrated by the operational patterns
of the two engagements. In Hue, the M &
rines were able to control the tempo of
operations and apply continuous pressure
on the defenders. In Khorramshahr, the
Iranian defenders were able to launch
successful counterattacks disrupting the
Iragi attack.
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“The sheer weight of the Iragi tank
force settled the issue in their favor,
but when Iranian armor was encoun-
tered on the defense, it stopped at-
tacks cold. Only repeated combined
arms assaults broke the ability of the
Chieftains to dominate the open areas
within the suburban battlespace.”

Second, when armor dominance is
achieved on the urban battlefield, it sig-
nificantly improves the battlefield per-
formance of the side that wields this
sword. Thisis evident in reviewing the
battle |osses for the attacker and defender
in each battle. During the Battle of Hue,
the Marines kept their exchange ratio,
attacker to defender, less than one. In
short, aratio of .61 ensured the Marines
werekilling more than the stubborn NVA
defenders. Even when the slightly longer
duration of the Battle of Khorramshahr is
accounted for, the attacking Iragi forces
exchange ratio ran between 1.32 and
2.64. They were never able to dominate
their opponent while the defenders held
armor on the field of battle.

This outcome is even more striking
when one considersthe numbersfrom the
Battle of Hue do not include estimates for
NV A wounded but only confirmed casu-
alty results. If these are modeled along

the lines of the battle of Khorramshahr,
armor dominance in the urban setting
translatesto afour to sevenfold increase
in the application of combat power in the
close fight.

We must break out of current molds of
thinking and look for new ways to em-
ploy armor within the combined arms
team on the urban battlefield. Achieving
armor dominance in this demanding envi-
ronment ensures significant improve-
ments in combat performance and pro-
vides the ability to control operational
tempo. Harnessing the creative energies
of our Marines guarantees success on the
uncharted urban battlefields of the next
century.
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An Independent Tank Battalion in World War II:
How It Was Used......And Sometimes Misused

by Marvin G. Jensen

Most Americans think of World War |1
tank warfare in terms of long thrusts by
armored divisions, probably led by Pat-
ton. To hiscredit, hedid lead such thrusts,
just as planners had envisioned when
they created the 1st and 2d Armored Di-
visions asthe principal components of the
Armored Force of the United States in
July, 1940. Modeled after German blitz
kreig forces, armored divisions had enor-
mous power and mobility. Tanks set the
pace for their own motorized infantry.

However, for tanks to use their maneu-
verability and speed, terrain and condi-
tions had to beright. When they were not,
such as in the hedgerows of Normandy,
or in the forests of Germany, regular in-
fantry with close tank support had to slug
it out with the enemy at close quarters.

To provide this support, the 70th Tank
Battalion was included in the original
Armored Force as the first of the inde-
pendent tank battalions. Called independ-
ent because they were not part of adivi-
sion, these battalions were available to be
attached to an infantry division when the
need arose. It is believed that General
AdnaR. Chaffee, the first commander of
the Armored Force, insisted upon the
creation of independent tank battalions so
infantry divisionswouldn’t constantly be
breaking up armored divisions by bor-
rowing tank battalions from them every
time tank support was needed.

Asawaysin the Army command struc-
ture, a division controlled all gtached
units, including an independent tank bat-
talion. This, at times, presented difficul-

ties for tankers. It was a wise infantry
commander who used tankers' advice on
how best to use tanks. Most of them did
so, but not all.

During the course of their combat, most
independent tank battalions were attached
to anumber of infantry divisions. In its
eight campaigns (the most for an inde-
pendent tank battalion), the 70th was
attached to the U.S. 1st Infantry Division
(twice), the 9th, the 4th, the 63rd, C
Company to the 45th in Sicily, and A
Company to the French in Tunisia.

Because it was not always possible to
foresee needs, aninfantry division and its
attached tank battalion often had little or
no prior joint training. This could lead to
alack of coordination. Combat isa poor
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place for one unit to get to know the ways,
styles, and idiosyncracies of the other.

In preparation for invasions, however,
the infantry that would lead an assault
and their tank support usually trained
together. As the first independent tank
battalion, the 70th was sel ected to be the
first to undergo amphibioustraining with
aninfantry division, the 1st. Training was
still in progress when Pearl Harbor was
bombed on December 7, 1941.

Asthe only only tank battalion and in-
fantry division with joint amphibious
training, the 70th, the 1st, along with the
1st Marine Raider Battalion, were sent on
a mission to Martinique on January 9,
1942. Control of this Caribbean island in
our own backyard by pro-Nazi, Vichy
France was intolerable. Seeing the force
against him, the Vichy governor capitu-
lated without a shot being fired.

In early March, the 70th and the 9th In-
fantry Division began training for “Op-
eration Torch,” the invasion of French
North Africa. On November 8, 1942, B
Company and the 47th Infantry Regiment
landed at Safi, French Morocco, C Com+
pany and the 60th at Port Lyautey,
French Morocco, and A Company and
the 39th at Algiers, Algeria. Combat was
over in a day except at Port Lyautey
where it lasted three days.

The 70th was soon detached from the
9th, which meant A Company was alone
and available in Algiers. It was sent to
Tunisiain late December, 1942. The rest
of the battalion set up atraining school in
Tlemcen, Algeria, to teach “ Free French”
cadres the use of M5 light tanks.

In Tunisia, A Company was attached to
the “Free French” XIX Corps. Not only
was there no prior training, but the com-
pany found itself providing tank support
for French, Senegalese, and Ghoumier
infantry, al speaking adifferent language
and with different military traditions.
Even worse, French commanders at first
deployed A Company tanks as sentinels
and mobile pillboxes, out ahead of infan-
try in exposed positions and ineffective
for an assault. On another occasion, the
light tanks were used as bait, parading in
front of heavier German tanks to draw
them within range of French big gunsand
the 75s of U.S. 601st T.D.s and British
Churchill tanks. Such misuse of tanks
ended only when the A Company com
mander, Atlee Wampler, insisted that he
be involved in all planning when com-
pany tanks were employed. In time, the
French and A Company developed a
good, solid relationship which lasted until
the end of hostilitieson May 13th.

In Sicily, the 70th again supported the
1st Infantry Division. For thefirst timein

combat, the entire battalion was together.
Now, Lt. Col. John Welborn, battalion
commander, was involved in al plan-
ning. He was highly regarded and agood
friend of Brig. Gen. Theodore Roosevelt,
Jr., 1st Division Assistant Commander.
Relations and coordination between the
1st and the 70th were excellent through-
out the campaign.

Light tanks had proved to have limited
value. Sent to England to train for the
invasion of France, the 70th became a
“standard tank battalion” with three com
panies of 17 Sherman medium battle
tanks, and one company of 17 lights, used
primarily for screening, roadblocks or
reconnaissance. Mediums had crews of
five, lights of four.

Roosevelt, now in the 4th Infantry Divi-
sion, was reputed to have said that for the
invasion, the untried 4th would need the
battle-tested 70th more than would the
experienced 1st. Roosevelt prevailed, and
the 70th was assigned to the 4th just prior
to the invasion maneuvers, code-named
“Exercise Tiger.” Joint infantry-tank
training was only for the landings, and
only for afew days.

Y et on Utah Beach, the 4th immediately
showed that tankers would beinvolved in
planning tank-infantry operations. The
4th assigned Franklin Anderson and two
radio men to land with engineers at H-
Hour minus three minutes. Asa 70th tank
officer, Anderson designated for engi-
neers placesto blow holesin the seawall
where tanks could best operate.

Four DDs (amphibious tanks) sank
when their LCT hit amine, but the other
28 DDslanded in time to support infantry
across causeways over land inundated by
Germans. C Company Commander John
Ahearn and his regular Shermans pro-
tected both infantry flanks. D Company
light tanks helped link scattered 101st
Airborne troops on D+1.

Inland, thefirst of the hedgerowswhich
dominated the Norman landscape were
encountered. These were earthen banks
perhaps six or seven feet high encrusted
with bushes and trees bringing the total
height to 10 or 12 feet. Each was a natu-
ral defense line protecting a farm field.
Movement was from field to field, and
infantry with tank support had to doiit. It
was a badly chosen place to conduct war-
fare, and high command had not told
front line troops about hedgerows nor
prepared anyoneto fight in them.

It took individual iniativeto find away.
As early as D-day, dozer tank com-
mander Owen Gavigan and histemp orar-
ily assigned engineer tank driver learned
to use the bulldozer type blade to push

through hedgerows, making an opening
for assault tanksto get into afield.

Once, Gavigan recalls, his dozer tank
was the only tank in afield with aplatoon
or more of infantry. A good deal of small
armsfire was coming in, so Gavigan used
the dozer blade to build mounds of earth,
enabling infantry to hold their ground
until more help arrived.

It was in these conditions that the 4th
and the 70th learned to work together.
Tanks needed infantry protection or
warning of anti-tank guns, panzerfaust
(German bazookas), and heavier German
tanks. The German Tiger and Panther
exceeded the Sherman in both the power
of the main gun and in armor thickness.
One on one, the Sherman didn’t stand a
chance, and that is what happened as
German tanks simply waited behind
hedgerows for American tanksto cometo
them. Infantrymen needed the protection
tanks offered, and especially the fire-
power of two machine guns (or some-
timesathird firing out of theturret) and a
75mm cannon. Tanker Clarence Mc-
Namee believes the 4th and the 70th
“were a perfect fit. Infantry would say
what they wanted, but control wasreally
between our platoon leader or company
commander and an infantry officer. It
was crucia that tanks work alongside
infantry, in conjunction, not out in front
and not behind.”

Often, as in Normandy, a single tank
battalion was insufficient to meet infantry
tank needs. Then all or parts of a second
independent tank battalion would be at-
tached to an infantry division. Whenasin-
gletank battalion sustained losses on the
line day after day for prolonged periods,
it was almost always understrength. The
ratio of tanks to infantry did not allow
tank companies or platoons to be alter-
nated as frequently on thelineandin re-
serve as was the case with infantry units.

Medium tank companies seldom saw
one another during a campaign. Each was
assigned to an infantry regiment. Even
the three platoons of acompany normally
fought in different actions with a battal-
ion or company. When a platoon was
split, they were likely supporting a com:
pany or less. Single tank missions were
conducted at the request of an infantry
officer or noncom who would direct the
tank to the target.

If the enemy was behind a hedgerow in
unknown strength, Ed Gossler remem:
bers, “We would spray it like hell with
machine-gun and 75mm fire to keep the
Germans down. | guessthey were just as
scared as we were and we had a lot of

firepower!”
Continued on Page 42
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Task Force Battle Drills

by Lieutenant Colonel Tim Reese, Major Matt Waring, and Major Curt Lapham

Most tankers associate battle drillswith
platoon level operations. They are a
method for executing tactical taskswith a
minimum amount of planning and reac-
tion time. Upon contact with an enemy, a
platoon leader or platoon sergeant imme-
diately determines what must be done
and makes a decision, and the platoon
rapidly executes. The decision-making
process at thislevel takes only aslong as
is needed to issue the order, “Action
Right!” Becoming expert at executing
battle drills requires time and repetitive
practice on the part of the platoon, but
can make the difference between victory
and defeat on the battlefield.

Battalion task forces also face time con-
straints and must rapidly execute certain
tactical tasks. Though planning time is
greater than at the platoon level, it is
never enough. Task forces routinely use
too much of the available timein the de-
cision-making process (DMP). The task
force OPORD & often a collection of
good ideas cobbled together by the staff
to satisfy an O/C checklist. It istoo long
and disjointed to serve as aunifying and
synchronizing device for the commander
and his subordinate units. It is often based
on a situational template of the enemy
and not upon confirmed intelligence.
Even when time iswell used by the task
force planners, units often fail because
they haltingly execute the plan differently
every time, never gaining the skill that
comes with repetition.

“Action Right!” will not work as the
DMP for atask force, but the process can
be abbreviated and focused by the com+
mander so the unit can rapidly plan, re-
hearse and execute its actions. Task force
missions are more complex than those of
platoons, but they can also be narrowed
down to a small number that can be re-
petitively practiced. This article proposes
away to adopt the concept of battle drills
to task force level operations to correct
some of the failuresfrequently seen at the
CTCs.

In the fall of 1998, the Sted Tigers of
Task Force 1-77 AR, (2nd Bde, 1t ID,
the Big Red One), were highly suscepti-

ble to the risks all battalions face at the
CTCs. All five company commanders,

the XO, and the commander were newly
assigned to their positions and had neither
planned an operation nor maneuvered
together before. Only the S3 had been in
position during the previous Combat M a
neuver Training Center (CMTC) rotation.
With less than three months before “go-
ing into the box” against the CMTC's
OPFOR, 1-4 INF, we looked for away to
overcome some of our disadvantages.

Task force level battle drills made the
differencefor 1-77 Armor.1

We foresaw three potential advantages
to TF battle drills. First, they would save
the commander and staff valuabletimein
the DDMP. Less time would be required
to issue commander’s guidance, to de-
velop and issue warning orders, to de-
velop the TF execution matrix and to
synchronize the operations order
(OPORD). Second, battle drills would
also savethetask force planning time and
alow subordinate units to begin prepar-
ing for the mission before the OPORD
was issued. Subordinate leaders could
then begin their own planning; units
could begin moving and rehearsing their
own battle drills; CSS assets could begin
their actions, etc. Finally, we expected
battle drills to pay off during mission
execution askey leaders of thetask force,
familiar with the battle drill, could
quickly execute their part of the mission
while staying within the commander’s
intent.

The process of devel oping these battle
drillswas asimportant as the drills them
selves. We devel oped them over aperiod
of two months during weekly “skull ses-
sions.” Task force leaders, from platoon
sergeant on up, spent one afternoon each
week developing each drill. The S2 began
these weekly sessionsby presenting his
terrain analysis, enemy composition, and
enemy courses of action for that mission.
His analysis was based upon athorough
analysis of the terrain at the CMTC in
Hohenfels, Germany. The S2 shop also
spent significant time analyzing CMTC
OPFOR doctrine and trends. The S3 fol-

lowed with a possible TF organization
and short discussion of key tenets of each
mission.

At thispoint, either the commander, S3,
or XO presented a possible tactical solu-
tion to the mission to start the discussion.
Noncommissioned and commissioned
officers then conducted a free-flowing
discussion or debate about the merits of
proposed solutions. Various solutions
were developed on butcher paper asthe
discussion went on. The XO facilitated
the discussion while the S3-Air recorded
ideas and sketches for all to see. It took
some finesse to focus the discussion
without stifling the free flow of ideas
from dl ranks.

A key aspect of the process wasinclud-
ing all of the TF attachments and not just
the TF leadership. Not only did they get
used to working with the battalion before
showing up “in the box” to join us, but
we got the advantage of their BOS-
specific expertisein devel oping the battle
drills. The commander and S3 kept the
discussion from wandering too far from
their concepts of warfighting. That con-
cept included three major tenets: battle
drills, decision point tactics, and recon
pull tactics.

The enemy always has a“vote” in com
bat, a factor that many units ignore at
their peril. Using the concept of decision
point tactics,2 we aso built flexibility into
each of our battle drills. Task forces must
routinely begin the DMP with little or no
knowledge of the enemy, save asituation
template (SITEMP). Just prior to or dur-
ing execution, units discover that the en-
emy isn’'t fighting according to the tem:
plate and hence the task force plan is
worthless. Task forces often fight the plan
instead of the enemy, and lose, because
they have planned no alternatives and/or
could not coherently execute a poorly
synchronized FRAGO.

Each of our drills had at least one
branch that allowed the task force to react
to an enemy that did not fight as e«
pected. The base task force plan dealt
with the most likely enemy COA, but

ARMOR — May-June 1999

29



Task Force Battle Drill: Sample Execution Matrix for Movement to Contact
UNIT & BOS / Initial Set
PHASE Across LD FP/FSE Battle Advance Guard Battle
ENEMY COA 1 CRP (1/2 mix) FP/FSE on AA FP/FSE on AA FP/FSE on AA AGMB on AA AGMB on AA AGMB on AA
on 3 AAs North Center South North Center South
DECISION PT None #1 - #1 - #1 - #2 - > 9 BMPs #2 - > 9 BMPs #2 - > 9 BMPs
& CRITERIA > 3 tanks on > 3 tanks on > 3 tanks on on AAN on AAC on AAS
AA N AAC AA S
FRIENDLY “Tiger Prowl” “Hold North” “Hold Center” “Hold South” “Tiger North” “Tiger Center” “Tiger South”
COA
Recon Move with lead Recon forward Recon forward Recon forward Lead D CO to Lead C CO to Lead D CO to
CO/TMs on each on Axis Sherman on Axis Grant & on Axis Grant & | AGMB; keep eyes AGMB; keep eyes AGMB; keep
axis & Buford to find Buford to find Sherman to on AGMB & locate on AGMB & locate eyes on AGMB &
AGMB AGMB find AGMB MOD/AT PLT MOD/AT PLT locate MOD/AT
PLT
TMA Attack along Axis | Hasty D vicCP 1 NC NC Continue hasty def | ABF vic CP 2 to Attack behind D
Grant from LD to to defeat FP/FSE to defeat AGMB assist TM B & CO from CP 44 —
PL Rhine; de- fwd of PL Meuse defeat AGMB 47 - 50 to de-
stroy CRP stroy AGMB
™™ B Attack along Axis NC Hasty D vic CP NC ABF vic CP 2 to Continue hasty def | ABF vic CP 31 to
Sherman from 11 to defeat assist TM A & to defeat AGMB assist C CO &
LD to PL Rhine; FP/FSE defeat AGMB fwd of PL Meuse defeat AGMB
destroy CRP
Cc Co Attack along Axis NC NC Hasty D vic CP | Attack behind D Attack from CP 4 — | Continue hasty
Buford from LD 21 to defeat CO fromCP 3 -6 7 — 10 to destroy def to defeat
to PL Rhine; FP/FSE — 9 to destroy AGMB AGMB fwd of PL
destroy CRP AGMB Meuse
D CO Follow on Axis NC LOAis PL NC Attack from CP 4 — | Attack behindC CO | Attack from CP
Sherman as TF Thomas 7 — 10 to destroy fromCP3-6-9 44 — 47 — 50 to
Reserve AGMB to destroy AGMB destroy AGMB
FIRES POF to TM B Suppress FSE Suppress FSE Suppress FSE Suppress AGMB Suppress AGMB Suppress AGMB
POF to TM A POFto TM B POF to C CO POF to TM A POFto TM B POF to C CO
M/CM/S Volcano move w/ NC NC NC Volcano to TM A Volcano to TM B Volcano to C CO
Res. AVLM AVLM to D CO AVLM to C CO AVLM to D CO
move w/ D CO
Smk move with NC NC NC NC NC NC
NBC Reserve
Decon move Move to CP 25 Move to CP 35 Move to CP 45 BPT est. hasty BPT est. hasty BPT est. hasty
with CTCP decon site vic CP decon site vic CP decon site vic CP
25 35 45
CTCP& II/V Pkg. NC NC NC NC Move to Axis Bu- NC
css follow Res. on ford vic CP 43
Axis Sherman
UMCP move on Vic CP 24 Vic CP 24 Vic CP 24 Vic CP 24 Vic CP 24 Vic CP 24
Axis Grant to CP BPT move fwd to BPT move fwd to BPT move fwd to
24 CP 44 CP 44 CP 44
CDR w/ D CO NC NC NC CDR w/ D CO CDR to C CO CDRw/ D CO
C3 S3w/ TM B S3to TM A S3w/ TM B S3to CCO S3w/TM A S3w/ TM B S3w/CCO
TOC vic 123456 NC NC NC TOC move to TOC move to TOC move to
234567 234567 234667

NOTE: This matrix demonstrates how a Task Force battle drill which uses Decision Point and Recon Pull tactics can be portrayed on a simple matrix as
part of an OPORD. It does not represent a “tactical solution” to a specific situation nor does it fully cover all units and BOSs.

branches were developed to deal with
less likely courses of action. The comt
mander, S2, S3, and XO devel oped deci-
sion points (DP) and their associated cri-
teria and tied them to each branch. Dur-
ing rehearsals the TF paid particular at-

tention to these DPs and branches. We
gave each branch of aplan anameor title

that would be easy to transmit and under-
stand on a crowded command net during
the battle. Every leader knew that the

branch to be executed would not be de-
termined until the enemy disposition or
actions were confirmed. Task force re-
connaissance assets were directed tofind
the intelligence needed to execute one or
the other branch.

The concept of recon pull tacticsisthe
necessary complement to decision point
tactics and was the other integral part of
our task force battle drills3 Current

MDMP doctrine locates most of the pro-
cess before the OPORD is written and
before the operation begins. Units spend
too long in MDMP before the LD, plan
no branches or sequels, and thus have no

flexibility once the operation begins.

Recon pull

tactics extend MDMP
throughout the planning and execution of
an operation. Recon pull uses knowledge
gained by the reconnaissance fight to
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literally “pull” the task force along favor-
able routes towards the enemy, a weak
point, and/or the objective. The com
mander must focus reconnai ssance assets,
in space and in time, on those critical

things he must know to make those deci-
sionsrequired by hisplan. It ensuresthe
unit fights the enemy as hereally is, not
the SITEMP the S2 developed 48 hours
prior to LD.

The conduct of abattleisthusaproduct
of multiple decisions made by the com
mander who selects branches of a base
plan using actual knowledge of the en-
emy’s actions gained by reconnaissance.
The commander is assisted in making
these decisions by the staff asit synchro-
nizesthe plan’ sbranches during the DMP
and tracks the battle during execution.
The execution matrix in the TF OPORD
then incorporates the decision support
matrix into one product4 All thisrequires
flexibility by leaders of the task force,
timely and tightly focused reconnai ssance
efforts, and thorough knowledge of the
task force battle drillss

In separate sessions, the commander and
staff met to form their own “ battle drills”
for the DMP. The purpose of these ses-
sionswas to devel op an abbreviated deci-
sion-making process to support each of
the battle drills. The commander's
marching orders for the staff was to
minimize planning time and maximize
rehearsal and subordinate unit preparation
time. Our process was commander
driven, not staff driven. Thislimited time
for the staff to present “good ideas’ to the
commander or to develop the “perfect”
plan, but it significantly reduced time
spent in the DMP. In these sessions we
consciously modified and abbreviated the
DMP and cameto a clear understanding
of the responsibilities of the TF com
mander and the staff.

We reaped some unexpected benefits
from these two processes. First, they
forced us to break from the day-to-day
routine of running a battalion and focus
on warfighting (something for which
there never seems to be enough time).
Secondly, the staff and subordinate
commanders learned the “heart” of their
commander regarding warfighting and
the commander tetter understood his
staff’s capabilities. That mutual under-
standing proved beneficial when one or
the other was temporarily unavailable
during the rotation. Thirdly, the executors
of any plan, from platoon sergeants to

unit commanders and attached platoons,
became familiar with the commander’s
ideas about warfighting. Finaly, sincethe
development of the battle drills was a
group process, the need to teach or learn
the drills was minimal; they were already
embedded in key leaders’ minds.

TF 1-77 developed five TF battle drills
to prepare for our rotation to the CMTC,
two for the deliberate attack, one for the
movement to contact, and two for the
deliberate defense. Each drill included a
task organization, a mission statement, a
commander’ sintent, a scheme of maneu-
ver, aconcept of logistics and an abbrevi-
ated DMP. We used a concept sketch
with each battle drill to help visualize the
plan. The battle drills gave us about a 60
percent to 75 percent “solution” to the
plan. In effect, each was a mini-OPORD
that we could quickly tailor, using
METT-T, to aparticular tactical situation
that we expected to face during our rota-
tion.

Some leaders were concerned that the
battle drillswere focused too narrowly on
the specifics of aCMTC rotation and that
they would not be useful at other times
and places. The CMTC battlefield is
much different from the NTC battlefield,
to say nothing of Bosnia, Korea, or Iraqg.
Though our focus was indeed narrow, we
decided that our only known “war” was
going to be at the CMTC, against the 1-4
INF OPFOR, and in fall weather. To that
end, wefocused our training on aspecific
enemy, in aspecific area of operations, at
aspecific time of year. We would do the
sameif notified to deploy for areal-wold
mission; to not do so seems foolhardy.
Additionally, many principles and the
development process are applicable no
matter where we might fight.6

We rejected tasking specific companies
and platoonsto train on specific tasksin
our battle drills. For example, A Com-
pany could have been specified as the
breach unit in the deliberate breach with
B Company as the support by fire unit
and C Company as the assault unit, etc.
This might have generated a higher level
of proficiency among subordinate units of
the TF on certain tasks. A unit that knows
it will always be the breach company in
the attack and the counterattack company
in the defense can narrow its METL and
training plan. The risk, however, is loss
of flexihility at the company and TF lev-
els. We did not do this prior to the rota-
tion due to uncertainty about our task
organization and to maintain flexibility. It

might, however, be well suited to other
times and places.

We tested and refined the drills during
multiple computer simulation exercises
prior to beginning our rotation. Of course,
no simulation can tell you if a plan will
succeed or fail, but they did give us the
opportunity to practice, refine, and be-
come more familiar with our drills. Luck-
ily the CMTC process puts a unit through
two different, 24 day simulation exer-
cises 1-2 months prior to a unit’'s rota-
tion.” Once we were satisfied with each
drill, it became part of our TACSOP. The
TF TACSOP was not new reading or a
BDU pocket weight; it was truly a com-
bat multiplier.

In the limited time we had available, the
TF focused its training to suit the battle
drills. Scouts could focustheir training on
the kinds of reconnaissance missionsthey
would be called upon to execute. The
Fire Support Officer knew the com
mander’ s intent for fires in each type of
mission and could develop his plan ac-
cordingly. The attached engineer com:
pany commander knew his role in the
deliberate breach. Tank and infantry
companies and their platoons could prac-
tice their own battle drills knowing which
ones would most likely be used.

These battle drills proved to be very
successful during our CMTC rotation.
Naturally, none of our plans looked ex-
actly like the battle drill from which it
was derived. To those of usin the TF,
however, each plan’s heritage was evi-
dent. The DMP gave subordinate units
time to prepare for each mission. More
than once, key leaderswerekilled, yet the
battle drills worked as subordinate leaders
took charge and operated within the
commander’ sintent. Attached unitswere
smoothly integrated into the TF and per-
formed their tasks well. The commander
was able to make sound decisions based
on actual knowledge of the enemy and
see the task force quickly execute well
synchronized branches of the base plan.

Upon receipt of the initial warning or-
ders from brigade, we determined which
of our battle drillswould be appropriate
to the follow mission. Our WARNO #1
was then issued. Once the brigade
OPORD was received, the TF S2, S3 and
commander would huddle together, select
a battle drill, and begin planning. The
commander’s initial guidance, usually
issued over FM radio, went something
likethis: “We are conducting adefensein
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sector, use the Tiger Strike battle drill

against the enemy’s most likely COA.

Develop one friendly COA, but develop
two branches to deal with two lesslikely
enemy COAs. Task organize per the bat-
tle drill with A Company in the north in
an economy of force, B TM asthe coun-
ter recon force, D TM defending the BP
in center sector, and C Company as the
CATK force from the south.”8 I'm en-
route to the TOC, ETA 30 minutes. Brief
me on mission analysis 30 minutes after
my arrival.”

After the mission analysis briefing, the
commander would issue his com-
mander’ s intent and planning guidance
by BOS, to further define his concept for
the next mission. Warning order #2 was
issued 30 minutes after synchronizingthe
plan. It would specify thetask force battle
drill to use for the upcoming mission and
set the task organization. Each element of
the TF then had a pretty solid idea of the
tasksit would be called upon to execute
and could begin to prepare for the up-
coming battle. OPORDs were easier and
faster to produce. They were also easier
to understand as commanders were d-
ready familiar with the concepts undery-
ing the plan. The battle drill concept also
helped focus TF rehearsals on critical
events instead of every detail of the op-
eration.

The concepts of Recon-Pull and Deci-
sion Point Tactics, embedded in our bat-
tle drills, facilitated rapid and accurate
decision making by the commander in a
plan with multiple branches. Occasion-
ally, a branch of the OPORD was dimi-
nated, or confirmed, prior to the task
forcerehearsal if the results of the recon
fight had already come in. Other times,
those decision points were not reached
until after the rehearsal but before we
crossed the LD. In the movement to con-
tact, branches were not decided upon
until we gained knowledge of the enemy
actions during the battle. In the later two
cases, a simple and brief call over the
command net by the commander such as
“Scouts confirm Axis Blue is lightly de-
fended, decision point three has been
reached, execute branch Tiger North,”
was enough to redirect the TF towards
success.

While battle drills are normally associ-
ated with tank platoons, the Steel Tigers
of 1-77 AR adopted the idea to the battd-
ion level operations with success. TF
battle drills are very much commander,
not staff, driven. They are suited to a par-

ticular enemy and battlefield. The process
of developing battle drills also engages
the leadership of the task force and aids
in perfecting their execution. The modi-
fied DMP allowsthe TF XO to focusthe
staff in support of the commander’ sintent
and give subordinate units the time they
need to plan and prepare.

With unlimited time, perfect intelli-
gence, an expert staff, and unitstrained to
arazor's edge, better solutionsto tactica
missions can usually be found and exe-
cuted. When the enemy SITEMP can be
confirmed before the battle begins and
the enemy sits passively by aswe execute
our plan, the more traditional DDMP
with a single “best” COA might work.
On a time-constrained battlefield, and
against a thinking enemy, this doctrine
needs some revision. Task force battle
drills, based upon recon pull and decision
point tactics, are such arevision.

Notes

1The stimulus for TF battle drills originated in
the fertile mind of COL Patrick J. Flynn, then
commander of 5-77 AR, 3rd Bde, 1s AD, Mann-
heim, Germany (later 1-32 AR, 3rd Bde, 2nd ID,
Ft. Lewis, Wash.), from 1993 to 1995.

2CPT Jim Crider and LTC Pete Pamer, “Deci-
sion Point Tactics: Fighting the Enemy, Not the
Plan,” CTC Quarterly Bulletin, No. 97-4,Jn97,
Ft. Leavenworth, Kan.: Center for Army Lessons
Learned, 1997, pp. I-1 to 1V-24.

3COL William Betson, Doctrine Division,
DTDD, USAARMC, “Reconnaissance Pull.”
Seminar taught at the Armor Pre-Command
Course in March 1998, Ft. Knox, Ky.

4Crider and Palmer, “Decision Point Tactics,”
p. 1V-15.

5BLUEFOR units at the CTC units are usually
defeated by the OPFOR using the principles of
recon pull and decision point tactics. It seems that
15+ years of being soundly beaten a thehendsof
the OPFOR ought to tell us something besides the
fact that we need more training!

6When this article was submitted to ARMORfor
publication, 1-77 AR was again developing battle
drillsasit prepared for deployment to Kuwait for
Exercise Intrinsic Action 99-02 this spring.

"This process should preferably be done earlier,
to alow more time for refinement, but we did not
have that option.

8The “Tiger Strike” battle drill included one
company defending in sector, one company de-
fending a BP, one company as a CATK force,
and one company conducting the counter-recon
mission, then joining the CATK force.
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