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The April-June 2013 edition 
of the Cavalry and Armor 
Journal, although nostalgic, 
points out glaring issues that 
continue to cripple the branch 
as a whole. The articles de-
bating the use of saber over 
pistol and the benefits of 
having troopers able to fight 
mounted or dismounted are 
troubling. Troubling because 
even today the branches 
(Cavalry and Armor) struggle 
to justify their existence, 
stay relevant or completely 
explain or execute the re-
connaissance mission. The 
need for a main battle tank 
will never go away, but the 
validity of the Cavalry will if 
the branch does not adapt 
and prove its necessity.
The sheer brute force of an 
Abrams tank requires a 
different mentality 
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than a Cavalry scout who 
must weigh compromise vs. 
the possibility of intelligence 
gained. A Cavalry scout must 
be prepared for both the 
heavy kinetic fight like his 
19K brother or be able to 
transition to the skills re-
quired to conduct reconnais-
sance on an asymmetric en-
emy.

Identity crisis
The promotion results from 
the 2013 majors board point 
out obvious issues with sup-
porting and recognizing 
both Cavalry and Armor of-
ficers (Figure 1). In the be-
low-the-zone (BZ) category, 
90 percent of the officers 
picked for BZ promotion 

were in the 

armored brigade combat 
teams (ABCTs), where only 
40 percent of that year’s of-
ficer population resides. Only 
one officer was selected for 
promotion from both infantry 
br igade combat teams 
(IBCTs) and Stryker brigade 
combat teams (SBCTs), 
where there are at least 21 
Cavalry units with an Armor 
population. No officers were 
selected within the battle-
field surveillance brigades 
(BfSBs), the newest Armor 
Branch formation.
Some of this can be attrib-
uted to performance, but it 
seems unlikely that all the 
branch’s best performers are 
within the ABCTs. Is this 
based on performance or an 
outdated career path set 
before Armor officers were 
incorporated into every bri-

gade combat team?
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Is an officer incorrect for not 
serving in an ABCT when it 
only makes up a third of the 
Army’s force? After the up-
coming brigade organization 
plan is executed, there will 
only be 12 ABCTs to 24 
SBCT, IBCT and BfSB bri-
gades. The namesakes of the 
former armored cavalry reg-
iments (ACRs), 2nd Stryker 
Cavalry Regiment (SCR) and 
3rd SCR, are not even task-
organized according to the 
ABCT design.

The reality is that these offi-
cers and noncommissioned 
officers (NCOs) should be 
managed separately. The of-
ficers and NCOs of a tank 
company have a specialized 
skill that needs to be man-
aged accordingly. Also, the 
last 12 years of the war on 
terrorism, especially ABCT 
deployments to Afghanistan, 
have shown that sometimes 
you have to dismount. IBCT, 
SBCT and BfSB 19Ds have a 
greater requirement to train 
for that skillset. It does the 
Army no good to train offi-
cers who are “jacks of all 
trades” in regard to both 
tank and reconnaissance but 
a master of none. A lieuten-
ant who has mastered 
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Figure 1. Armor Branch majors board analysis FY13.

M1A2SEPV2 and then as-
sumes command of a Caval-
ry troop is at a great disad-
vantage to a lieutenant who 
was “raised” in the Cavalry 
world of SBCTs or IBCTs.

This can be applied as well 
to the ability of a 19Z, who 
in reality was a 19K his en-
tire career but is allowed to 
assume the mantle of first 
sergeant in a Cavalry troop/
squadron. It can be done, of 
course, but why?
The branch could and should 
split into Armor and Cavalry 
officer-control fields. Armor 
officers would stay within 
the ABCT realm, and Cavalry 
officers would move among 
SBCT, IBCT and BfSBs as 
they learn the specialized 
art of reconnaissance with 
mounted, dismounted, air-
assault and airborne assets.
Troopers deserve officers 
who understand the funda-
mentals of reconnaissance 
before they assume leader-
ship roles within Cavalry 
units. Reconnaissance is an 
art that must be mastered 
just the same as mounted 
gunnery. However, recon-
naissance is currently a task 
shared by Infantry, Armor 

and Special Operations Forc-
es (SOF). It could be argued, 
based on authorized vehi-
cles, lack of variation in in-
sertion/exfiltration methods 
and level of training that Ar-
mor is at a significant disad-
vantage.

Schools and scouts
Infantry and SOF reconnais-
sance personnel attend a 
myriad of schools before 
they are considered profi-
cient at recce operations 
and usually have to attend 
a selection board to be con-
sidered for reconnaissance 
units. Currently 19Ds only 
need to attend basic training 
and perhaps Army Recon-
naissance Course (ARC) or 
Cavalry Leader Course (CLC) 
as their career progresses. 
Military-occupation specialty 
(MOS) 19Ds should attend, 
at a minimum, ARC, Recon-
naissance and Surveillance 
Leaders Course (RSLC) and 
Ranger School to be com-
petitive with other recon-
naissance forces.

It ’s not necessarily the 
schools that make scouts 
better, but the desire to 
learn and be the best scout. 
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As the Army downsizes and 
elements justify their exis-
tence, Cavalry needs to do 
the same and show the lev-
el of scout/Soldier they can 
produce and the reconnais-
sance capability they pro-
vide. Cavalry needs to justify 
its reconnaissance role and 
show we are more than just 
a skirmishing unit sent to 
screen ahead in the event of 
the next full-scale conflict. 
What makes a Cavalry squad-
ron different from its fellow 
infantry battalion within an 
IBCT or SBCT besides an ane-
mic modified table of orga-
nization and equipment 
(MTOE)?
Cavalry Branch and unit 
leadership need to push all 
specialized courses (Ranger, 
RSLC, ARC, Pathfinder, Air-
borne, Air Assault) to create 
scouts who have the ability 
to conduct reconnaissance 
using any available means 
necessary. Leadership posi-
tions throughout Cavalry 
units need to be coded, at 
a minimum, as ARC and 
Ranger-qualified, and this 
needs to be enforced. Branch 
needs to use the Army’s 
downsizing to raise its stan-
dards and keep only the best 
scouts. The command of a 
Cavalry troop needs to be a 
privilege and not a right for 
Cavalry captains.
Capabilities like Joint fires 
observer are now as impor-
tant as the Skill Level 1 task 
of call for fire. Scouts need 
to be physically capable of 
fighting and conducting re-
connaissance, both mounted 
and dismounted, with the 
corresponding skillsets. Just 
l ike in other branches, 
achieving the mantle of scout 
should be desired and fought 
for, not just given upon 
g radua t i on  f rom 19D 

one-station unit training 
(OSUT) at Fort Benning, GA.
If the branch wants to con-
tinue in the realm of recon-
naissance, we need to take 
the lead on developing the 
new equipment, vehicles and 
tactics, techniques and pro-
cedures (TTPs) required to 
make us effective. Case in 
point is the development and 
use of a smaller all-terrain-
vehicle (ATV)-like reconnais-
sance vehicle. Other recon-
naissance forces like SOF 
have used them throughout 
the war on terrorism and 
continue to push their devel-
opment through defense 
companies. A great example 
of using small recon vehicles 
was in Operation Anaconda, 
where small recon teams 
were able to cover rough 
terrain quickly with their ATVs 
and provide valuable feed-
back to the higher command.

A vehicle like this could be 
extremely effective as the 
lead section, screening ter-
rain ahead of humvees, 
Strykers or Bradley Fighting 
Vehicles (BFVs). Small vehi-
cles like this can recon bet-
ter routes and disrupt ene-
my direct fire and impro-
vised-explosive-device (IED) 
ambush ahead of the heavi-
er humvees, mine-resistant, 
ambush-protected (MRAP) 
ATVs (MATVs) or even BFVs. 
A couple of scouts using cur-
rent and developing commu-
nications technology on an 
ATV platform could keep a 
brigade in near-real-time 
intelligence as they push 
back visual and sensor in-
formation.

Our branch must become 
both the proponent for an 
ATV scout vehicle and the 
subject-matter expert (SME) 
on reconnaissance vehicles. 

We didn’t build the Abrams 
battle tank from a vehicle 
concept the Infantry Branch 
decided on – i.e., the Stryker 
or Bradley. The Armor Branch 
built the Abrams for a spe-
cific purpose: to be the best 
main battle tank. Why do our 
scouts not have the same 
luxury? How effective could 
a Cavalry or BfSB troop be 
with an ATV scout vehicle 
that can be slung or carried 
internally by rotary and 
fixed-wing aircraft? Why is 
the mounted branch of the 
U.S. Army not interested in 
a vehicle that provides 
mounted reconnaissance 
that can be air-dropped or 
-inserted?

Part of it could be that our 
current vehicle set is moving 
in the opposite direction by 
adding more armor at the 
cost of stealth and mobility, 
all in the name of risk miti-
gation. MRAP vehicles, MAT-
Vs and Strykers are by no 
means the cutting edge in 
reconnaissance vehicles. 
Changing seating configu-
rations around and adding a 
130-pounds-plus Long-Range 
Advanced Scout Surveillance 
System (LRAS3) to a vehicle 
does not make it a proper 
reconnaissance vehicle. Cav-
alry needs to develop our 
own reconnaissance plat-
forms and stop trying to 
modify platforms designed 
for infantry missions.

This also includes develop-
ing sensors like unmanned 
aerial vehicles and ground-
based sensors to greatly in-
crease the range a 19D scout 
platoon can screen, recon and 
guard. When employed prop-
erly, sensors can help de-
termine when and where 
manned reconnaissance 
needs to be employed. With 
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this equipment, we must de-
velop junior leaders who can 
manage the information col-
lected and provide valuable, 
relevant and timely feedback 
to higher headquarters. The 
need for manned reconnais-
sance will never go away, 
but its use has to be refined 
as technology increases. 
Cavalry needs to be the one 
writing, developing and test-
ing the doctrine.

The Armor School recently 
assumed control of RSLC, 
and this is a step in the 
right direction. This school, 
combined with ARC, has to 
be the premier reconnais-
sance course offered, and 
graduates should be mas-
ters in the reconnaissance 
field. The branch needs to 
absorb the mentality behind 
the insert ion/extract ion 
methods taught there (Spe-
cial-Purpose Insertion Extrac-
tion System (SPIES), Fast 
Rope Insertion Extraction 
System (FRIES), free-fall).

Cavalry Branch must estab-
lish itself as the SME on all 
things reconnaissance, in-
cluding communications 
equipment, weapons and 
TTPs. Branch has to embed 
in other reconnaissance ele-
ments like Ranger Recon-
naissance Detachment and 
SOF teams to gather good 
TTPs and make necessary 
connections.

All vehicles and insertion 
methods are only a method 
of accomplishing a recon-
naissance mission. Again, 12 
years of the war on terror-
ism shows that scouts must 
be adaptable and capable for 
a wide range of reconnais-
sance mission sets. When 
was the last time a scout 
platoon from an airborne 
IBCT parachuted in for a 

reconnaissance mission? 
Critics say it costs money 
and adds undue risk, but 
chutes can be retrieved.

A Cavalry trooper is sup-
posed to be by nature cun-
ning and clever, so why are 
we not making leaders like 
this? Cavalry reconnaissance 
units are not tasked with 
tough reconnaissance mis-
sions because we lack the 
capabilities and skillset to 
do much more reconnais-
sance than act as skirmish-
ers during the next major 
conflict. An asymmetric en-
emy requires scouts capable 
of conducting reconnais-
sance dismounted in small 
teams to be effective. Even 
the most high-intensity con-
flicts slowly degrade to low 
intensity, and each requires 
its own level and skill of re-
connaissance.
If as a branch we don’t want 
to do reconnaissance right 
and train accordingly, we 
need to not do it at all.

Specialized unit
CPT Ken Segelhorst points 
out in his article, “Keeping 
the Sabers Sharp: Maintain-
ing Relevance in the Modern 
Era,” (ARMOR, November-
December 2012) the need 
for scouts to attend special-
ized schools, but most espe-
cially a need for an elite 
Cavalry organization. This 
is completely right. This was 
the ACR of the past, but now 
as a branch, neither Armor 
nor Cavalry have an elite or-
ganization to look to.
As the Army downsizes and 
consolidates brigades, it 
should take the “deleted” 
brigade footprint on those 
posts and consolidate the 
three remaining Cavalry 
squadrons under one Cavalry 

regiment. This “post cavalry 
regiment” can plan recon-
naissance training, manage 
assets and, most importantly, 
maintain some type of lin-
eage to the Cavalry regi-
ments under one roof. As in-
fantry brigades deploy, they 
can pull troops or squadrons 
as required from their post 
Cavalry regiment to answer 
their reconnaissance needs.

This type of reorganization 
could be possible at a num-
ber of Army installations, 
where one of four BCTs is 
casing its colors.

We can also apply this spe-
cialized unit mentality to the 
BfSBs located with 1st, 5th 
and 18th Corps. These units 
have great possibilities as 
discussed in my previous 
article, “Validating the [Re-
connaissance and Surveil-
lance] Squadron and the 
Future of Reconnaissance” 
(ARMOR, April-June 2012). 
As corps assets, these Cav-
alry squadrons need to be 
ful ly supported by our 
branch and manned with our 
most capable scouts and best 
equipment. Scouts and offi-
cers alike can refine their re-
connaissance art within the 
BCTs and assess to serve in 
the BfSBs.

Every other MOS and branch 
in the Army has the ability 
for its Soldiers to apply for 
an elite unit in SOF. It is 
hard to retain some of our 
best junior leaders if we of-
fer no promise of upward 
mobility and better mission 
sets. A great example of this 
is the 75th Ranger Regiment 
and an infantry Soldier’s 
ability to compete and join 
that organization. If an Ar-
mor officer, 19D or even a 
19K wants to join an elite 
organization, he must go to 
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a SOF selection board and 
ultimately change his MOS – 
and the Armor Branch loses 
a quality Soldier.
As U.S. operations in Afghan-
istan close down, Armor 
Branch needs to fight hard 
for the newest radios and 
weapons being distributed 
throughout the Cavalry for-
mation. Scouts need the 
most advanced communica-
tions equipment available 
because, by doctrine, they 
will fight ahead of the for-
mation.
If Cavalry is to be main-
tained, ideas to keep the 
branch relevant cannot be 
scoffed off as dangerous or 
outside our capabilities. U.S. 
Cavalry officers must be pre-
pared to act in both full-scale 
war and counterinsurgency, 
just as they did in the Amer-
ican Civil War and Indian 
Wars. We’ve fought effec-
tively during the war on ter-
rorism, but we are not 
equipped to be masters of 
reconnaissance. The current 
MTOE makes Cavalry squad-
rons less capable than their 
larger infantry/combined-
arms battalion counterparts 
to the BCT commander, yet 
they aren’t used effectively 
as reconnaissance assets.
As the Army downsizes and 
re-equips, we must establish 
our Cavalry as the premier 
expert in reconnaissance and 
security operations. Our 
scouts and their leaders 
must be able to plan and 

fight mounted or dismount-
ed using whatever assets 
are available to find and dis-
rupt the enemy.

CPT Josh Suthoff is aide to the 
deputy commanding general, 
Command and General Staff 
College, Fort Leavenworth, KS. 
Previous assignments include 
commander, Company A, 6th 
Ranger Training Battal ion 
(RTB), Eglin Air Force Base, FL; 
commander of B Troop and 
plans officer, 1-38 Cavalry, 
525th BfSB, Fort Bragg, N.C.; 
and assistant S-3, executive of-
ficer and platoon leader, 1-33 
Cavalry, 3rd BCT, 101st Airborne, 
Fort Campbell, KY. His military 
school ing includes Ranger 
School, Scout Leader Course, 
Engineer Captain’s Career 
Course and the Air Assault, 
Jumpmaster and Airborne 
schools. CPT Suthoff holds a 
bachelor’s of arts degree in 
psychology from the University 
of Missouri in Columbia, MO, 
and a master’s of science de-
gree in geological engineering 
from Missouri University of Sci-
ence and Technology. He is the 
recipient of three Bronze Stars 
for meritorious service. CPT 
Suthoff has spent much time in 
war on terrorism deployments: 
a year in Iraq as a scout platoon 
leader; 15 months, also in Iraq, 
with 1-33 Cav as a troop execu-
tive officer and plans officer; 
and a year (six months as plans 
officer and six months as troop 
commander) in Afghanistan.

CPT Michael Culler is the officer 
in charge of the Platoon Tactical 
Training Team, Company A, 6th 
RTB, Eglin Air Force Base. Pre-
vious assignments include bat-
talion S-1, 6th RTB; and platoon 

leader, Troop A, 1-32 Cavalry, 
1st BCT, 101st Airborne Division. 
His military schooling includes 
Maneuver Captain’s Career 
Course, Army Reconnaissance 
Course, Combat Diver Qualifica-
tion Course, Armor Officer Ba-
sic Course and Airborne, Air 
Assault and Ranger schools. CPT 
Culler holds a bachelor’s of sci-
ence degree in criminal justice 
from Rochester Institute of 
Technology. He is the recipient 
of the Bronze Star and the 
Army Commendation Medal for 
valor.

 Acronym Quick-Scan    

ABCT – armored brigade com-
bat team
ACR – armored cavalry regiment
ARC – Army Reconnaissance 
Course
ATV – all-terrain vehicle
BCT – brigade combat team
BfSB – battlefield surveillance 
brigade
BFV – Bradley Fighting Vehicle
BZ – below-the-zone
IBCT – infantry brigade combat 
team
MATV – MRAP ATV
MOS – military-occupation spe-
cialty
MRAP – mine-resistant ambush-
protected
MTOE – modified table of orga-
nization and equipment
OSUT – one-station unit training
RTB – Ranger training battalion
SBCT – Stryker brigade combat 
team
SCR – Stryker cavalry regiment
SME – subject-matter expert
SOF – Special Operations Forces
TTP – tactics, techniques and 
procedures
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