


Platoon Leading 101 is possibly one of the toughest
courses our Army has to offer. | doubt few survive the
course unscathed. Wrong turns, missed LDs, bright ideas
gone awry, and other embarrassments mark the course
for young platoon leaders as they master their craft. Re-
counted through the years, the stories take on epic pro-
portions. Recently, | bumped into a member of my first
platoon who recounted, in vivid detail, an unfortunate inci-
dent that involved me slaving a tank (it's amazing how
much voltage the human body can take).

In this issue, Captain Douglas Crandall confesses the
sins he committed as a new platoon leader — they look
familiar. Crandall's apprehensions, concerns, and mis-
takes are not new. Generations of platoon leaders have
made the same mistakes, wrestled the same demons,
and asked themselves the same questions: “How do |
prove myself to the platoon?” “How do | tell a platoon
sergeant as old as my father what to do, especially when
he has been doing it for 16 years?” Good lieutenants an-
swer the tough questions, prove themselves, and move
on to executive officer jobs or to the scout and support
platoons.

Crandall mentions FM 22-100, Leadership, in his article
and adds that books on leadership and the vaunted FM
offered precious few “lessons upon which to draw,” for his
purposes. It occurs to me that we are literally besieged
with the opportunities to learn leadership. We have FM
22-100, we have numerous periodicals which frequently
devote entire issues to the topic, we have writing contests,
awards, departments and faculty whose stated mission is
the pedagogy of leadership, and there are hundreds of
books written by experts, yet this young officer points out
the most critical tool for him in learning to lead his platoon
was simply examining his failures and learning from his
mistakes. Not to disparage those engaged in the science
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of teaching leadership, but anyone who hopes to become
a better or more effective leader must begin by examining
his failures with a critical and objective eye, as Crandall
(and certainly all leadership guides) advocate.

Of course, there are a couple of prerequisites for this
technique to succeed. It won't work in a “zero-defect envi-
ronment” where a single mistake dooms or damages a
career. You must also be willing to admit your mistake and
take responsibility for it. Too often, instead of admitting an
error, we seek to spin, rationalize, or explain it away.
When confronted with the evidence of an adulterous affair
and the prospect of divorce recently, an aging rock star
shifted the blame to a disease he suffers from — he’s a
sex addict. “Mistakes were made.” “There was no control-
ling legal authority.” Does anyone accept blame or re-
sponsibility anymore? Admit the error, accept responsibil-
ity and learn from it — good advice for everyone.

Sure, there are mistakes one should not recover from.
And | am not advocating “a get out of jail free card” for
young leaders; rather, that we keep in mind the process
and transformation new platoon leaders go through and
allocate the room to grow while providing the time and
effort necessary to AAR them on their adventures.

In closing, I'd like to point out that several of the articles
in this issue highlight the importance of teamwork in
mounted warfare. Inside the cover, you'll find a piece on
the Falklands that demonstrates the importance of the
combined arms team in that conflict; Major Kevin Marcus
writes about AC/RC assignments and illustrates another
key partnership; the development of the tank-infantry team
is detailed by Captain J.L. Mudd; and our brothers in the
Engineer and Air Defense community weigh in with advice
on how we can fight better as a combined arms team.
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LETTERS

Let’s Not Give the OPFOR
Too Much Credit, He Says

Dear Sir:

Oh, ¢’'mon. We should all be as lucky as the
OPFOR. The true source for the OPFOR’s
success in the battles fought at the NTC is
found in the article, but it is glossed over in a
barrage of accolades heaped on their training,
their TTPs, and their righteousness in main-
taining focus. Nevertheless, it's really simple:
the battle they have to fight is easier; they
have the opportunity to train on a narrow set
of missions frequently; and they know the
terrain.

Permanently task-organized? Of course they
are. They only have one operational require-
ment — to be the OPFOR. No other require-
ment is superimposed on them. They never
get sent to fight forest fires or to support
ROTC camps or to provide relief to victims of
hurricanes, riots, ethnic cleansing, floods, or,
for that matter, to screen a corps front or flank
in all kinds of terrain and conditions, ad infini-
tum. Nor are they sent off once every 18
months or so to fight at a training area far from
their home station against the unit that lives
there and trains there. No other mission re-
quirements exist to preclude them from train-
ing down to the individual certifiable level
repeatedly on the only terrain where they will
ever perform a limited set of tasks. The rest of
the Army is pretty busy with a hefty schedule
of operational requirements. The OPFOR'’s
operational requirement is right outside the
back gate of their motor pool.

Masters of command and control? The
BOSs being orchestrated present a different
and simpler challenge to the OPFOR than
they do to their BLUEFOR counterparts.
Choosing engagement areas, defilade posi-
tions, obstacle locations, avenues of ap-
proach, routes — whether they really do go
through an abbreviated MDMP or not — have
got to be a little easier when operating some-
where where every rock and depression has a
first name and every action has been walked
over weeks or months or years in advance.

Computerized artillery units that never get
lost, never miss. Maneuvering in demi-tanks
with 2-man crews instead of 60-ton main bat-
tle tanks. Chemical warfare? Ever seen an
OPFOR soldier with his mask on in MOPP IV?
How about logistics? Big part of the battle for
the BLUEFOR — just not an issue with the
OPFOR, where resupply, medevac, Class
IVIVIINIX, battlefield repair, etc., is not a part of
the game. The battle is simply easier.

Train more frequently? How about doing a
TF-sized maneuver exercise monthly? Fa-
tigue with all that training? Not really. Mostly
company-sized exercises — day trips to the
field — once a month at the battalion level.
Hot chow on the objective? Hot chow is in the
mess hall on main post when they return from
the day’s battle.

The OPFOR is a great training aid that has
meant a great deal to the proficiency of the

U.S. Army in its conduct of military operations.
But let's not give them too much credit for
what appears to be tactical proficiency.

The OPFOR operates with profligate fre-
quency on the only terrain on which they will
ever operate. The rest of the Army is not so
lucky. Operational requirements and limited
budgets make the frequency of practicing
combat missions problematic and the likeli-
hood of doing it over and over on the same
terrain remote. The OPFOR’s mission is sim-
ple and resources are matched to it.

Train a lot over the same terrain week after
week, focus on nothing else, remove logistics
from the equation and negate the probability
of operating in assorted terrain under varied
conditions and you'll get pretty good at a sim-
ple task. They train on a narrow set of tasks a
lot and they know the terrain. No one else’s
mission statement is quite that simple. Nice
job if you can get it.

JAMES G. DIEHL
COL, Armor
Via email

OPFOR Doesn’t Present
A Realistic Comparison

Dear Sir:

| found the May-June 1999 ARMOR to be a
most interesting issue, especially the articles
on Grozny, Dr. John Daley's piece on the
fighting in Spain, and Colonel Rosenberger's
lengthy article on reaching full combat poten-
tial in the 21st century. On the latter, | am
impressed at how extensive preparations are
for the OPFOR at the NTC. It seems to go on
and on, and since OPFOR fights in the same
place (as near as | can tell), well, by golly,
they ought to be ready! Would a unit in com-
bat in strange territory be able to go through
this vast and repetitious routine?

He notes that incoming units cannot match
OPFOR in training and preparation, and exe-
cution, so it is not difficult to see why they lose
most of the time. No doubt, even so, these
incoming units learn a host of useful lessons
— but one must wonder how long these les-
sons stick and are passed on. Unless | have
misunderstood Colonel Rosenberger's pres-
entation, it looks that these returning incoming
units come to NTC with nearly a clean slate. If
this is a valid conclusion, then our units never
will be as ready as they should be.

Throughout his article, he repeats that the
rest of the Army cannot do what OPFOR
does, and this is quite chilling. And then, after
noting this circumstance, he admonishes us to
roll up our sleeves. And do what? With what?
When?

Are we as dead in the water as he claims? A
pessimist probably would conclude that as
long as present conditions continue to prevail
(administration hostility to the military, insuffi-
cient funding and staffing, excessive deploy-
ments, inadequate effective training, degraded
combat readiness, high turnover, increased

departure of those who readily see the hand-
writing on the wall, et al) — there is no hope.
Is this the real message, colonel?

GEORGE G. EDDY
COL, USA (Ret.)
Austin, Texas

Bradley IFV/CFV Design
Was Driven by the Soviet Challenge

Dear Sir:

| am reaching the age at which histories are
being written that cover events | lived through
and, like some WWII vets | know, perhaps the
best policy is silence. Still, recent discussions
on the design of the Bradley Fighting Vehicle
in your fine journal demand some comment —
not to belabor the past but to allow the current
generation of cavalrymen to understand fully
our combat vehicle design decisions as they
begin the process of designing the Army After
Next class of vehicles.

As MAJ Winstead brilliantly pointed out in his
May-June 1999 letter to ARMOR, the Bradley
Fighting Vehicle design was a compromise of
many doctrinal, technological, and economic
issues. Although this will always be the case,
even for the richest nation on earth, and MG
Sheridan understands this better than most
professionals, it is very important to under-
stand how and why these compromises were
made. MAJ Winstead's conclusion that the
BFV design and doctrinal employment are
inadequate for 21st century warfare is correct,
in my opinion, but for very different reasons.

The first factor to understand is that the fight-
ing vehicle concept is a Soviet idea reflecting
Soviet doctrine. It is every bit as much an
achievement as the T34 tank and the Kalash-
nikov rifle — so much so that all major armies
copied the concept shortly after the BMP was
introduced. Imitation is the most sincere form
of flattery, particularly in the field of weapons
design, where original thought is so scarce.
Soviet doctrine since the spectacular WWII
victory that saved their country has been to
concentrate forces at the critical point, con-
duct a mounted breakthrough under over-
whelming artillery attacks and drive for deep,
critical objectives. This very consistent doc-
trine has, until recently, driven their infantry,
tank, and artillery design: large numbers of
relatively simple weapons systems that sup-
port this doctrine, i.e., large, relatively inaccu-
rate guns on small tanks; small infantry
squads that fight mounted during the break-
through (hence Infantry Fighting Vehicle); and
massive artillery/rocket/missile formations.

The BFV, therefore, is a Soviet concept
done in grand American style — bigger, bet-
ter, and more expensive. When the BMP was
being deployed, we were mired in a land war
in Asia, more worried about bombers and
jungle boots. When Abrams/DePuy/Starry and
some outstanding Chiefs of Staff put the Army
back together, we threw large dollars at mod-
ernization and came up with the Abrams tank,
Bradley Fighting Vehicle, and now the Cru-
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sader artillery system (20 years later). The
Abrams is a world class tank, thanks to some
very talented, disciplined designers at Chrys-
ler Defense and TACOM, albeit with German
armament and British armor. The Bradley
suffered from uncertain U.S. infantry doctrine
in the post-Vietham era which, in my opinion,
continues today and is the major obstacle to
the design of vehicles for AAN. The specific
Sheridan/Winstead points are:

Battlefield taxi vs. fighting vehicle. The
Bradley was designed as a fighting vehicle but
was immediately compromised by weight/size
limitations and U.S. doctrine. U.S. infantry
wanted to keep the large squads, did not
really want to fight mounted, and was smart
enough to know it didn't have overmatching
artillery support anyway, with WWII formations
declining from fully one third of a division to
the paltry numbers of today. Firing ports were
discarded soon after fielding. Armor protection
was state of the art, but completely inade-
quate in the face of another Soviet invention,
the Sagger anti-tank missile. Ft. Benning
wisely accepted the better mobility and fire-
power of the Bradley but avoided the fighting
vehicle doctrine whenever possible. MAJ
Winstead is correct that monthly NTC blood
baths demonstrate vividly the error of BFV
head-on engagements, and poor U.S.
mechanized infantry doctrine continues to be
masked by improper lessons from Desert
Storm. One hopes that perceptive infantry
leaders will make do until doctrine catches up
with the times.

Armament. The TOW AT missile launcher
and two-man turret were major design com-
promises, caused by lack of capability against
Soviet tank divisions in Europe at the time,
and continue to cause doctrinal problems.
How can the vehicle be 2-3 kms in overwatch
and still be accompanying the Abrams onto
the objective? Is the 25mm a precision or area
weapon? Suffice it to say that the BMP had a
direct fire cannon and missile launcher — ours
do, too. The advent of fire-and-forget AT mis-
siles, such as the U.S. Javelin, may cause
new thinking — soon, we hope — although
the Marine AAAV and the U.S. Future Scout
Vehicle appear to have missed this leap-
ahead opportunity.

Mobility. The Bradley was a great improve-
ment in battlefield mobility for its time, al-
though it is, in my opinion, still its greatest
limitation for future battlefields. The next infan-
try vehicle, and tank for that matter, needs to
fly over obstacles and fight successfully on the
ground. Technology is not the limiting factor,
only doctrine and proponent inertia. The Brad-
ley swimming issue, another BMP mirror-
image threat and infantry-cavalry compro-
mise, can be avoided by flight if some original
thinking is done.

“The Pentagon Wars.” | should have been
upset by being portrayed as ineffective and
unethical in the HBO movie, but have come to
realize that the few people who saw it believe
it to be comic satire of our bumbling defense
establishment and are not concerned with the
core issues involved. This is as it should be.

Some parts of the movie are unfortunately
laughably true, but the basic issues are so
distorted that the only casualty is my trust in
the historical record according to Washington
D.C. and Hollywood, Calif.

Where do we go from here? The Future In-
fantry Fighting Vehicle (FIFV) concept work
has begun and the Future Scout Vehicle is
trying to be born as a joint U.S./U.K. demon-
strator program. In the short run, relatively
peaceful times and low RDTE budgets will
probably mean that the 17 years it took to
develop the Bradley will be exceeded. Design
compromises will have to be made, of course,
but can be kept to a minimum if a forward-
looking, clear and consistent how-to-fight
doctrine is developed for AAN and disciplined
leadership rises to the occasion.

FRANK HARTLINE
COL, Armor (Ret.)
Tucson, Ariz.

Future Mounted Forces,
And the Shape of a New Army

Dear Sir:

I am a light infantryman by commission and
experience. Therefore, read what follows with
Caveat Emptor in mind. My love affair with the
mounted arm began at the age of 16 when |
read my father's dog-eared copy of JEB Stu-
art by John W. Thomason, a Marine — go
figure. Since that time, | have read, no de-
voured, every book and article on mounted
combat | could get my hands on, including
every issue of ARMOR for the last 38 years.
My bookshelves and filing cabinets are full to
overflowing. | am comfortable with the mindset
of Murat, Kellermann, and Stuart, as well as
Antal, Benson, MacGregor, Rosenberger, and
Thompson. What follows then are the results
of the lessons gleaned from the great masters
as well as the modern practitioners. Based
upon these lessons, | will further go way out
on a limb, and propose a mounted force struc-
ture for the twenty-first century.

There are four rules for mounted combat, as
| see them:

(1) Never fight fair: Strength on strength
combat, when avoidable, is a waste of men
and equipment. Properly conceived maneu-
ver, attacking C4l, fire support, and logistical
assets render the enemy’s maneuver assets
irrelevant. Tanks and IFVs that are out of gas
and ammo are useless junk.

(2) Always fight offensively (even while de-
fending): Frederick the Great is said to have
relieved any of his cavalry commanders who
waited to receive the enemy’s charge. The
true potential of the mounted arm is in offen-
sive combat.

(3) Organize and train the way you intend to
fight: Combined arms has evolved from the
army corps of Napoleon's day to today’s bri-
gade. It's time that it evolves even further to a
combined arms battalion that crosses tradi-
tional branch lines. The factors of METT-T are

important when organizing for combat, but so
are mutual trust, understanding, and habitual
relationships. We must find a means and
method of recognizing, and combining both,
and at the same time dispensing with branch
parochialism.

(4) Never forget history: We must place re-
newed emphasis on the study of past con-
flicts. The statue in front of the National Ar-
chives says it best. “What is past is prologue.”
The problems and challenges that today’'s
commander face have been solved by some-
one before. The trick is finding and applying
the solution. The thorough study of the history
of our profession is an invaluable tool in this
regard. Also, never overlook the history of our
particular unit. It may seem trite, but colors,
guidons, patches and crests are combat mul-
tipliers that cost next to nothing.

With the above rules in mind its “out on a
limb time.” My proposed mounted force struc-
ture, to meet the challenges of the next cen-
tury, is along the following lines;

(1) Change our army from one based upon
divisions to one based on brigades. Divisions
are too cumbersome for the twenty-first cen-
tury fight. Remember how long it took us to
get to the Gulf? Our potential enemies are not
stupid. They won't give us six months next
time. Brigades are easier to station, train,
modernize, mobilize, and deploy, and when
properly organized can pack nearly the punch
of today’s “Army XXI” division.

(2) Design a mounted brigade that is self-
sufficient all the time. It should contain “joint
compatible” C4l, robust reconnaissance, fire
support (aviation, field and air defense artil-
lery), and a world-class logistics system, as
well as the teeth arms.

(3) The combined arms battalion’s organiza-
tion is anybody’'s guess. My particular favorite
is the balanced approach of two mechanized
infantry companies and two tank companies,
with a headquarters containing engineer,
signal, mortar, air defense, and reconnais-
sance platoons. An organic service company
would contain all of the battalion’s service
support requirements. No “just in time” logis-
tics belonging to some other commander for
this kid. | would want to control my own des-
tiny. The organization described would seem
to meet most of the presumed parameters of
METT-T. Will it meet them all? Of course not,
but it will meet most of them. Cross-attach-
ment between battalions will become the
exception, not the rule. There is just no such
thing as a perfect organization.

(4) To summarize, the brigade | envision
would have a headquarters battalion contain-
ing the brigade headquarters company, signal
company, MI company, attack/recon aviation
company, and ground recon troop. It would al-
so contain three combined arms battalions, a
field artillery battalion, and a support battalion
containing very robust medical, maintenance,
and supply and transportation companies.

Continued on Page 56
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COMMANDER'S HATCH

“On Point for the Nation . ..”

by Major General B. B. Bell, Commanding General, U.S. Army Armor Center

As | assume the duties as your 38th
Chief of Armor, | cannot imagine a more
exciting challenge or greater privilege.
On the eve of the 21st century, our
mounted combat force is postured as the
most lethal and relevant heavy force in
the history of America's Army. Our na-
tion, by degtiny and design, has growing
interests in an increasingly complex and
interdependent world. At home and
across the globe where our military forces
defend our nationa interests, our a-
mor/mechanized team is respected and
admired by our friends, and feared by our
potential enemies. The mounted force has
become the centerpiece force of choice,
whether postured for intense combat on
the Korean peninsula and the
deserts of Southwest Asa or

* Develop future mounted combat sys
tems to achieve subgtantialy improved
grategic mobility and tactical agility,
while maintaining overwheming fire-
power and crew protection.

* Train our soldiers, NCOs, and officers
to serve and lead as decisive warriors,
enlightened by the precepts of Force
XXI, yet grounded in the redlities of
the deployed Army on mission.

* Seek, develop, capture, then rapidly
adapt, rdlevant breakthrough informa:
tion technology to the Armored Force.

In achieving these objectives, the Armor
Center will review our mounted force

to reinforce Class 40 bridges to pass our
heavy armor. To become a more dtrategi-
caly mobile and tacticaly agile force, we
will aggressvely pursue scientific and
technological breakthrough applications
to the development of our future mounted
combat systems.

Our Armor soldiers are the best in the
world — by far. They out-think, out-
smart, out-quick, out-react and can out-
fight any other fielded Armor force. They
are innovative, resourceful, courageous,
compassionate, and vicious warriors. We
will build on this base. We will train our
soldiers to further leverage information
technology to widen the overmatch they
now enjoy. They will literaly
think, plan, and execute “out of

demondtrating American  deci-
sveness, commitment, and will in
Bosnia and Kosovo. Our mounted
warriors are leading the charge in
executing the Nationd Military
Strategy — they are literdly on
point for the nation.

The Chief of Staff of the Army
has established the Army’s non-
negotiable contract with the na

the box,” while staying inside our

Our Armored Force must get to the
fight fast — before the enemy pre-
pares the battlefield — and stuation-
ally dominate. It must achieve rapid
and decisve misson resolution on
our terms.

proven doctrine. They will be
predictably unpredictable and
they will thrive on uncertainty.

We will enhance our commit-
ment to ingtilling in our warriors
the values and standards which
are the foundation of our Army,

recognizing that our volunteer
mounted troopers serve sdf-

tion and the American people. We

are a warfighting Army — persuasive in
peece, invincible in war. My god is to
provide the central leadership and vision
to field an Armored Force that expands
its relevance and capabilities for the
Army. Our Armored Force must get to
the fight fat — before the enemy pre-
pares the battlefidd — and Stuationally
dominate. It must achieve rapid and deci-
sive mission resolution on our terms. Our
objectivesto achieve this goa areto:

e Structure current mounted forces to
achieve marked enhancements to stra-

tegic deployability.

METT-T. We will capitdize on our cur-
rent srengths and develop innovative
approaches to overcome our weaknesses.
We will pursue appropriate upgrades to
our M1 fleet as the dominant flagship of
our full-spectrum armored force. How-
ever, we cannot afford to overwhelm
scarce  drategic  deployment  resources
with massive, unwieldy formations that
arive late on the battlefield. We cannot
afford to leverage superb drategic de-
ployment platforms such as the C-17,
only to find our force tacticaly stacked
up and vulnerable behind legions of un-
protected engineer formations struggling

lesdy, prepared to accept enor-
mous hardship, deprivation and degath to
defend the nation and the ideals on which
itishbuilt.

Today, the mounted combat force has
never been more important or centra to
the Army’s ability to fight and win our
nation's wars, defend its interests and
preserve the peace. To cement and ex-
pand our relevancy, we will commit our-
selves to ensuring that the mounted force
is formed, trained, and equipped as a
decisive, lethd, rapidly deployable, and
agileforce for the next millennium.

STRIKE FIRST!
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DRIVER'S SEAT

FORSCOM Plan to Allocate Ammo
Draws Armor Center Alternative

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

It is the rare tanker who believes that he
has enough ammunition for gunnery
training! The STRAC (Standards in
Training Commisson) allowance of 90
main-gun rounds per tank per year was an
unpopular reduction which permitted the
purchase of the Tank Weapons Gunnery
Simulation Sysem (TWGSS). As an
armor force, we have along way to go in
order to regp the full benefit of TWGSS;
we need enough spare sysems/PLL on
hand to repair/replace bad components
“on the spot,” as well as a better NETT
and sugtainment training system. Initia-
tives to improve TWGSS-user training
have been proposed by the Directorate of
Training and Doctrine Development
(DTDD), but the fact remains that most
tankers want more main gun ammunition;
many commanders want the ammunition
in order to better resource unit collective-
training tank tables X1 and XII, aswdll as
an annual CALFEX.

FORSCOM dteff has been working on a
STRAC XXI proposd, in order to rec-
ommend improvements to DA Pam 350-
38. This proposa was presented by the
FORSCOM Mager Gunner, MSG Ron-
nie Ward, at the CSM Update during the
Armor Conference and, more recently, at
the Gunnery Conference conducted at
Fort Knox 22-24 Jun 99. For more on the
STRAC XXI proposal, see “ Budgeting the
Bullets” pg. 49. —Ed.

The drategy model represented a three-
track approach to training and qudifica
tion: a livefire track in which dl crew-
level tables are fired with main-gun am-
munition, a simulation track in which dl
crew-level tables are fired usng TADSS
(Training Aids, Devices, Smulations and
Simulators), and a track that combines
both. The god of this proposd is to har-

vest ammunition savings from crew-
tables and shift this ammunition to collec-
tive-level training tables. This proposa
emphasizes usng TADSS and alowing
the commander to determine the track
each crew takes through qualification.
This proposa utilizes the current 90-
round strategy for Armor.

STRAC XXI for M1AL/A2 tank batta-
ions W/TWGSS would make no change to
current requirements for COFT/AGTS; it
would require TCGST and a Dry/TADSS
Tank Crew Proficiency Course prior to
both Level | and Il Gunnery. Live Fire
Accuracy Screening Test (LFAST) and
Tank Table V would remain mandatory
live fire tables. Following TTV, the
commander would have the option of
directing his crews into one of the three
tracks. If the TC/gunner had qudified
livefire TTVIII within the past 12
months, the crew could fire TTVI and
VIl usng TADSS (generdly TWGSS)
and fire a“modified” TTVIII. If the crew
met the standard for TTVI1I-M, then they
would be Qualified and would go on to
livefire TTs XI and Xl and/or CAL-
FEX. If the TC/gunner had not quadified
livefire TTVII in the pagt 12 months,
then TTs VI, VII, and VIII would be live-
fire quaification tables. The third track,
involving total use of TADSS, would
only be used by experienced qualified
crews determined by the commander as
not needing to live-fire prior to the ad-
vanced tables. With the ammunition
saved by using the combination or
TADSS track for previoudy qudified
crews, commanders would have a “har-
vest” for more robust TTs XI and XI1 and
for aCALFEX.

At both presentations the consensus of
attendees was that crew-level proficiency

would suffer if commanders were a-
lowed too much latitude. This consensus
was based on the current level of training
and qudification with their units. Also,
the Armor Center was asked to better
pecify the gates and prerequisites for
each track.

It was during the Gunnery Conference
that MSG Steven Delabar (Platoon Gun-
nery Doctrine Branch NCOIC, who co-
authored this article) presented an Armor
Center proposd for STRAC XXI. This
USAARMC mode is based on the
FORSCOM approach and has two tracks:
a livefire track in which dl crew-leve
tables are fired with main gun ammuni-
tion and a track that combines TADSS
with live-fire to verify proficiency before
moving into collective-level gunnery.
This modd alows the harvesting of am-
munition savings from crew-level tables
and shifting these savings to collective-
level training tables, while maintaining
proficiency and safety a crew-level gun-
nery. FORSCOM's third track would not
be used in the “qudification” sense, but
could be used by commanders if the unit
was deployed to an area where there are
no livefire ranges or laser-engagement
areas to sudain some gunnery profi-
ciency.

Both tracks maintain COFT/AGTS re-
quirements, require hands-on TCGST,
and TCPC usng TWGSS. Screening and
TTV would remain live fire in both
tracks. Following TTV, the commander
could direct the crews to one of two
tracks, one of which would lead to qudi-
fication and the other to “proficiency
verification.”

Continued on Page 14
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Tips on Being a Platoon Leader

A Refreshingly Honest Account of a Junior Leader’s Learning Curve

by Captain Douglas B. Crandall

Platoon leaders start from scratch. While
we receive leadership training throughout
the commissioning process, nothing can
fully prepare us for our firg day in
charge. We can study to master the tacti-
ca and technical aspects of the job, but
leadership experience only comes with
experience. The responghbilities of the
junior leader are numerous: develop sub-
ordinates, build the team, set the example,
make sound and timely decisons — to
name a few. Our lack of practice is no
excuse. If wefail, soldiersdie,

FM 22-100, Military Leadership, directs
young officers to know their strengths
and weakneses and to practice honest
saf assessment.1 Honest anadlysis of one's
own failures can be difficult. The failures
are many; the falures are inexcusable;
the failures violate the confidence of our
subordinates. As | look back, many of my
own mistakes embarrass me. Nonethe-
less, those migtakes provide valuable
indght. We must seek to improve upon
them to lead more effectively in the fu-
ture. Lives depend upon it.

The quandary for the new platoon leader
is the virtud absence of lessons upon
which to draw. There are books on lead-
ership, and the Army publishes manuds
on the subject. However, few of those
sources describe the intimate details of
failure — a crucid tool in learning how
to lead. Therefore, | have recadled my
mistakes as a platoon leader to help those
who will soon tread that ground. Al-
though the lessons are pecific to my own
experiences, they should not be too dif-
ferent from what most platoon leaders
will encounter.

January 1996. Taking over the pla-
toon. Assuming leadership of 1 Pla
toon, Delta Company, 1-33 Armor was
the first major event of my Army career.
Five years of college and four months at
the Officer Basic Course al pointed to
this moment. The platoon, however,
could not have cared much less. While
there is usualy some anticipation with
regard to a new leader — especidly at
lower levels — it is pretty much business
as usua for the soldiers. Moreover, my
platoon had just returned from the Na
tiona Training Center. The deployment
took its toll, and the platoon was ready to

rest; | was energetic and ready to get
garted. Understanding the circumstances
surrounding a unit that existed before me
(and will exigt long after me) would have
put my own importance in context.

January 1996 - April 1996: Establish-
ing standards within the platoon. Al-
though it is important to build credibility
before making changes, some standards
are smply non-negotiable. Even the most
junior lieutenant understands the tenets of
basic discipline. |1 observed but did not
correct smple deficiencies: leaders who
did not take the APFT with their soldiers,
a tank commander who regularly came
late to formations, sub-standard uniforms
and haircuts. Even though the platoon
appeared on a par with the company, |
till should have immediately corrected
these problems.

Throughout AOBC, our ingtructors in-
undated us with the mantra: “Your pla-
toon sergeant will make you or bresk
you.” It is definitely crucid to establish a
drong relaionship with your resident
expert. However, if you have high stan-
dards coming in, do not lower them as
you attempt to build that relationship.

Many new platoon leaders will not face
the challenge of immediately ingtilling
discipline; the noncommissioned officers
will have things under control; but, if the
NCOs do nat, it is your responsibility to
enforce standards fromthe start.

January 1996 - December 1996:
Counsdling is your duty from the first
day you take control of your platoon.
Counsdl your platoon sergeant on what
you expect from him and ask him what
he expects of you. Learn from him as you
conduct the counsding. If he is a quality
NCO, the counsdling sessions will serve
as professond development for you. If
he Is not, you will have to develop him.
The bottom line is that he works for you,
and you are respongble for rating his
performance. You cannot properly do
that without formal counseling.

| did not counsel my first platoon ser-
geant. The reason was smple: he was old
enough to be my father. | felt inadequate.
What was |, as a new second lieutenant,
going to tell him? This is a typicd mis-
take. Don't makeit.

Find out quickly from your commander,
the first sergeant, or the command ser-
geant major what goes into proper coun-
sding, and then do it. The likely result
will be a quality exchange of ideas be-
tween you and your senior NCO.

November 1996: You will make criti-
cal migakes drive on. My best tank
commander taught me the importance of
quickly recovering from failure. While
preparing for a mobile defense at JRTC, |
threw track. Instead of acting decisively,
commandeering another vehicle, and
accomplishing the mission, | stayed with
my tank and reflected upon my misfor-
tune and supidity. After the battle was
over — and we had log — SGT Morn-
ingstar told me that | often took my mis-
takes too hard. In this case, he said, | had
let the platoon down by not rebounding
and continuing with the misson. | needed
to quickly put it behind me and carry on.
| will never forget that.

December 1996: Never criticize the
performance of your predecessor. Fol-
lowing JRTC, the battaion commander
chose me to take over the support pla-
toon. Although | had heard it was a mis-
erable job, the chalenge of leading the
platoon through an upcoming NTC rota-
tion provided me with excitement.
Probably the biggest mistake | made
came upon my ariva to that platoon.
“Right off the bat,” | discussed my per-
ception of the previous lieutenant with
the platoon sergeant and some of the
suad leaders.

Since that time, | have learned that there
are few blunders a new leader can make
which approach this one. Disparaging the
previous leadership dienates those who
respected their former boss. It is unpro-
fessona at best, and springs from a lack
of confidence in your own abilities. The
constant need for comparison is a malady
that plagues or has plagued numerous
leaders — mysdlf included. Rid yoursdlf
of any concern for who came before you
or who will come after you. Just do the
job.

As | soon found out, my predecessor
had performed admirably in an extremely
difficult pogtion. It is embarrassng to
think that | ever made the mistake of cri-
tiquing him.
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As a side note, complimenting your pre-
decessor can have a proportionaly oppo-
site effect. Subtle praise for the job he did
will impress subordinates and indicate
that you are confident in your own abili-
ties. | saw that quality in my battalion and
brigade commanders, and | have logged it
asan example of great leadership.

January 1997 - May 1997: Hold your
noncommissoned officers responsble
for the deficiencies of their subordi-
nates. In many ways, | dienated my sup-
port platoon soldiers because | was too
willing to correct them mysdf. In addi-
tion, this served to wesken the chain of
command. Whenever possble, be tough
on your NCOs and make them enforce
the gsandards. The noncommissioned
officers (squad leaders, tank command-
ers) are accountable to you; the soldiers
are, in turn, accountable to them.

June 1997: Be with your soldiers and
do not take special privileges. About
half-way through our NTC rotation, SGT
Kauahi, an outstanding squad leader,
confronted me. The guys in the platoon
fet asif | was not spending enough time
with them. | had been deeping near the
Field Trains Command Post (FTCP) with
the XO, CO, and 1SG, instead of with my
soldiers. Initidly, | resented the criticism.
The commander had me doing a lot of
work in the FTCP, so | thought it made
senseto deep there.

When | reflected upon SGT Kauahi's
comments, | redized that | had failed. My
NCO was right. | belonged with my sol-
diers whenever possible: working beside
them, communicating with them, and
addressing their concerns. Taking care of
soldiersis the best part of the job. Oppor-
tunities to isolate yoursdf and gain spe-
cia privileges will arise often. Resigt the
temptation.

| was back with the soldiers that night
and will never make the same mistake

again. Rank has no privilege except that
of caring for young lives.

July 1997: Act decisvely when you
know you are right — no matter how
many subordinates or peers disagree.
Upon its return from NTC, the support
platoon received a new platoon sergeant.
Because he seemed to possess a great
ded of initiative, | alowed the new pla-
toon sergeant to make some ill-advised
changes. In particular, | acquiesced to the
ateration of our manning roster. | have
regretted it ever since. The personnd
moves reversed a tremendous amount of
progress that the platoon had made.

I knew | was right; we did not need to
make any changes. But smilar to mis-
takes | made as a tank platoon leader, |
allowed secondary factors to trump my
better judgment. When you know you are
right, act decisvely no matter who dis-
agrees. You arethe leader.

July - August 1997: Never talk about
how things have improved since you
arrived. The support platoon's new pla-
toon sergeant congtantly talked about
how much things had improved since he
arrived — how things were now “shaping
up.” The rest of us thought we had done
pretty well before he got there. His words
proved especidly embarrassng to the
former platoon sergeant — a young staff
sergeant who was till in the unit.

| am sure | probably made the same
mistake some time in my firg few
months. It is a failure much like criticiz-
ing your predecessor. In effect, you are
saying, “Hey! You guys are great now
that | am here” Intentional or not, it
causes subordinates to resent your pres-
ence. Remember to give credit and take
the blame.

I have listed the above leadership lapses
in chronological order. All of them pro-
vide perfect examples of pitfalls to avoid.
While | try to reflect on each of them,
there are threethat | vow never to forget:

* Never criticize your predecessor

* Enforce standards from the start

¢ Be with your soldiers and do not teke

specia privileges

| dso learned three general lessons not
directly associated with the persond dis
appointment of my own mistakes. They
provide smilar vaue in my quest for
effective leadership.

Basic discipline is the foundation of
any good unit. A quote from Genera
George S. Patton, Jr., communicates the
importance of making discipline the pri-
ority in every endeavor:

“You cannot be disciplined in great
things and undisciplined in small things.
There is only one sort of discipline —
perfect discipline. Discipline is based on
pride in the professon of arms, on me-
ticulous attention to details, and on mu-
tual respect and confidence. It can only
be obtained when all officers are so im-
bued with the sense of their lawful
obligation to their men and to their
country that they cannot tolerate negli-

9B you or your superiors st a stan-
dard, “perfect discipling’ mandates that
you enforce it. Failure to do so is a com-
mon flaw of junior officers and leads to
the mediocrity of platoons and compa
nies. One of my commanders taught me
an important lesson: every time you walk
by a deficiency without correcting it, you
lower the standard.

Your soldierswill not always like you.
Prior to taking charge of a platoon, |
imagined that | would be able to enforce
dandards while simultaneoudy com-
manding the respect of al of my subordi-
nates. No fantasy ended more quickly; it
died for me when | read my name on the
inside of aport-a-potty wall.

You mugt prepare to do what is right
despite your soldiers responses. A good
litmus test is to gauge the attitudes of
Continued on Page 12
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The 2nd Parachute Battalion’s
War in the Falklands:

Light Armor Made the Difference in South Atlantic Deployment

by Captain Daniel T. Head

Since the end of the cold war, the
United States government has increas-
ingly caled upon the Army to respond to
contingency dtuations throughout  the
world. Generdly, American policy mak-
ers choose light infantry units as the con-
tingency ground troops of choice because
they deploy rapidly and require a mini-
mal amount of logigtical support.

Unfortunately, light forces often arrive
too light, and, despite over fifty years of
combined arms doctrine, light infantry
forces are employed without enough sup-
port. They either cannot accomplish their
mission, or they can only accomplish it
with the serious risk of heavy casudties.
Even againg a relatively untrained force,
light infantry forces need the direct fire
support of armored forces as part of the
combined arms team to effectively ac-
complish their missons with minimal
casudties.

The Fakland 1dands War of 1982 pro-
vides a perfect example of this. The ex-
periences of the 2nd Battdion, the Para-
chute Regiment (2 Para) in the Falklands
prove, with a recent and relevant exam-
ple, that rapid deployment infantry must
have armor support in order to ensure
success in combat operations with low
casudlties. 2 Para's experience is instruc-
tive because the battalion fought in two
battles during the war, Goose Green and
Wirdess Ridge. Goose Green was the
first magjor land battle of the war, and in
it, 2 Para fought amost entirely with
dismounted infantry. Wireless Ridge was
the decisive point of the larger battle for
Port Stanley that ended the war, and dur-
ing that fight, the battalion received sup-
port from a combined arms team includ-
ing one troop of light armor, two Scorpi-
ons and two Scimitars. The contrast be-
tween these battles highlights the impor-
tance of combined arms warfare, particu-
larly the impact that direct fire support
from armored vehicles has on light infan-

try operations. Armored vehicles alow
the light infantry commander to effec-
tively mass fires anywhere on the battle-
field in order to achieve direct fire supe-
riority; this dlows him to develop smple
plans, maintain freedom of maneuver,
and retain the offendve throughout the
battle,

Argentina invaded the Falkland Idands
on 2 April 1982. The British government
immediately began assembling a joint
task force in order to conduct a show of
force in the South Atlantic and, if neces-
sary, to recapture the idands. The 3rd
Commando Regiment of the Royd Ma-
rines made up the bulk of the ground
forces initially deployed, but it had sev-
era attachments. Among other units at-
tached, two parachute battalions (2 Para
and 3 Para) and two troops of light ar-
mored reconnaissance vehicles, 3 and 4
Troops of the Blues and Royas, de
ployed with 3 Commando to the Falk-
lands.

The British government felt that speed
was essentid to the domedtic political
success of the mission to recapture the
idands, so the deployment quickly be-
came rapid deployment. Due to the speed
of the deployment, space aboard British
ships was criticaly tight and the terrain
and wegther in the Falklands uncertain,
s only limited logigica lift assets,
mostly Volvo tracked vehicles designed
for use in show, deployed with 3 Com-
mando. 3 and 4 Troops sguadron com-
mander was denied permission to deploy
with his units due to limited space avail-
able, and so the reconnaissance troops
deployed under the command of a 24-
year-old lieutenant.! The last of the Brit-
ish forces deployed for war on 9 April
1982.2 3 Commando would operate with
little helicopter support and under condi-
tions of air parity throughout the war.
Fortunately for 3 Commando, the ground
war in the Falklands could not start until

naval supremacy was established, so the
brigade stopped at Ascension Idand dur-
ing the voyage to the South Atlantic,
while the British Navy established nava
dominance in the area of operations. As-
censon Idand, about midway between
the Falklands and England, was desig-
nated as the staging area. At Ascension,
the British had a chance to conduct some
training, including gunnery for 3 and 4
Troop and landing techniques for 3
Commando,® and the task force had a
chance to reorganize its jumbled supplies
prior to combat following the chaos of
rapid deployment.4

British Royd Marine infantry battalions
and parachute battalions were organized
amilarly. Each battaion condsted of
three rifle companies of approximately
120 men each. Each rifle company con-
tained three troops (the size of American
platoons) and a headquarters section, and
each troop was further subdivided into
three sections (squads) and a headquar-
ters element. Additiondly, each battalion
contained a support company and a head-
quarters company. The infantry were
armed with 7.62 semi-autometic rifles
(with no burst sdection as on the
M16A2), and each section had one Gen-
eral Purpose Machine Gun (GPMG) and
66mm Light Anti-Tank Wegpons (LAW).
Each troop dso had a Cal Gudav
(84mm) Medium Anti-Tank Weagpon
(MAW). Each battalion support company
was equipped with a mortar troop with
six 81mm mortars and an anti-tank troop
with 14 Milan anti-tank wire-guided mis-
dles.

The regiment was supported by its or-
ganic atillery battalion, 29 Commando
Regiment Roya Artillery, with three
105mm gun batteries with six guns each.5
2 and 3 Para dso each had a Peatrols
Company, C, in addition to their three
line companies. Brigadier Julian Thomp-
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son commanded 3 Commando through-
out the Falkland Idands War.

3 and 4 Troops are part of B Squadron,
Blues and Royals, one of the regiments
that, together with the Life Guards, make
up the British Household Cavary. They
were equipped to conduct armored re-
connaissance with Scorpions and Scimi-
tars® A total of four Scorpions, four
Scimitars, and one Samson light recov-
ery vehicle deployed to the Faklands.
The Scorpion light tank weighs eight
tons, has very low ground pressure, and
can traverse even very boggy, redtrictive
terrain. Additionally, the Scorpion has a
crew of three, duminum armor, a full
NBC system, and a 76mm main gun with
a 7.62mm coaxiad machine gun. The
main gun fires high-explosve squash-
head (HESH), high-explosive (HE), can-
ister, smoke, and illumination rounds, and
the turret has a second generation day and
night thermal sight. The Scimitar is very
similar, but has a Rarden 30-mm high-
velocity cannon which fires sabot, HE,
and armor-piercing specid effects (APSE)
rounds” These vehicles proved to be
perfect for the Faklands because they
could deploy rapidly (two can fit on a C-
130, but the Blues and Royals traveled by
ship) and they were light enough to move
on the idands and could be recovered
eadly... s0 eadly that when one hit a
land mine during the fina battle for Port
Sanley, the vehicle was recovered by
Chinook helicopter.8

By mid-May 1982, 3 Commando had
successfully landed on East Falkland, the
location of the idands principa town,
Port Stanley, while 2 Para waited in an
assembly area on Sussex Mountain. On
23 May, 2 Para received a warning order
to conduct a battdion-sized raid on Ar-
gentine podtions a Darwin and Goose
Green, two towns containing a set of
srongpoints that controlled the isthmus
between East Falkland and the rest of the

idand chain, approximately 11 miles
away. As with al military operations,
terrain was a mgjor factor. First, the Falk-
land Idands in genera can be considered
an obgacle to movement because they
are made up of rocky outcropping sur-
rounded by bog. There are virtually no
improved roads on the idands, and
wheeled vehicles could not hope to move
through the terrain when they were
loaded down with supplies. Thus, be-
cause the British did not have air superi-
ority and had few helicopters in generd,
2 Para had no choice but to attack from
their assembly area in the north along the
obvious avenue of approach down the
ishmus to Darwin and Goose Green. The
Argentines were dug in on the only de-
fensble terrain nearby, and, a the time,
the British ground commanders believed
that their light armored vehicles could not
maneuver effectively through the boggy
ground. Also, there was no red cover and
concealment available to the light infan-
try that were to attack Goose Green be-
cause the Falklands have no trees or other
vegetation to hide attacking forces. Addi-
tionally, the battalion could be supported
by only three 105mm artillery pieces that
would be moved into position by helicop-
ter, dong with their ammunition. One
frigate, the Arrow, would provide nava
gunfire support, but it could only fire
during hours of limited visibility due to
the Argentine air threat. Since the infan-
try would have to carry everything that
they took to battle, they could only take
two mortar tubes with ammunition.®
Moreover, ammunition would be critical
throughout the battle due to the difficulty
of resupply.

Nonetheless, the battalion moved out for
the attack on 27 May 82 with two days
basic load of rations and ammunition.’ 2
Para's commander, LTC H. Jones, hed a
relaively smple plan that depended on
dedth to accomplish his misson. He

Photo at left of a Chinook cargo helicopter hovering over
two British armored vehicles gives some sense of the
barren landscape, devoid of cover. Above, a lightweight
Scimitar (only 8 tons) moves easily over the boggy terrain.

would use his C (Patrols) Company to
conduct area reconnaissance up to hisline
of departure. Then he would attack at
night with two companies, A and B,
abreagt down the sides of the ishmus and
infiltrate through Argentine positions to
Boca House, amgjor strongpoint adjacent
to Darwin. There, D Company would
pass forward to take this mgjor strong-
point while B Company would continue
around to Goose Green Airfield in order
to complete the destruction of the Argen-
tine outer ring of defenses and envelop
Goose Green. Once Goose Green was
encircled, the battaion would clear the
town in daylight to avoid civilian casual-
tiest

The battle went basicaly according to
plan until daylight. C Company moved
out a 1800, and at 280235MAY82, A
Company crossed the LD. B Company
began its attack approximately 45 min-
utes later.2 The two companies moved
up together and cleared or effectively
bypassed bunkers in the dark due to supe-
rior training, night vison capability, and
nava gunfire support. The battle was
going well, but dowly, when the artillery
began to run out of ammunition around
dawvn. When dawn began at 0530, the
battalion had reached its secondary objec-
tives and had taken few casualties. How-
ever, once daylight illuminated the bat-
tiefield, the battle began to go againgt 2
Para. The relatively untrained Argentine
conscripts began to pour machine-gun
fire into the exposed British infantry.
Since the British had bypassed severa
bunkers during their infiltration, they
found themselves surrounded and in poor
terain. The battaion bogged down
around Darwin Hill and Boca House, and
ammunition became a serious issue. The
mortars ran out of ammunition shortly
after sunrise and the Arrow had to with-
draw to safety about two hours after sun-
rise. 2 Pard's attack was hdted and in

10

ARMOR — September-October 1999



danger of failing. At around 0830, 2
Para's commander was killed as heled an
assault on an Argentine machine gun nest
in an attempt to get his battalion mov-
ing.13 However, about that time, A Com-
pany began to bresk through the defense
by usng LAWSs against Argentine bun-
kers. Additiondly, LTC Jones had or-
dered his Milan and Machine Gun Troop
to move to support B Company. By
massing their fires againg Argentine
grongpoints, B Company was finaly
able to achieve direct fire superiority and
bresk through the line a Boca House
Once Boca House was taken, the British
had broken through the Argentine's firgt
line of redstance and victory became
only a matter of time and determination.®

2 Para dowly encircled Goose Green,
and, by sundown, they demanded and
received the Argentine garrison’s surren-
der. The poorly trained and led Argentine
troops could not cope with the collapse of
their initial line of resstance. 2 Para, a
battalion of 450 men, captured 1200 pris-
oners of war. 2 Para logt 17 men killed
and 35 wounded and achieved a great
victory, but overal the battalion was ba
scdly lucky. The battle had gone very
well in darkness, but once daylight hit,
the Argentine conscripts were able to fix
the entire battalion for severa hours and
kill many of its key personndl. Clearly, a
well-trained force would have been able
to defeat and probably destroy the British
parachute battalion attacking without
support at Goose Green.16

2 Paralearned alot at Goose Green. By
the time the British forces marched across
East Falkland to the climactic battle with
the Argentine garrison at Port Stanley, the
Scimitars and Scorpions of the Blues and
Royals had proved their mobility through
the boggy countryside of the Falklands. 2
Para was assigned to seize Wirdess
Ridge, the ridge overlooking Port Stanley
itsedf and the suspected location of an
Argentine regimentd command post.
Again, terrain was important. During this
battle, the Argentines were dug in aong
severd pieces of key terrain. Two Argen-
tine companies occupied Wireless Ridge
itsedf while company strongpoints were
sited on several nearby hill masses. All
Argentine positions were well dug in,
with overhead cover and ammunition
cached in bunkers throughout their pos-
tions. 2 Para s new battalion commander,
LTC D.R. Chaundler, had a smple com-
bined arms plan. 2 Parawould conduct an
infantry assault supported by 3 Troop
from the Blues and Royals, both 2 and 3
Para's mortar platoons, two 105mm artil-
lery batteries, navd gunfire from the
HMS Ambuscade and the battalion’s or-

ganic Milan and Machine Gun Troop. He
would first seize Rough Diamond, a hill
mass northwest of the ridge itself, with D
Company supported by direct fire from 3
Troop. Then A and B Companies would
atack on line to seize Apple Pie, a ridge
adjacent to Wirdess Ridge. Then D
Company would move up to the western
flank of the defensive line along Wireless
and envelop the Argentines, again sup-
ported by direct fire from 3 Troop and A
and B Companies” Clearly, the battaion
had learned the vaue of both direct and

the flanks or rear this time. Once Rough
Diamond was seized, A and B Compa-
nies moved to attack Apple Pie. The di-
rect and indirect fire support quickly
broke the defenders spirit, and 2 Para
watched as the Argentines fled down the
ridge to the dubious safety of Wireless
Ridge itsdlf. While D Company moved to
its next start point west of the ridge, 3
Troop and the Milan and Machine Gun
Troops moved to Apple Pie. D Company
moved out and captured the first haf of
Wirdess farly easly, but the Argentines

The four Scimitars deployed to the Falklands first stopped at Ascension Island, where their
training included gunnery in preparation for the invasion. Their 30mm Rarden cannons

were later used to pick off Argentine bunkers.

indirect fire support in infantry opera-
tions.’8 The attack was to take place en-
tirely at night.

The preparatory bombardment of
Rough Diamond began at 132115JUN82,
and at 2145, D Company crossed its LD
with 3 Troop and the battalion Machine
Gun Troop in support. 3 Troop conducted
reconnaissance by fire to locate and de-
stroy Argentine bunkers. They cadled this
technique “zapping.”!® “Zapping” in-
volved engaging Argentine bunkers with
machine-gun fire in order to provoke a
response. Once the Argentines returned
fire, usualy with 7.62 machine guns, the
Scimitar crew would engage the machine
gun crew with 30mm cannon fire. This
technique proved highly effective, and by
the time that D Company got up to their
initial objective, they found the entire
position occupied by only a few Argen-
tine dead; the Argentines forces had
withdrawvn.22 Additionaly, the light ar-
mor's night dghts enabled 2 Pards
commander to get good intelligence on
enemy positions as his troops assaulted
their various objectives?! 2 Para was able
to destroy al of the Argentine bunkers
during their initid assaults, so no hy-
passed enemy would engage 2 Para from

withdrew in an orderly fashion and
forced the company to fight from bunker
to bunker. The attack might have stalled
but for the highly accurate direct fire sup-
port from the Blues and Royals into the
enemy’s bunkers. This enabled D Com-
pany to assault and push the enemy out of
his prepared postions and off of ther
strongest defensive position.? At dawn,
the Argentines mounted their only coun-
terattack of the war, and D Company
quickly repulsed it with indirect fire from
3 Commando’s 105mm battalion. Shortly
after dawn, 2 Para began preparing to
continue its assault into Port Stanley, but
peace intervened, so the battalion entered
the city unopposed. 3 Troop led the way
with infantry riding on their Scimitars
and Scorpions.

Clearly, today’'s rapidly deployable
forces can learn a lot from 2 Para’s ex-
perience in the Falklands. By examining
the war using the principles of war of
mass, maneuver, the offendve, and sm-
plicity, one can readily explain the neces-
sity for armored forces in the light infan-
try fight. Light armored forces enable the
rapid-deployment light infantry com-
mander to easly mass overwheming
direct fires on any specific point or area
target. This, in turn, dlows the com-
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Paratroopers hitch a ride on a Scorpion over the barren Falklands terrain after the conclu-
sion of hostilities. Rapidly deploying light armor made the difference in this unexpected
conflict over a distant British South Atlantic colony long claimed by Argentina.

mander to retain freedom of maneuver.
Additionally, light armored forces can be
transported more eadily than their heavy
counterparts, and so cause little loss in
operational or strategic mobility. Since
the light infantry commander now has a
way to readily achieve direct fire superi-
ority, he has the ability to retain the of-
fensive, and this dlows him to keep his
plan smple and flexible. MG Nick Vaux,
then a battalion commander in 3 Com-
mando, caled the Falklands, “The last
place we expected to fight.”2 Clearly this
statement can be applied to any number
of potential battlefiddlds for American
forces. However, despite al of the chal-
lenges, 2 Para fought well both & Goose
Green and a Wirdess Ridge. The differ-
ence came in the appreciation for the
combined arms fight that the battalion
learned a Goose Green. MG Vaux said,
“Once we cracked their defenses, they
collapsed quickly, as any ill-trained army
would. Their officers smply lost con-
trol.”24 Light armor enables the infantry
commander to crack initid defenses
quickly with overwhelming fire and
shock effect; infantry can then effectively
close with and destroy the enemy with
minimum casudties, even in a rapid-
deployment scenario.

Notes
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Platoon Leader

(Continued from Page 8)

CPT Dan Head graduated in 1995
from the U.S. Military Academy with a
BS in European History. Following
the Armor Officer Basic Course, he
was stationed with the 3d ID at Ft.
Stewart, Ga., where he served as a
tank platoon leader, company XO,
and brigade staff officer. He recently
graduated from the Armor Captain’s
Career Course and Combined Arms
and Services Staff School and is
headed to the 2d ID in Korea.

your quality noncommissioned officers. If
the good NCOs respect you and follow
you willingly, then you are likely striking
a proper balance. There will aways be
those who complain and despise you —
your high standards will ensure as much.
(It is important to note, however, that
there is a difference between enforcing
dandards and abdractly widlding the
power of authority. Even the best leaders
have their detractors, but if no one can
gtand you, then you may be the problem.)

The difference between great lieuten-
ants and poor lieutenants is in the
small things. Almost every tank platoon
leader comes to the table with limited
experience. Simple things delineste be-
tween those who succeed and those who
fal: being on time to formations and
meetings, paying attention to detail, meet-
ing commanders deadlines, and follow-
ing established policies are good exam-
ples. It isimpossible to cultivate an envi-
ronment committed to basic discipline if
you fail to demonstrate discipline your-
f.

The single most important contributor to
your performance is your atitude. Sol-
diers follow — and commanders desire
— platoon leaders with a postive out-
look. A combination of confidence, hu-
mility, enthusasm, and hard work will
capture the attention of your platoon and
guarantee your success. A negative per-
spective will destroy your unit.

If | succeeded in any form, it was be-
cause of a podtive atitude and a willing-
ness to learn from my mistakes. As | in-
dicated, | often look back on my errors
with horror. However, the daunting re-
sponsibility of serving as a role mode
demands that we acknowledge our faults
and seek sdlf-improvement. Our soldiers
deserve nothing less.

Notes

1Department of the Army, Field Manual 22-
100, Military Leadership (Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1990), p. 4.

CPT Douglas B. Crandall graduated

from the U.S. Military Academy in
1995. He served in 1-33 Armor at Ft.
Lewis, Wash., as a tank platoon
leader, support platoon leader, tank
company XO, and battalion adjutant.
Currently, he is completing Infantry
Captains Career Course and CAS®.
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“Away from the Flagpole,” There Are Rewards and Frustrations

AC/RC Assignments: One Officer’s Perspective

by Major Kevin B. Marcus

For many soldiers, duty with the Re-
serve Components has become more than
just an option. Congressona mandates
have made AC/RC asignment a fore-
gone concluson for many officers and
senior noncommissioned officers. This
trend will likely continue in the future; as
our reserve components play alarger role
in the Total Army, the active compo-
nent's personnel  commitment to them
will certainly remain dgnificant. The
good news is that an AC/RC tour is a
worthwhile experience for any active
component soldier. This article will de-
scribe the benefits and frustrations of an
AC/RC tour in an attempt to provide an
overview for those soldiers pending as-
signment to AC/RC duty.

Relatively little is known about an
AC/RC assgnment. Branch representa
tives can usudly tell you where you'll be
working, and for which major command
(i.e, FORSCOM vs. TRADOC), but
littte more. TOE battaion/brigade com-
manders (who were captains in an era of
few AC/RC assgnments) usudly have
few indghts into the duties and respons-
bilities of the job. While | am far from an
expert, my amost two yearsin an AC/RC
assgnment provided some indghts. |
should firgt mention that there are many
different types of AC/RC assgnments
out there, in literally hundreds of loca
tions. I'm assigned as a training/opera-
tions officer in an ARNG TASS (Officer
Candidate School) battalion. My specific
job notwithstanding, many of my experi-
ences are universal and are worthwhile to
pass on.

Probably the single most important
benefit of an AC/RC tour is the exposure
to the reserve component environment.
As does any unit, both Guard and Re-
sarve units have their own languages,
missons, and cultures. Learning to ap-
preciate that provides the AC soldier with
vauable insights into an increasingly
important part of the Totd Army.

The firgt “unique’ aspect you'll learn to
appreciate is the importance of time, and
how it congtrains RC training and readi-
ness. RC units train collectively 39 days a
year. Of these 39 days, 24 days are pent

during monthly “drill” periods, which
usualy focus on individual/crew training.
Only 14 days are focused on collective
training a platoorn/company or higher
level. Time is the largest congtraint in the
RC environment; theré's only so much
you can achieve in a weekend. Y our suc-
cess in large part depends on your ability
to redize RC capabilities; you must un-
derstand what they are redly able to ac-
complish in a time-constrained environ-
ment.

Next is the unique “dua nature’ of the
Army Nationd Guard. As most of us
know, the Guard is under state control
when not activated. Their commander-in-
chief is their governor. Although they
receive the lion's share of their funding
through federal budgeting; their day-to-
day activities are driven by state, not fed-
era, chains of command. You must un-
derstand their sense of “sdlf”; the ARNG
is judtifiably proud of its dua mission.
However, we all must redlize that the AC
soldier is assigned there to promote the
primacy of their federal, war-fighting
mission.

Within both Guard and Reserve units,
there's a curious divison between “M
Day’ or “traditiona” soldiers and full-
time unit support personnel. “M Day” or
“traditiond” soldiers are those who have
civilian jobs/careers and drill once a
month and two weeks a year, athough
many (especidly those in leadership posi-
tions) will put in more time. Full-time
unit support personnel are, as the title
suggests, full-timers. They are a combi-
nation of Active Guard/Reserve (AGR)
soldiers or federa (GS) technicians who
maintain membership in a Guard/Reserve
unit. The majority of command postions
are filled by “M Day” soldiers; while the
“full-timers’ are the ones who oversee
the day-to-day activities of RC units. You
must dways balance the day-to-day ne-
cessity of coordinating with the “full-
timers’ with preserving and supporting
the chain of command (largely “M Day”
soldiers).

You'll aso be dissbused of many of
your preconceived notions regarding the
RC. You'll find that many of the popular

myths regarding the Guard/Reserve just
aren't true. Far from being “weekend
warriors” most are dedicated soldiers
who are doing what they do because they
honestly love it. Most want to succeed
and do the very best job they can. How-
ever, just as in the Regular Army, there
are some who are in it only for the pay-
check. We al must redlize that standards
of professonaliam, conduct, and exper-
tise must be total and apply to al compo-
nents of the Tota Force. You, as the AC
soldier, will be expected to embody those
standards.

The RC gains from your assgnment as
well. Asde from the obvious benefits of
your effort and experience, they'll gain a
better understanding of the active com-
ponent. Some ARNG/USAR soldiers
have extremely limited exposure to active
duty soldiers and lack an understanding
of the redlity of the current AC operations
and personnel tempos. You'll be able to
provide a ready reference for them; as
well, you'll be able to personify the “total
amy.”

Your AC/RC assignment will also pro-
vide/enhance skills you'll use throughout
your career. The firgt is the ability to be
an effective trainer. Any AC/RC assign-
ment will rely on you to either train RC
units or their leadership. You'll be ex-
pected to be an expert in training man-
agement and execution. You'll be ex-
pected to be the subject matter expert on
your specific area of expertise and be able
to apply this knowledge. This will entail
some self-development time. You'll have
to dig into our doctrine in order to know
and apply it. This expertise will directly
affect your credibility. They'll check up
on what you've told them. And if they
find out you're wrong, you'll not be as
credible as you need to be.

As wel, you'll learn to be an effective
staff officer. You'll learn to analyze situa-
tions, recognize issues, and form recom-
mended courses of action. You may be
rated by an ARNG/USAR “M Day” offi-
cer or NCO; these soldiers have full-time
jobg/careers and don't have the time to
digest a lot of materid. They'll rely on
you, and your judgment, for the basis of
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their decisons. The ability to provide
well reasoned, thoughtful gaff recom-
mendations will stand you in good stead
throughout your career.

Finally, you'll learn how to coordinate.
You'll very quickly learn that, with few
exceptions, command (in ARNG units)
doesn’t extend across state boundaries. In
my specific stuation, my ARNG battal-
ion commander is responsble for all
OCS training in a Sx-state school region.
Yet he has command authority over only
one company (the company in “his’ state,
Minnesota). Thus, you'll have to coordi-
nate training/training support activities
without the accompanying command and
control resources. Principles of gtaff co-
ordination apply and are integral to your
success, both in an AC/RC assignment
and in your future assgnments.

There will be times and situations when
you'll be frugtrated. Some you can ad-
dress, others you cannot. The first is the
lack of command authority. While no
gaff officer, in his own right, has any
command authority, AC soldiers are used
to working for commanders who can
delegate the authority we need to do the
job. In AC/ RC assignments, you may not
work for a boss who has that authority.
For ingtance, in my situation, my boss has
no command authority over five of “his’
companies. You may be assigned to a
training support unit and tasked to coor-
dinate training events, but you may not
have the authority to “make it happen.”
The bottom line is that you may find
yoursdf without the authority to match
your responsibilities. You'll just have to

do everything in your power to coordi-
nate to the best of your ability.

Finaly, you'll see that the “Total Army”
is't yet “totd.” We're making progress,
but we've got a long way to go. Your
assignment is critica to making the the-
ory redlity. Asthe Army continues to lose
resources and dructure, there's a fierce
competition for remaining resources.
Both active and reserve components are
scrambling to “preserve” what they see as
their traditional, appropriate missions. As
well, neither active nor reserve compo-
nent seem to have a common understand-
ing of what each component can, and
should, do. While this “friction” is declin-
ing, it will never go away until we clearly
define expectations (standards), missions,
and roles. We must have a common set of
standards and understand what red, “no
kidding” wartime missons will be as
signed to RC units to drive training and
resourcing. We have to make the hard
cdls on force structure. Those units with-
out wartime missons should be dis
banded. We cannot let our pride in unit
lineage and capabiilities override a redis
tic understanding of training and resource
congraints.

We dso have to understand that esch
component must compromise to find an
agreedble, effective “middle ground.”
The AC has to redize the complementary
and supplementary role of the RC and
think outside the box to make every train-
ing program, unit organization, and piece
of new equipment suitable for the RC as
well as the 1st Cavdry Divison. The RC
needs to redlize that you don't always get

DRIVER’S SEAT, Continued from Page 6

In order to proceed adong the verifica
tion track, crews must meet the following
criteriac 1) Crews must be previous Q-1
on TTVIII within the last 12 months; 2)
Crews must achieve RA Leve 301 in the
COFT. Crews would then fire TTVI us
ing TADSS and must qualify 4 of 5 TT
VII tasks (Tasks A-2, A-5, A-6, B-1, and
B-3) in live fire with 70 points on each
engagement and a score of 350 points
overal. Medting the TTVII(5) standard
would achieve proficiency verification,
and the crew would continue into collec-
tive-level training. The tasks selected for
TTVII(5) arelisted below:

A-2 (Offense) Engage multiple targets
with multiple weapon systems from a
moving tank.

A-5 (Defense) Engage multiple targets
from a defendve firing position.

A-6 (Defense) Engage multiple targets
with multiple weapon systems from a
defensive firing pogition.

B-1 (Offense) Engage multiple targets
with multiple wegpon systems from a
moving tank.

B-3 (Offense) Engage multiple targets
with multiple weapon systems from a
moving tank.

New TC/gunner combinations, and
crews that did not qudify in the last gun-
nery cycle (Q-2) must fire TTVI, TTVII,
and TTVIII live fire to achieve the profi-
ciency required before proceeding to
advanced tables This comprises the
qudification track which leads to collec-
tive-level training.

The Armor Center position is that al
crews firing TTXII must be qualified on
gunnery Table VIII within the preceding

what you want; sometimes you just have
to salute and accomplish the mission.

Finaly, life “away from the flagpole”’
has its own rewards and frudtrations. Life
without ready access to exchange/com-
missary services, military medical care,
and post support agencies can make life
interesting and challenge afamily budget.

In concluson, theres much to be
learned from an AC/RC assgnment.
You'll gain an understanding and appre-
cigion for the RC training environment,
while becoming a better trainer and staff
officer. You will have some challenges to
overcome, the Tota Army isn't “total”
yet. On the baance, however, assgnment
to any type of AC/RC assgnment can
enhance any soldier's persond and pro-
fessiond life.

MAJ Kevin Marcus was commis-
sioned in 1986 as a Distinguished
Military Graduate from Officer Candi-
date School. His Armor assignments
include platoon leader/support pla-
toon leader with the 8th ID (Baum-
holder) and tank company com-
mander with the 1st ID (Ft. Riley).
Other assignments include O/C on
the Scorpion Team at the NTC and
duty as a training and operations offi-
cer (AC/RC) in TRADOC's Total
Army School System. He is curren-
tely assigned as the Senior Staff Offi-
cer-Operations for the Multi-National
Force and Observers in the Sinai.

12 months and, as a minimum, qualify 4
of 5 TTVII engagements live fire with 70
points on each engagement and total 350
points or more within the preceding Sx
months. To require any less of our crews
will lead to unacceptable proficiency and
safety risks as units enter collective-leve
training. Either of these tracks requires
we noncommissioned officers to verify
proficiency or quaify al crews in the
unit, and to confidently hand them off to
commanders for collective-level training.

This approach to STRAC XXI for Ar-
mor and Cavary will alow commanders
to utilize more ammunition for collective-
level gunnery, and remain confident that
NCO-led, crew-level gunnery training
will set their units up for success. Discus
sons with FORSCOM continue, mean-
while...

“SERGEANT, TAKE THE LEAD”
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Development of the American Tank-Infantry Team
During World War Il in Africa and Europe

by Captain J. L. Mudd

The American tank-infantry team was
the key maneuver eement that led to the
overwhelming number of tactica suc-
ceses enjoyed by the United Statesin the
Second World War.2 However, this win-
ning combination of men and machines
had developed throughout the course of
the war, and included a number of varia-
tions based on the theater and aress
within each theater. Origind develop-
ment came from training and lessons
learned in the decades between the two
world wars by infantry tank and cavary
combat car units2 When Generd Mar-
shall was made Army Chief of Staff on 1
September 1939 (the day of Germany's
attack on Poland), he began a mgjor reor-
ganization of the service in order to put it
on awartime footing more like that of its
European counterparts® One of the
changes was the creation of the Armored
Force, a combination of the armored ele-
ments of the infantry and cavary
branches, as well as sufficiently mobile
components of artillery, communications,
and other services#

Tanks

Tank combat doctrine developed in the
1920s and '30s cdlled for two types of
tanks a light tank armed with machine
guns and a small-cadiber cannon to en-
gage “soft” targets and a medium tank
with machine guns and a heavier cannon

to destroy antitank wegpons, bunkers, and
unarmored or lightly-armored vehicless
When the United States Army entered
World War 11, the two main tanks in its
arsena were the M3 light tank and the
M3 medium tank.6 The Light Tank, M3
Series weighed approximately 14-16
tons, depending on the model, and was
amed with a 37-mm cannon and up to
five .30-cdiber machine guns. Its thickest
effective armor was 1.75 inches on the
turret front and 3 inches on the hull front.
However, most units armed with M3s
replaced them with the M5 light tank
prior to combat oversess. The M5 was
very similar to the M3, but had some
engine and other design improvements.
(Later modds of the M3 incorporated
some of these improvements.)”

The Army’s first wartime medium tank
was the M3 saries, nicknamed variably
“Leg’ or “Grant” by the British® The
Medium Tank, M3 mounted a 75-mm
cannon in a starboard hull sponson, a 37-
mm gun in the turret, and three .30
caliber machine guns — one each in the
bow, coaxiad in the turret and in the
commander’s cupola. Its heaviest effec-
tive armor was 6.5 inches on the turret
front and 4.3 inches on the front dope of
the hull.® During the fighting in North
Africa, the M3 began to be replaced by
the Medium Tank, M4 — the Sherman.
The M4 appeared in a number of varia

tions, and its weight ranged from 33 to
amost 36 tons. Typicaly, the tank car-
ried a 75-mm gun, but many were later
fitted with a 76-mm higher velocity can-
non. It bristled with bow and coaxia .30-
caliber machine guns and a flexible tur-
ret-mounted Browning .50 cdiber ma
chine gun for antiaircraft use. Armor on
the turret front was 3.75 inches in effec-
tive thickness, while the hull front was
effectively up to four inches thick.10

Both medium tanks employed five-man
crews. The tank commander’s job was to
sdect targets, defensive postions and
routes of advance, and supervise and lead
the tank crew at al times. In the five-tank
platoon, the platoon leader (usudly afirst
or second lieutenant) and the platoon
sergeant, a daff sergeant, each com-
manded a tank. Sergeants commanded
the remaining three. The gunner, a corpo-
ral or technician 5th grade, was to iden-
tify and engage targets with either the
main gun or the coaxial machine gun.
The remaining three crewmen were jun-
ior enlisted soldiers — technicians, pri-
vates firg class or “buck” privates. The
driver controlled the speed and direction
of the vehicle in accordance with the
commander’s orders. The assistant driver/
radio operator ensured that vehicular
communications (both internal and exter-
nal) were functiond, and engaged targets
with the bow-mounted machine gun. The
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loader was typicaly the most junior
crevmember. His job was to load the
main gun during engagements and to
assigt the commander in looking for tar-
gets when not in actual combat. Only
four crewmen manned light tanks, the
tank commander assumed the duties of
loader as well.it All members partici-
pated in crew-level maintenance of their
tank, and usudly assisted mechanics as-
signed to the company.12

Normdly, al tankers underwent initia
training a Fort Knox, Kentucky's Ar-
mored Replacement Training Center
(ARTC).23 In theory, men inducted under
the Selective Service Act were to be
trained in accordance with their civilian
occupations, prior training, even hobbies,
whenever possible. Under this theory, if a
man were a professiona wilderness
guide, he went to the infantry; if a ham
radio buff, to the Signa Corps, a heavy
equipment operator, to the engineers or
the Armored Force. Although this conse-
quently benefited some of the more tech-
nica services of the Army, the combat
arms received mainly “any arm or ser-
vicg’ inductees!4 Training was length-
ened from 12 to 13 weeks in 1941, and
was later increased to 17. Conducted in
two phases, the first was devoted to basic
soldier skills such as infantry drill, phys-
ca fitness training, and smdl ams
marksmanship. The second phase intro-
duced the trainees to tank skills: driving,
maintenance, tacticd movement, and
gunnery. Much of this was conducted
under “combat conditions” including
flares, explosions, gunfire sound effects,
and even a specia aggressor unit dressed
as German soldiers®™ Upon completion
of training, the mgjority of new tankers
reported to the armored divisions or sepa-
rate tank battalions.

The combat dements of a tank battalion
included the reconnaissance and assault
gun platoons of the headquarters com-
pany, three companies of medium tanks
and one of light tanks.6 Each tank com-
pany had three platoons of five tanks and
two tanks in the headquarters section.
Additionally, a medium company boasted
an assaullt gun — an M4 armed with a
105-mm howitzer as its main armament.
Each medium company was assigned
five officers and 117 enlisted men; a light
company was somewhat smdler with
only 92 enlised personnel. The tank’s
advantage in close battle was its relative
imperviousness to smal arms and indi-
rect fires. Its array of weapons gave the

tank awesome firepower againg amost
any target. However, the tank was highly
vulnerable to both antitank guns and in-
fantry antitank teams, as well as antitank
mines and obstacles. Against these foes,
the tank had a partner in a man and his
rifle— the infantryman.

Infantry

The American infantry squad in World
War |1l consisted of 12 men armed mainly
with M1 semiautometic .30-caliber ri-
flest” The linchpin of the squad was the
Browning Automatic Rifle (BAR), alight
automatic wegpon with a cyclic rate of
fire of either 300-350 or 500-600 rounds
per minute. The rifle squad of the ar-
mored divison’'s armored infantry battal-
ions was similar, but one squad member
was assigned as the M3 haf-track per-
sonnel carrier driver who normaly re-
mained with the vehicle, and had no
BAR.28 The mechanized rifle platoon was
mounted on five M3 haftracks and
boagted a vast array of weapons. There
were three rifle squads, as in a dis
mounted infantry platoon, but the ar-
mored infantry platoon leader also had a
60-mm mortar squad (an eight-man mor-
tar crew) and a light machine gun squad
(12 soldiers manning one .50-cdiber
machine gun and two .30-caliber machine
guns). The dismounted infantry company
centralized these specia squads in a sepa-
rate weapons platoon. There, the platoon
fielded a section of three 60-mm mortars
and a section of two .30-caliber machine
guns. Additionally, the mechanized com-
pany had a platoon of towed 57-mm anti-
tank guns, each operated by a ten-man
squad.

Both mechanized and traditiona infan-
try battalions possessed three rifle com-
panies plus an additiona complement of
organic combat forces. The armored in-
fantry battalion had a reconnaissance
platoon of half-track mounted scouts, an
assault gun platoon with three 75-mm
sdf-propelled assault guns, a mortar pla-
toon with three 81-mm tubes, and a ma-
chine gun platoon with four .30-cdiber
machine guns. The infantry battalion had
a single antitank platoon of three 57-mm
guns, and a heavy wesgpons company
with a platoon of six 81-mm mortars and
a platoon of four .30-caiber machine
guns.

The age-old mission of infantry is to
close with and destroy the enemy. The
usua method employed by the American
infantry squad was based on the covering

fire tactics as used in the find phase of
World War 1,22 referred to as “fire and
maneuver.”2 Two riflemen, often ac-
companied by the squad leader scouted
ahead of the squad.2! When they encoun-
tered an enemy force, the leader called
for his four-man fire team (Baker) to
place suppressive BAR and rifle fire on
the enemy postion. With the enemy
pinned, the leader ordered his remaining
fiveman maneuver and assault team
(Able) into a postion where they could
assaullt by fire, then overrun the enemy. If
enemy fire was such that assaulting ri-
flemen were unable to maneuver, tank
support was necessary. Infantry units
from sguad to corps used a variation of
this tactic under most circumstances in al
theaters of the war, typicaly sending
specialized reconnaissance units to scout
the front and flanks; providing supporting
fires with artillery, machine-gun and anti-
tank fires; and findly assaulting with
infantry and tanks.

Ancther style of assault tactic developed
during the war — the marching fire of-
fendve2 Generd Patton's 3rd Army
used it to good advantage in northwestern
Europe, and though it was sometimes
effective in Italy, the terrain generdly did
not favor it. The method placed tanks and
haftracks at intervas within dense skir-
mish lines of dismounted infantry. The
entire line moved abread, firing a poss-
ble strongpoints and other targets as they
advanced. Although it maximized mutual
support, it reduced shock effect and
tended to increase casudties. Its use was
often the result of a lack of mental flexi-
bility on the part of commanders.2

Officers

The main roles of the Army officer in
World War Il were to plan operations and
training, administer military justice under
the Articles of War, and lead soldiers in
combat. Officers held their commissions
not only in the Army, but aso in one of
the severd arms or services, cdled a
“branch.” When the Armored Force was
edtablished, it was not created as a sepa
rate branch, but was made up of person-
nel of al arms and services. Tank officers
and crewmen typicaly came from the
infantry or cavary branches, but wore the
Armored Force insignia: the profile of a
World War | British Mark IV tank.

Tank and infantry officers came from
one of four commissioning sources. the
United States Military Academy at West
Point, New York (USMA); the Reserve
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Officers Training Corps (ROTC); one of
the officer candidate schools (OCS) run
by the Armor or Infantry Training Cen-
ters, and for a deserving few, direct bat-
tlefild commissons. USMA graduates
were appointed Regular Army officers,

and their pre-commissioning training
included ingtruction in al of the arms.
Graduates of ROTC programs located at
civilian universities trained in one of the
ams or services as cadets and were
commissoned into their respective
branches Until the mobilization of
1940-42, the mgjority of these officers
did not enter active service, but were
placed in an inactive status in the Offi-
cers Reserve Corps (ORC).2 The ORC
provided a trained pool for the great
number of officers needed when the
Army expanded in the early 1940s. The
Armored Force School a Fort Knox,
Kentucky, and the Infantry School at Fort
Benning, Georgia, each edtablished an
officer candidate school to train and
commisson quaified enlisted soldiers
and warrant officers? Candidates were
carefully screened and sdlected based
upon demongrated performance and
leadership aptitude. As combat losses
began to teke their toll on the officer
corps, the practice of commissioning
combat-experienced sergeants with prov-
en leadership talents was revived in the
form of the battlefield commission.?

For USMA and ROTC graduates, as
well as officers transferring into the Ar-
mored Force from other branches, the
Armored Force School conducted an
orientation course to familiarize students
with tank tactics, gunnery, maintenance,
Armored Force organization, and to re-
fresh other military skills2® The three-
month Infantry and Armored Force OCS
courses taught candidates the sKills
needed to be effective platoon leaders in
their respective specidties, including
amal-unit tactics, Army organization,
philosophy of leadership, and enemy

combat doctrine. Those veteran combat
leaders sdlected by their commanders to
become officers generdly were young
noncommissoned  officerss who hed
proven their abilities under fire. They
received no additiona training; their ex-
perience was considered sufficient.

Growing Pains

The fighting elements of the Armored
Force consgted originaly of the 1st and
2nd Armored Divisons, which formed
the I Armored Corps,2® and a number of
separate tank battalions. The divisons
reflected the new “triangular” infantry
divison organization, with a brigade
comprised of two light tank regiments
and a medium tank regiment. By March
of 1942, as the number of armored units
grew, this was changed to two tank regi-
ments, each now with two medium and
one light battalion, and an armored infan-
try regiment — three infantry battalions
equipped with halftracks® The assign-
ment of infantry to the armored division
eventualy afforded commanders the op-
portunity develop combined arms tactics
and train their soldiers to use and refine
them.3t

The separate tank battdions were to
keep an infantry flavor. Doctrine for these
“infantry tanks’ specified a two-echelon
attack.32 The lead echdon consisted of
medium tanks and would destroy enemy
antitank weapons. The second wave in-
cluded light tanks advancing with infan-
try to neutralize machine guns and targets
of opportunity. Infantry divisons and
separate tank battalions rarely enjoyed the
benefits of sufficient combined training
prior to actual combat. Habitual associa-
tions between tanks and infantry gener-
aly did not develop until well into the
war, but there are examples of early train-
ing relationships. One of these was the
partnership of the 3rd Infantry Division
with the 756th Tank Battdion (L) while
they were dtationed a Fort Lewis, Wash-

This photograph shows all of the
men and machines that made up the
66th Armored Regiment, part of the
2nd Armored Division, assembled
on a hillside in Southern England
about a month prior to entering the
war in Europe.

ington, from the summer of 1941 until
spring 1942.3 The tankers took advan-
tage of al possble training time to im-
prove their abilities to use their speed and
firepower in support of dismounted infan-
try. On two occasions in the immediate
aftermath of the Japanese attack on Pearl
Harbor, the tank-infantry teams reacted to
aerts that brought them to the mouth of
the Columbia River on the Washington
coast, prepared to repe Japanese inva
son.

As pat of Amphibious Corps Pecific
Flegt, the soldiers of Fort Lewis were
expecting to be employed in the Pecific
Theater. Company B of the 756th and the
15th Infantry moved to Monterey Bay to
practice amphibious landings at Fort Ord,
Cdifornia3* At this very early stage of
the war, the specialized equipment and
techniques that would later make am-
phibious tank assaults a redlistic propos-
tion were not yet avalable. The Navy's
solution was to lower the new M3 light
tanks by crane from the ship's deck into
violently bobbing landing craft severd
yards below. A number of tanks were lost
this way before the navd crane operators
became reasonably proficient.

The combined arms training undertaken
by the 3rd Infantry Divison and the
756th Tank Battalion (L) reflected a ma-
jor push by the Armored Force to in-
crease infantry-tank proficiency.® In
early 1942, COL Edwin K. Wright, Ar-
mored Force Assgtant Chief of Staff, G-3
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(Operations and Training), began stress-
ing the need for combined arms training,
emphasizing tank support of infantry
divisons in the atack. Army Ground
Forces, the Armored Force' s higher head-
quarters, “replied with a supplement to its
initid training directive, dating that
‘combined infantry divison-tank unit
training will be emphasized, and that
problems for the maneuver period should
include infantry-tank unit operations.”3¢
However, this training often did not oc-
cur, or at least not to levels which made
for real combined operations proficiency.
COL Wright, in analyzing reports from
the North African battlefront in May
1943, wrote the following:37

In spite of constant attempts to provide
infantry divison-tank battalion coopera-
tive training in this country, practically
no success has been obtained. All infan-
try divison commanders, whether con-
tacted direct or through Army Ground
Forces, have indicated the desirability of
such training but fend it off on the excuse
that “ Time is not available” “ After we
complete our unit training,” “After we
finish maneuvers” etc. Army Ground
Forces has been of no assigtance to usin
forcing thistraining.

The reaults of this failure to provide co-
operative infantry-tank training is being
reflected in the combat zone. For exam-
ple, Lieutenant Colond Lou Hammack's
very fine 751gt Tank Battalion (M) was
practically wiped out because in four
successve attacks, the infantry refused to
follow him. Four times he took the objec-
tive and each time had to pull back, try-
ing to pull the infantry forward, the Ger-
mans in the meantime re-obtaining the
position.

Finaly, by September 1943, Army
Ground Forces had published FM 17-36,
Employment of Tanks With Infantry. The
publication of this field manua dlowed
units gtill training in the United States to
learn some of the lessons learned the hard
way by forces dready in contact with the

Troops and equipment disembark from one
of the tiny LCMs used to land in Algeria,
North Africa in 1942. Compare this quiet
beach landing scene with the complexity of
the later Normandy invasion. But at the
time, this was the largest seaborne inva-
sion in history.

In photo at right, opposite page, troops are
crammed in a landing craft. They wear
American flag patches for identification, in
the hope that Vichy French in Algeria
would capitulate and not fire on Americans.

enemy. Unfortunately, the manual aone
was inaufficient. The commanding gen-
era of the 84th Infantry Divison wrote:
“We have worked congtantly with armor,
and with no training in the U.S,, it was
hard to receive our training on the battle-
field. |1 cannot dtress too much the abso-
Iute necessity for combined tank-infantry
training even in replacement training
centers. We have worked with the 2nd,
3rd, 5th, and 7th Armored Divisons.
They are dl excdlent units, but it is diffi-
cult to teach infantry-tank tactics actualy
on the battlefield. We now have our own
tank battdion, and | spend every avail-
able minute in training my infantry to
operate with tanks”3® The tactics kept
evolving, however, and tankers and in-
fantrymen continued to send hard-fought
lessons home from combat theaters
around theworld.®

North Africa

The firg major employment of tanks
with infantry by the United States was on
November 8, 1942 — the Operation
Torch landings on the North African
coast. Amphibious assault technology
dill required the use of LCMs (Landing
Craft Mechanized) to transport heavy
vehicles from ship to shore. The LCM
was capable of carrying only one tank or
large artillery piece a atime Neverthe-
less, tanks made it ashore and were able
to assg the infantrymen right from the
outset of combat. During the initid as
sault from the beaches, the tank’s speed
and armor were exploited to seize key
misson objectives and destroy enemy
positions.

One example comes from the 3rd Infan-
try Divison's landing a the town of
Fedala, about ten miles northeast of
Casablanca. The 7th Infantry Regiment

had as an initid objective the seizure of
French antiaircraft, coastal and field artil-
lery batteries located on the Cape north of
Fedala. COL William H. Wilbur, a senior
liaison officer from MG George S. Patton
Jr's headquarters, took control of 2nd
Platoon, Company A, 756th Tank Battal-
ion (L), which was just coming off land-
ing craft. COL Wilbur sped through town
to assigt the regiment’s first battdion in
slencing the coast artillery battery, which
had been engaging landing craft enroute
to the beach.4! After the tanks assumed an
assault pogtion, Company A, 7th Infantry
opened fire on the battery’s fire direction
center. The M5 tanks made an initid
breach in the defensve wire, and infantry
quickly seized the objective.s

Units not in contact in North Africa con-
tinued to train while others eventualy
met the enemy in Tunisia. By the spring
of 1943, Allied forces had made consid-
erable progress in driving the Germans
out of Africa. While the British 8th Army
under Generd Bernard Law Montgomery
pressed from the east, American, British
and Free French units advancing from the
west beat back the Afrika Korps into a
tight perimeter on the Tunisian peninsula.
At the end of April, the American Il
Corps was dtacking German defenses
along an east-west row of hills near the
town of Mateur. The main defenses were
atop Djebd Tahent, identified on U.S.
maps as Hill 609. Riflemen from the 34th
Infantry Divison had fought their way to
the base of the hill, but by April 29, had
reached an impasse. Both sides had been
exchanging mortar and atillery fire in-
cessantly and the infantry could advance
no further. Company | of the 1st Armored
Divison's 1t Tank Regiment, another 11
Corps unit, was assigned to assigt in
breaking the salemate. In the early morn-
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ing of April 30, the tanks picked up the
infantry and proceeded up the hill, at
times literally pulling the riflemen aong
where the dope was too steep. The tanks
destroyed a number of enemy positions,
and when antitank fire became too
deadly, the American infantry conducted
a bayonet charge againg the gun crews,
alowing the tanks to continue. The abso-
lute summit of Hill 609 was inaccessible
to the tanks, but they supported the infan-
try with cannon and machine-gun fire
until the postion was secure. The tank-
infantry team repelled counterattacks
both a 609 and at the neighboring Hill
531. On May 2, the Gls saw heavy traffic
moving north. The Germans were leav-
ing.43

The North African Campaign of 1942-
43 demongrates some of the earliest
combat techniques of the tank-infantry
team. There was yet no permanent affilia-
tion of specific units with one another, so
there was often no way to retain lessons
learned from one engagement to the next.
The infantry typically fought without the
ad of armored forces, and caled on the
tanks to penetrate defenses or advance in
the face of heavy small arms and artillery
fire. Tank units were used to break
through enemy formations, destroy tanks
and other pieces of equipment, and re-
duce hardened fortifications and wire
obstacles. However, the general lack of
prior training created some major defi-
ciencies in effective prosecution of the
campaign.#

Italy

The push againgt the Germans in Italy,
which had been launched by Genera
Mark Clark’s 5th Army in September of

1943, was to prove a long and bitter
sruggle that would continue for mogt of
the next two years. Italy was not particu-
larly suited to tank warfare, but the infan-
try went, and they needed tanks to see
them through. One of the hardest-fought
engagements of the entire Italian cam-
paign was the first phase of the Béttle of
Cassino. Cassino was the anchor of the
German “Gustav” defensive line to which
they had steadily withdrawn by the end of
November. Located near the western
coast of Italy, Monte Cassino overlooked
the main highway to Rome. By the end of
January 1944, when the Americans were
ready to launch an attack against the town
as a diversion to atract the German 10th
Army’s dtention away from the immi-
nent amphibious invasion a nearby An-
Zio, the soldiers of the XIV Panzerkorps
had been digging in for two months.

On the night of January 20, two regi-
ments of the U.S. 36th Infantry Divison
conducted an opposed river crossing of
the Rapido River just downstream from
where Cassino 00d.*> The German de-
fenders soon repulsed the Americans, 0
the U.S. Il Corps decided to try for an-
other foothold, this time with the 34th
Infantry Divison dightly upriver from
Cassino. The division began its attack on
the 24th of January, but the Germans had
demolished a smdl dam about two miles
north of Cassno. North of town, the
Rapido was fordable and normally only
about 50 feet wide;, now, however, the
dam’s destruction had allowed the river
to flood the east bank and the land had
become a marsh hundreds of yards across
— impossible for tanks to negotiate. For
more than two days, the riflemen of the
34th tried to establish a bridgehead on the
west bank of the river. Opposing them
were barbed wire entanglements, antiper-
sonnel mines and a series of machine gun
nests sretching from the water's edge
nearly to the top of the towering hills.
These were supported by hidden mortar
pits and artillery dug into the back side of
the mountain.

Findly, on the morning of the 27th,
combat engineers had emplaced enough
“corduroy road” to adlow CPT Charles
“Wilkie" Wilkenson's Company B,
756th Tank Battaion to cross at a smdll
bridge.*6 However, it gill was not suffi-
cient. The battalion had transitioned from
M5 light tanks to M4 mediums in De-
cember. All but four of the company’s 18
tanks became stuck in the mud. Those
four crossed and tore through the enemy
defenses near the shore. The infantry
failed to cross with the tanks, and the

absence of dismounted support alowed
the Germans to lay out antitank mines
quickly. One of these stopped atank. The
remaining three began to move back
across the river, but the first got hung up
on the bridge and blocked passage of the
other two, one of which had been com-
mandeered by CPT Wilkie. As the crew
on the bridge dismounted and ran for
friendly lines, the tank’s commander, LT
Wayne Henry, was machine-gunned
down. It was his firgt day in combat. The
crews of the remaining two tanks were

captured.

The tanks managed a more successful
crossing in the late afternoon of the 29th.
Again, the bulk of the infantry hesitated,
but the tank battalion commander, LTC
Hary W. Sweeting caled for them to
cross. A amdler, grass-covered hill nick-
named “the Pimple” was an initia objec-
tive for the 34th Division, which it seized
soon after dark. The maneuver eements
of the divison closed on the objective
area and expanded up the hills over the
next few days and into the village of
Cairo. The divison next turned its atten-
tion south toward the town of Cassno
and the narrow path between the sheer
rock face and the abrupt drop to the river
that led to it. On the morning of February
2nd, eements of the 133rd Infantry and
Company B of the 756th moved south to
secure the road to Cassino. As the tank-
infantry team progressed, the file of tanks
poured armor piercing shells (high explo-
sve would have been too close to
friendly riflemen) and machine-gun fire
onto any suspicious-looking points on the
hillside above. The infantrymen followed
through and captured about 150 prison-
es.

The 34th Divison never did secure Cas-
sno. At one point in the first week of
February, the divison held about four
qquare blocks on the northern edge of
town, but they were relieved soon there-
after by the 4th Indian Divison.4” The
experience of the 34th Infantry Divison
and the attached 756th Tank Battalion is
an example of some of the problems of-
ten faced by units without a standing
support relationship. The tankers were
unfamiliar with the strengths and weak-
nesses of the particular infantry leaders
and the infantry were not used to using
the tanks advantages in combat. This
unfamiliarity took time to overcome, and
in war, wasted time can mean wasted
lives. Eventudly, the men of the 756th
were reunited with their old friends from
Fort Lewis and Morocco — the 3rd In-
fantry Division. The battalion remained
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attached to the 3rd from August of 1944
(Operation ANVIL) until the end of the
war in Europe. MG O'Danid writes,
“The extent to which the various expedi-
ents adopted to increase mutual confi-
dence succeeded was well exemplified by
a statement made by an officer of the 3rd
Infantry Divison toward the close of the
campaign. He was asked his opinion of
the relative merits of the various tank
battaions then doing duty in the Sixth
Corps, to which the divison beonged.
He listed a number of the battalionsin the
order of his opinion of their efficiency.
His questioner then remarked:

‘Funny you didn’t include the 756th.’

‘Oh!"” He replied hadtily. ‘That's part of
the Divison. They don’t come any better
than that.” "48

Northwest Europe

Another tank-infantry team that enjoyed
“permanent” attachment was the 745th
Tank Battaion and the 1t Infantry Divi-
son.# Attached in April 1944, the battal-
ion remained part of the divison until the
war's end. However, until the Normandy
invason was completed, the companies
of the battdion had no support relation-
ship with any unit in the division, nor did
the tanks and infantry conduct serious
training together. In France, a company
of medium tanks was attached to each of
the infantry regiments, and the regimental
commanders attached a tank platoon to
each battaion. Save for certain missions,
this arrangement remained unchanged.
Within the infantry battalions, the tank
platoon could be further attached to arifle
company for a particular task. This per-
manency fostered mutual respect and
trust in the other's capabilities and made
it easy for standing operating procedures
(SOPs) to develop.

Upon landing on June 7, the tanks were
able to help speed the infantry into the
hedgerow country by protecting the divi-
sion’'s exposed flanks and being dert to
the enemy armored threat. The advancing
infantry, meanwhile, was available to
repel  potentid  tank-hunting infantry
teams and clear away antitank mines.
Once in the hedgerow country, tanks
aided the highly vulnerable infantry by
spraying the next and flanking hedgerows
with machine-gun fire and clearing en-
emy machine gun nests with white phos-
phorus rounds. Advancing infantry made
sure to shoot or take fleeing Germans
prisoner. When attacking wood lines,
tanks placed machine gun fire into the
trees from 400-500 yards while the infan-
try advanced below the covering fire. If

antitank guns were suspected, the infantry
infiltrated into the positions at night, then
destroyed the gun positions a dawn. In
breaching the Siegfried Line, the 745th’'s
tanks moved into the woods, where en-
gagement ranges were much shorter.
There, often as close as fifty yards, the
tanks opened concrete pillboxes with
armor-piercing rounds, then dispersed the
occupants with white phosphorus shells.
This dlowed the infantry and engineers
to destroy the remnants in detail with
grenades and explosives.

In Aachen, smdl teams of two tanks and
an infantry platoon cleared blocks build-
ing by building. As the riflemen cleared,
the tanks provided security with longer
range fires. At intersections especidly,
tanks fired at al four corners and down
crossdreets to suppress possble ene-
mies. In turn, the dismounted soldiers
protected their protectors with constant
reconnaissance againg antitank rocket
(Panzerfaust) teams and antitank gun
positions. Additionaly, four infantrymen
were detailed to stay with the tank as lagt-
line defenders and runners. In small
towns, the tanks provided an initia attack
by fire, then accompanied the infantry in
clearing the town. In crossing rivers, the
tanks provided direct suppressive fires on
the far dde as the infantry made the initial
crossing. When al was secure, engineers
laid bridges for the tanks to cross. Al-
though tank fire was not too accurate in
night attacks, their presence was a morae
booster to American infantry and a psy-
chologica weapon againg the Germans.
In the defense, 1t Infantry Division units
sometimes used tanks as part of the main
defense, at others they were kept back as
a mobile counterattack force. The experi-
ence of this tank-infantry team shows the
benefit of a close, long-term support rela-
tionship. Early in the hedgerow fighting,
the veterans of the “Big Red One’ recog-
nized the value of what the tanks brought
to the fight, and in the spirit of mutualy
beneficial cooperation, did what they
could to help the tankers.

The Tank-Infantry Team
In the Armored Division

The Armored Force expanded from two
to dxteen armored divisons during the
course of American involvement in
World War Il. As mentioned above, the
organization of the divison was materi-
aly dtered several times. The overdl
trend of the modifications was to reduce
the number of tanks, diminate middle
levels of command, increase the amount
of infantry in the divison, and favor the

use of medium tanks over light5 The
armored divisons developed two ways of
employing the tank-infantry team.5! The
use of the armored division reflected its
origins in cavary tactics. The essence of
armor is speed, firepower and shock ef-
fect. The armored divison was used to
gain ground rapidly and to exploit pene-
trations of enemy defenses and attack his
rear or flank.

The divison conssted of five basic
edementss command, reconnaissance,
sriking, support, and service.52 The chief
command structures of the armored divi-
sion were its divisona headquarters and
three subordinate “combat commands’
— CC A, CC B and CC R(eserve).ss
These combat commands were in control
of one tank and one infantry battalion.
The divison's cavary reconnaissance
squadron fielded four recon troops, an
assault gun troop, and a light tank com-
pany. The squadron performed the recon-
naissance function for the division, advis
ing the commander on terrain navigabil-
ity, obstacles, and enemy presence.

The support echelon conssted of the
divison artillery's three fidd artillery
battalions, which provided indirect fire
support; the armored engineer battaion
conducted mobility (obstacle and mine
clearing), countermobility (obstacle build-
ing and mine laying), and survivability
(defensve earthworks) operations, and
the signal company established the divi-
son’s communications networks. The
armored divison trains formed the ser-
vice echelon. This included an armored
medica battalion, which provided ambu-
lance service and medical clearing facili-
ties for the wounded; the maintenance
battalion gave repair support beyond the
abilities of the mechanics on the front
lines, and the divison's military police
platoon provided security to the rear areas
occupied by thetrains.

Three tank bettalions and three armored
infantry battalions comprised the striking
echelon. There were two possible ways to
creste the armored divison's combined
ams team under control of the combat
command.> The first was to create “tank-
heavy” and “infantry-heavy” teams by
attaching an infantry company to the tank
battalion and a tank company to the in-
fantry battdion, respectively. This way,
each team had strengths suited for certain
types of missons. Crossing rivers, clear-
ing woods, and seizing towns were prime
examples of tasks assgned the “infantry-
heavy” team. The “tank-heavy” team
would assume the lead misson if, for
example, enemy tanks or other armored
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vehicles were expected. Either way, the
team not in the principd role would re-
main in close support, prepared to react to
any changein the situation.

The second method of forging the ar-
mored infantry-tank team was to meld the
two battaions together fully, creating a
sort of “super battalion.” The gtaffs of the
two headquarters would combine to run
the combined arms battle. Each line com-
pany joined with its counterpart, giving
tremendous fire- and manpower to the
company command team. This “dual
captaincy” did not violate the principle of
unity of command; rather, each com-
mander assumed the lead on those mis-
sons in which his unit specialized. For
example, if the misson was to destroy a
series of bunkers, the tank commander
took charge and the infantryman assisted.
On the other hand, if the company was
ordered to secure a tree line, the infantry
commander planned and directed the
operation.

MAJ Edward Bautz notes tha the ar-
mored divison conducts two types of
offensive operations. the “Rat Race” and
the “Sugging Match.”s The former is
essentidly an exploitation or pursuit,
characterized by rapid terrain gains of up
to a hundred miles a day againg light to
moderate resigtance. In this type of opera-
tion, the infantry would ride in their half-
tracks or on the tanks, while the battal-
ions “specidty platoons’ and light tanks
secure an exposed flank or provide a
more robust reconnaissance force. Proper
sacing and placement of dements
within the moving force was critica in
ensuring the ability to “crash through
moderate resstance, to remove obstacles,
or to provide a base of fire for other de-
ments deeper in the column to maneu-
ver.”s6 Typica objectives were essen-
tidly srategic — key terrain, road and

rail centers, bridges, seding a pocket of
resstance, etc.

The god of the “Sugging Match” was
to seize a series of dominant terrain fea-
tures until the main objective was se-
cured. Characterized by constant and
heavy resistance, the armored team
counted its gains in thousands of yards
per day. Here, the balanced or combined
team was used. The division assigned CC
A and CC B a series of objectives, which
they then attacked in a leapfrogging se-
quence; after one team secured its objec-
tive, it could support the other team in its
advance with direct and indirect fires.
This left one whole team in reserve to
reinforce one of the other teams as neces-
sary or react to posshle counterattack.
Again, the infantry and tanks worked
nearly shoulder-to-track to seize their
god. The light tanks would normally
provide rear or flank security while the
medium tanks and riflemen conducted
the attack.

Tank-Infantry Communications

A serious problem faced by the com-
bined arms team at the tank company,
platoon, and individua tank levels was
that of communication with the supported
infantry. The soldiers in World War |1
developed a number of methods to com-
municate, some of which were
impractical, while others were quite effi-
cient.5” The dx that were developed arel
radio, external tank interphone, wire,
visua sgnds, sound signads, and mes
senger or liaison.

During the war, the radio sets used by
the infantry platoon (SCR-536) and by
the tank platoon (SCR-508, SCR-528,
AN/VRC-3) weren't compatible. Al-
though the tank platoon leader could talk
to the infantry company commander’s
SCR-300 via his AN/VRC-3, no one else

Infantry find cover behind an M4
Sherman as it brings fire on a German
pillbox in Lammersdorf, Germany. They
communicated with the tankers by
hand signals, wire phone, infantry ra-
dios, and sometimes by banging on the
hull with their rifle butts.

could talk via radio to anyone on the
ground. Severa fixes were tried, and
some units made them work, such as
placing an additional infantry-compatible
radio in the tank with the antenna through
the hatch, or even through a bolt hole.

An important means of communication
was an external telephone handset
mounted in a steel box on the tank linked
with the tank crew’s intercom system —
the interphone. This developed from a
series of field expedient methods. At firdt,
the tank would traill a phone wire con-
nected to a field telephone indde the
tank. Accompanying infantry could con-
nect the end to another field telephone
and talk to the crew. This was ineffective
because the wire was congtantly torn off
the tank.

Wire was an effective option if the tank
was to remain in position for any consid-
erable length of time. In the defense, for
example, field telephones could be in-
stalled and quickly dismantled. However,
in World War 1l, tanks were rarely used
as adefendve weapon.

Visud dgnas included standard hand
and arm dgnals, pyrotechnics (flares and
smoke) tracer ammunition, and lights.
Sound signals, such as tapping on the hull
of a tank were also used. These sgnds
were, however, somewhat limited in their
use and had to be supplemented by the
external interphone or radio.

Finaly, the use of messengers or com-
mand liaison was a necessity. At the tank
platoon level and below, it was necessary
for the infantry commander and the sup-
porting tank commander to make face-to-
face contact from time to time. Typicdly,
at the tank company and above, a repre-
sentetive from the tank unit remained
with or near the supported commander’s
headquarters.

Summary

The World War 1l American tank-
infantry team was the product of numer-
ous factors, foremost among which were
the men who fought the tanks and the

ARMOR — September-October 1999

21



“By the late summer of 1944, as the Allies began the final long
drive to Berlin, the tank-infantry team had come together and were
finding ways to use their respective talents to the utmogst.”

men who carried the rifles. These men
were willing to come together as a team,
frankly recognize each other’s strengths
and weaknesses, and use the best of what
they had to drive the enemy from the
field of battle. For their commanders, this
coming together was a sort of laboratory
experiment, with sometimes frustrating,
even disagtrous results. In North Africa,
the United States Army began to redize
that without closer cooperation between
tanks and infantry, the war could be logt.
In Italy, the desire to build a team was
there, but it often took some painful ex-
periences to make it work. By the late
summer of 1944, as the Allies began the
final long drive to Belin, the tank-
infantry team had come together and
were finding ways to use their respective
talents to the utmost.
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From Warrior to Logistician

Learning to Run the Support Platoon,
The Biggest in the Armor Battalion

by Captain John D. Fio Rito

At 0233 hours, your radio comes to life
as some XO pleads for three quarts of
Turboshaft. It seems that one of his tanks
cannot LD at 0600 without it. As you drift
in and out of consciousness, wondering if
you're dreaming, the thought of fumbling
around in the dark for a few cans of ail,
not to mention the 20 km trip up to his
assambly area, almost convinces you to
roll over and pretend you didn’'t hear it.
What do you do? Your job, of course. You
roll out of your deeping bag into the
front seat of your HMMWV, go find the
oil, and dtart your trip. You are the sup-
port platoon leader.

The support platoon is, arguably, the
most complex and important platoon in
the Armor battaion. With 40-plus vehi-
cles, and more than twice that in person-
nel, it has the mission of providing al the
food, fuel, ammunition, and medium
transportation to a 600-man armor battal-
ion, aprodigioustask to say theleadt.

With al that said, | know of no doctrine,
besides the MTP and a few short para-
graphs in FM 71-2, and FM 71-123, that
gives the support platoon leader any idea
how to lead his platoon or, a the very
least, how it's supposed to function or
operate. It seems that, while the scouts
have SPLC, and the mortars have IMLC,
the support platoon leader has only OJT.

The purpose of this aticle is to share
some of my experiences as support pla-
toon leader of an armor battalion. It is
based on 15 months experience, includ-
ing deployments to Kuwait and the Joint
Readiness Training Center (JRTC). | will
address the shock of going from warrior
to logidtician, taking command of your
new platoon, working for your boss (or
rather bosses), and good attributes to pos-
sess as the support platoon leader. | will
use examples, both good and bad, of
what happened to me.

“Congratulations, lieutenant, you're the
new support platoon leader! | know you
wanted the scouts, but | convinced the
commander that support was right up

your aley. You don't have to thank me;
the look on your face is thanks enough!”
With that, the CSM left the room and so
began what would be one of the most
difficult and rewarding experiences of my
career. For a young 2L T who has been
led to believe that the warriors ride off
into the sunset with the princess and the
REMFs clean up after the horses, this
was a traumetic event. The removal from
my tank platoon after only 10 months and
the thrugting into this unknown entity of
support is equivaent to an infant being
yanked from the womb. Hell, no, | didn’t

“In my ignorance and
inexperience, | thought
food, fud, and ammo
‘just showed up, like
manna from heaven de-
posited from on high
when | needed it.”

want to go, and | made it clear to every
dedf ear | could find. In the end, however,
my new call sign was Support 1 and my
battle chariot reduced to an M998 cargo
HMMWYV.

| share this with you because most sup-
port platoon leader “dects’ have the
same reaction. The world of logigtics is
not only an enigma to be feared, but for a
bold, audacious lieutenant of armor, it'sa
position to be scorned. In my ignorance
and inexperience, | thought food, fue,
and ammo “just showed up,” like manna
from heaven deposited from on high
when | needed it. As a tank platoon
leader, | definitely could not even begin
to tell anyone what the support platoon
leader did or what made up his platoon.
The world, however, is a lot larger and
more complex than my limited percep-
tion, and | was about to be introduced to a
world of responshbility | had not known
existed.

The platoon has amost 100 soldiers
moving in about that many directions,
and mesting it for the first time borders
on terrifying. Fortunately for me, it was
amost 60 days before | met my platoon
in its entirety. Of course, I'm being
somewhat facetious, but with everything
the support platoon does, | couldn’t cor-
rectly identify members of my platoon
two out of three times in a line-up. To
mitigate this “knowledge deficiency,”
first acquaint yourself with your platoon
on paper. Read the MTOE, look at the
current organization of equipment and
personnel to see if it differs. Look at the
current personnel strength and OR rate
and look at names and bumper numbers
to have a general idea of who is a
“cargo,” who isa“fueler,” who is a cook,
and what bumper numbers belong to each
type of their trucks. Do al this before you
st down with your platoon sergeant for
the firg time. This will show you are
interested in your new job, that you're a
competent officer, and that you're on top
of thingsright from the gtart.

All units “test” their new leaders, but
support platoon soldiers are a different
breed from 19Ks, and you need to show
your strengths and abilities right from the
dart. Also, dl the things your PSG tells
you during your first meeting will make a
lot more sense if you've done your
homework. The firgt impression you give
will be how the entire platoon views you
by the end of the day.

After meeting your platoon sergeant and
getting an overview, go meet and be
briefed by your section sergeants. Again,
do your homework before you get there
— bumper numbers, OR of his trucks
and equipment, names of soldiers, and
any mgor problems they may have that
you as the platoon leader should know
about. | also suggest having each section
sergeant walk you through a PMCS of his
equipment. This will give you an idea of
the pride he has in his fleet, his profi-
ciency, and his ability to teach a new
soldier about the section’s equipment. It's
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good for you because you need to know
the capabilities and limitations of your
equipment. When | took over, | couldn’t
even spel HEMTT (heavy expanded
mobility tactical truck) let aone know
what to check on this vehicle that was so
different from atank.

Following your section sergeants, meet
your ammo NCO. Nothing will ruin your
day quicker than losing accountability of
CL V, or having the battaion’s ammo
account frozen because of delinquent
documents. A good ammo NCO won't
let either happen to you (it's your signa-
ture on the 5819). Sit down with him and
have him brief you on his entire operation
— from the time the S3 forecasts ammo
until the last residue is turned in. Beware
of things that seem “shady” to you. It's
nice when your ammo NCO can produce
CL V on request; however, if he does this
by getting it out of his garage at home,
you may have something to worry about.

Your ammo NCO should have a good
relationship with the S3 shop, specifically
the master gunner, and be present when
ammunition is the topic of conversation.
It's not uncommon for a great plan pro-
duced in the S3 shop to go amiss for lack
of input from the guy who actualy has
his hands on the rounds. | suggest you
vigit the divison ammunition office/offi-
cer (DAO) and see their operation firg-
hand. Also go to the ammunition supply
point (ASP) and the ammunition holding
area (AHA) to view their operation. One
way to do thisisto go on an ammo pick-
up to get a fed for the time involved in
the procedure. It's very easy to sit in your
office and wonder why it's taking so long
to draw ammunition if you've never done
it. This will keep you from promising
ammo and not being able to deliver. The
more you know about the mechanics of
the operation, the more informed deci-
sonsyou can make.

Your POL NCO is responsible for
stocking and operating the Class |11 pack-
age shed and bulk Class 1. This includes
ordering, issuing, and securing package
products, and the request (forecast) and
pick-up of the Class Il bulk. He ensures
the fuel HEMTTs are dl topped off and
aufficient package products are on hand.
He tracks consumption and loss, requests
and submits the monthly reports for your
approval prior to them going to the battal-
ion XO/CDR. Like you did with the
ammo NCO, you should have him brief
you on his operation from gart to finish.
It's very easy to fear the unknown and
shy away from his operation, but you
should know the POL NCO's job well
enough to ensure it is being done cor-

rectly. Finding out the day you're going
to the field that the battalion is zero bal-
ance on fud or critical package products
is the wrong time to redlize he may not be
doing hisjob correctly.

Now, tour the dining facility and see
what your food service section does.
Shortly after 1 took over the platoon, dl
the food service sections were consoli-
dated into a brigade section. Even though
they il fell under me for vehicle main-
tenance, accountability, and administra
tive actions, their day-to-day operations
were controlled by the brigade DFAC
NCOIC.

Before | move on to the next group of
people, | want to reiterate the importance
of knowing what everyone in the platoon
is supposed to do and know yoursdlf how
to do it and how long it takes. This will
obvioudy take some time and effort, but
it will benefit you in the long run if you
are well versed in everything your sol-
diers do. It can't hurt to know how to
submit an ammunition request, forecast
fud, or lubeaHEMTT.

Next go meet everyone that supports
you a the forward support battalion
(FSB). Bdieve it or nat, or like it or naot,
the world of logigtics, at least in my ex-
perience, is a lot of “back scratching.”
Whereas one of the permutations of the
golden rule is that “those who have the
gold make the rule” here “those who
have the supplies can make things easy or
hard.” This sounds pessmistic, | know,
but what is going to streamline things
when you're in a crunch is how good
your working relationship is with those
who support you. What's going to make a
clerkk in the CL IIl yard go that extra
“mile” at 1630 on Friday is not your bar,
but your attitude. I1t's a lot harder to deny
someone something when you've met
them and have a good impression. In that
vein, the world of the FSB isaworld unto
itsdlf (imagine your platoon times 10) and
its soldiers a dightly different breed. Sol-
diers no better or worse than your own,
but dill different. Your ability to modify
your |leadership style to the situation will
beagreat as=t.

You probably have not gotten this far
without meeting your “boss” but this
area can be somewhat sticky and o it
deserves some mention. Your boss is the
SA. He is the logistica planner and you
are the executor, and, in a utopian world,
it would end there and everything would
be great. However, it is my experience
that there is a shortage of captains to fill
positions such as the $4 and so the job
fals to a firgt lieutenant. You are proba
bly a firg lieutenant or a senior second

lieutenant and it is here that the problem
may arise. Although it is not unprece-
dented for alieutenant to rete alieutenant,
it is frowned upon. Therefore, in the
above scenario, the HHC commander
will rate you. This in itsdf is not bad, the
HHC commander is a huge help with the
FSB as the primary liaison between it and
the battalion. It's when the lines between
boss and rater become blurred that the
delicate synergy between planner, execu-
tor, and liaison bresks down and prob-
lems may arise. I'm not spesking of ca-
reerism and saying that some may only
do what their rater says so they get agood
“grade.” However, even if we don't want
to admit it, there is the underlying
thought of pleasing our rater and aso the
supposition of the rater that he must de-
velop you. Thisis al personality depend-
ent; in some cases, thisis never a problem
and in some casesitis.

Additionally, be aware that in the field,
with the scouts and mortars working for
the battalion commander, the medics with
the companies or in the MASFAS, and
the mechanics also with the companies or
with the BMO, there is no one left in the
BSA except you and your platoon. There-
fore, you may receive a lot of attention.
This is not necessarily bad but, athough
your soldiers live in the BSA and are at
the HHC 1SG's disposa for guard and
details, your primary duty isto run LOG-
PAC and execute the SA'splan. Findly, |
need to mention the S3. He has the oak
leaf cluster trump card, and when it
comes to procuring CL V for the training
he has planned, you will definitely work
for him. As far as people in your food
chain, there you have it — at least three
people (not including the battaion com-
mander) that a any one time will offer
input. 1 can't really offer a solution here
as it is a matter of the group dynamics of
your unit. In some cases it's a juggling
act, and in some casesit’s not. | thought it
might help to offer thisasinsight.

In May of 1996, Team D from 3-8 Cav
deployed to JRTC in support of the 2nd
Bde, 25th ID. The team was composed of
10 M1A2 tanks, sx M2A2 BFVs, apla
toon of mechanized engineers, and the
company headquarters vehicles. In sup-
port of the team, | deployed as the CSS
LNO. My package consisted of four fuel
HEMTTSs, four cargo HEMTTS, one 25
ton low-boy, a maintenance support team
(MST) from the FSB with six vehicles,
my HMMWYV, and atotal of 30 soldiers.
Similar to our mission at Ft. Hood, our
mission at JRTC was to provide the team
with food, fuel, ammunition, and trans-
portation. Unlike Ft. Hood, | was the only
officer from HHC deploying, and in addi-
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tion to my regular misson, | was respon-
sble for performing the duties of S1, $4,
BMO, and HHC commander for the
heavy team. Additionaly, | was the only
“heavy” guy in the BSA and soon redl-
ized that the light infantry didn’t have the
assts or any idea how to support us.
Without replaying the entire month-long
rotation, I’ll address the lessons learned:

First, set yoursdlf up for success. | mis-
takenly brought the two squads | thought
would benefit the most from a training
center. | quickly redlized that bringing the
weskest squads in my platoon to JRTC to
train them was not a great idea. Although
they did learn a lot, a better idea would
have been to bring wdl-trained squads
with members of the weak squads as
augmentees. | found mysdf continualy
pulled away from my duties to ded with
problems that never should have hap-
pened. Also, | didn't bring my platoon
sergeant or a section sergeant. | thought
that since 80 percent of the platoon was
dill & home sation, they should remain
behind. | soon recognized that mistake as
well.

Second, delegate your authority. | tried
to do everything mysdf. | didn't fed
comfortable delegating anything because
| had never worked in the BSA in my
current capacity, acting as the S1, 4,
BMO, and HHC commander, in addition
to my usual duties. | also didn't have faith
in anyone else doing it correctly. | guess
this is a very arrogant and inexperienced
way to think (although I think most peo-
ple do it), but | learned my lesson. Very
quickly I was overwhelmed by the sheer
number of tasks | had to accomplish.
Toward the end of the timein the “box,” |
began to delegate duties down to my
NCOs and some of my soldiers. This not
only took a huge burden off me, but the
soldiers enjoyed the increased respons-
bility.

Third, become fully integrated into the
unit you are working with. Know what
you can do for them and what they can
do for you. The “light” guys were very
eager to be of any assigtance, but knew
nothing about supporting a heavy team
and | knew nothing about being light. To
illugrate this, let me indulge in a war
gory. | had a tank forward module wait-
ing on the D-rear airstrip for two days.
When | findly asked when it was going
to be lifted to the BSA, the SPO told me
he had limited air assets and that my CL
IX was not an urgent priority. | explained
to him that for alight infantryman CL 1X
probably is not a priority, but for a tanker
it means that I've had a vehicle out of the
fight for two days, not to mention that

one tank probably has the firepower of an
entire light battalion. Of course, he didn’t
like the firepower comparison, but he did
understand my point and my part was on
the next helicopter. Had | voiced my con-
cerns earlier, ingead of thinking “some-
one” was taking care of it, | could have
put a tank back into the battle earlier.
This entire episode was an illugtration of
poor integration and communication.

Finaly, force protection is of the utmost
importance, especidly for CSS assts.
Logigtics are the soft under-belly of any
operation. Tankers think of fighting in the
deserts of the Middle East, not in the for-
ests of Louisana. Subsequently, the CSS
soldiers in an armor battalion have the
same notion of the enemy. They are used
to being a least 15 km behind the FLOT
and relatively safe, hardly ever seeing the
enemy. Therefore, they are more lax in
security and lacking in basic soldier skills
such as building afighting position, react-
ing to contact, and dismounted patrolling.
These are things we never practiced be-
cause we never needed to, but which
resulted in many “casudties’ during the
rotation. The perception of wide open
gpaces and seeing the enemy at 4,000
meters is quickly shattered when a six-
man squad destroys an entire LOGPAC
and the tanks can't get into the fight be-
cause they're out of fue. The OPFOR
quickly realized they never had to engage
the heavy team, all they had to do was to
destroy the LOGPACs. We learned the
hard way that we needed to get back to
basic soldiering skills and fieldcraft.

Those are some lessons learned from
JRTC that can be applied to many Stua
tions. It was the mogt difficult operation |
had done until that time and remains one
of the best learning experiences I’ve had.
It was an eye-opening experience for a
cocky young lieutenant and soon | would
get the chance to put those lessons to use
on another deployment.

On September 19, 1996, the 1st Cavary
Divison aerted 3-8 Cav for a possble
deployment to Kuwait on a show of force
mission. Five days later, we were in Doha
drawing our equipment in a sand storm.
Once again, I'll spare you al the gory
details and concentrate on the lessons
learned.

Force protection was again paramount.
We faced a very red threat in Kuwait
even after we redlized the Iragis weren't
coming south. Every day we were briefed
on the terrorigt threat level. We carried
live ammunition in our weapons, and we
practiced ambush reaction drills. But | did
make a few migakes. LOGPAC turn-
around in the first two weeks took well

over sx hours, unlike the two-hour win-
dow alotted by SOP. My mistake was
that 1 was only worried about a threat
while we were traveling between the
BSA and the kabas. Once we arrived at
the logistics release point (LRP), | felt we
were out of danger. However, we were
actualy more at risk while we waited for
the 1SGs to return their LOGPACs be-
cause we were a sitting target. We would
gt a the LRP, in the middle of the desert,
literaly for hours, waiting for one truck
to return. It took me about a week of this
nightly ritual to realize my mistake. Very
amply, | indituted an early return and a
late return. Those trucks returning in the
allotted time went back immediately with
my platoon sergeant. Any company who
couldn’'t make the window would deliver
their LOGPAC to me at the CTCP kabal,
and, once | got them al back, we would
depart for the BSA. It was not an option
for the 1SGs to bring their LOGPAC
back to the BSA because it was a 100 km
round trip and, on the return trip, they
would betraveling alone.

My second learning point was to keep
srict accountability of our ammunition.
This sounds pretty obvious, but it wasn't
until the third week “in-country” that |
redlized, that athough we had the correct
quantity of each type of ammunition, we
a0 had some incorrect lot numbers. This
turned into a nightmare that lasted severd
weeks. On the first day in country, each
support platoon will draw the battalion’s
unit basic load (UBL) from the ammuni-
tion transfer point (ATP). The ATP is
nothing more than a spot in the desert
with stacks and stacks of ammunition as
far as you can see. It's dmog a free-for-
al in the sense that you show up with
your trucks, the DAO hands you a stack
of 581s, and you go to the designated pile
and dart uploading. The problem was
that three support platoons, including
mine, hit the ATP at the same time and
started to upload.

Things were hectic to say the leadt. It
was dark, and on the first day in country,
it still looked like the Iragis were going to
cross the border. Once we had our am-
munition, | sgned the 581s and we were
off. It wasn't until we issued the ammuni-
tion that we redized our migtake. In the
end, we had to upload severa trucks with
the mismatched ammo and drive to every
kabal in the brigade. Much to the surprise
of every other support platoon leaeder, |
showed them that we al had mismatched
ammunition. It was no smdl task, but |

Continued on Page 38
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Three Tanks Featured
In Russian Arms Show

by Colonel James H. Nunn and Lieutenant Colonel John C. Paulson

In early June, Russia held its third Inter-
national Exhibition of Military Land
Equipment, Armament, and Conversion
Products a Omsk, Siberia, more com-
monly caled the Omsk Arms Show.
Military representatives from around the
world attended, including the Project
Manager and TRADOC System Manager
- Abrams as part of the U.S. team.

We attended for two reasons, both to
know the enemy — since many potentia
enemies are likey to be usng Russian
wegpon systems — and to know the com-
petition, since both the U.S. and Russa
make foreign military sdes in order to
lower their own unit cogts and so enable
them to afford the quantity and quality of
tanks they want and need. Russia's need
to export has improved Western knowl-
edge of Russian systems.

Russia recently closed one of its three
tank plants, leaving two, at Nizhniy Tagil,
where the T90 is built, and a Omsk, the
T80 factory. Cogt is the key factor in
Russan export success. both T80 and
T90 enjoy a sgnificant cost advantage
over the M1A2, LeClerc, or Leopard 2.
In years past, buyers were concerned with
the survivability of Russian tanks after
seeing the poor performance of the T72
in Desart Storm, but the passage of time
has eased these concerns.

Moreover, Russia has made improve-
ments in the lethality and survivahility of
their tanks, which improves export pros-
pects. Russian tank design remains strong
in areas of armor, firepower, and mobil-
ity, and they are dso making grest im-
provements in survivability with intro-
duction of systems like the Shtora elec-

tronic sdf-defense suite and the Arena
active protection system.

Key systems displayed by Russa at the
exposition included: the T-80U improved
tank, T-90 tank, Black Eagle tank, BTR
90 wheded armored personnd carrier,
and the tracked BMP-3 APC. They dso
showed a recovery vehicle based on the
T-80 chasss and a mine clearing engi-
neer vehicle.

T-90

The T-90 tank is manufactured at the
tank plant in Nizhniy-Tagil, southeast of
Moscow. The T-90 is based on the T-72
tank, but the fire control system is similar
to the basic T-80. The gunner has a ther-
mal sight and laser rangefinder. Like the
T-80, the tank has a hunter-killer system
for the tank commander, but the TC's
sight at this time is daylight and IR only.
There is no independent thermal sight for
the commander. The tank comes with the
Shtora active protective system as stan-
dard equipment, with the Drozd or Arena
system optional.

The primary differences between the T-
80U and T-90, according to the Russans,
is that the T-90 has a diesdl engine, a
different suspenson system, and the abil-
ity to start the engine eectronically or
through an air power system. The latter
system improves rdiability in cold
wesather or when battery power islow.
T-80UML1 (Improved)

The T-80UM1, made at the Omsk plant,
includes severa improvements over the
last few years. The T80U on display at
Omsk had digital computers for the TC
and gunner. It aso had a built-in test sys-
tem and sdlf-tests for various fire control

Photos by LTC John Paulson

Above, a T-90 races through a mobility
demonstration at the Russian arms
show at the Omsk proving ground.

checks. The tank did not appear to have a
digitd data bus system. The Shtora,
Arena, or Drozd sysem warnings are
integrated into the computer’s digita
displays.

The gunner has a therma sight, and
both the TC and gunner have small video
screens that display what the gunner is
viewing through his therma sght. The
Russians advertised that foreign custom-
ers can aso choose to add a foreign-made
thermal sght to the tank, as the Ukraine
has done with its T-84, which demon-
strated the incorporation of the French
SAGEM second-generation FLIR.

The T80UM1 has the 2A46M-4 main
gun, but now there is a muzzle reference
sensor (MRS) on the end of the gun tube.
The Russians advertise a 20 percent in-
crease in fire effectiveness over the
2A46M-1 main gun in the standard T-
80U. The tank is capable of firing
APFSDS, HEAT, HE-Frag main gun
rounds, and 9M119/9M119M anti-tank
laser-guided missiles.

The T80U brochure dtates that the “RE-
FLEKS' laser-guided missle system is
intended to engage land and low-dtitude
aerid targets at a range of 100-5000M.
During the firepower demongtration, both
the T-80U and T-90 shot missiles at a
range of approximatedy 4K, and dl
rounds were dead-center target hits. The
tank carries a basic load of 45 rounds,
with 28 in the autoloader carousd and 17
stored in the hull.
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The T80UM1 has an air conditioning
system, a fire-suppresson system and
NBC protection.

Russa dso offers the Shtora eectro-
optical countermeasures system, which
covers a 360-degree arc, and is capable of
detecting laser emissons and launching
aerosol grenades to screen the tank. The
brochures claim Shtora triples the tank’s
protection.

The more complex ArenaE defensive
countermeasures system is an active pro-
tection system against rocket grenades
and ATGMs. A radar mounted on top of
the turret scans 360 degrees. It is linked
to a series of grenade launchers mounted
on aring along the frontal 110 degree arc
of the turret. Incoming missiles moving at
70 to 700 meters per second are detected
at 50M. The automatic system reaction
time is .07 seconds. Once a ground- or
ar-launched missle is detected, the
Arena system launches a grenade in that
sector at approximately a 70 degree an-
gle. The grenade then shoots down at the
incoming missile to destroy or deflect it
before it hits the tank. The Russansclaim
Arena doubles the protection of the tank,
and that the combined protection level of
a tank with Shtora and Arena increases
fivefold. The Arena system is available
for the T80 tanks, T-72C, and BMP-3.

The tank has “dazzle paint” over most
of its surface. This paint is an eectro-
magnetic wave deforming/absorbing coat-
ing used to prevent radar detection. An-
other improvement is that the driver's
steering laterds have been replaced with
asteering whes!.

According to a brochure, the tank’s im-
proved GTD 1250G HP multi-fud gas-
turbine engine has a hydraulic volume
tuning mechanism that produces a 29
percent incresse in average speed on
winding routes. Fuel consumption has
been trimmed 9 percent over the standard
GTD 1250 turbine. The tank is listed at
46 tons. With a 27.2 horsepower-to-ton
retio, the T-80U has a higher power to
weight ratio of any modern main battle
tank in the world. It was dubbed the “fly-
ing tank” at the show.

Other features on the tank include a
smal turbine 18kW GTA-18 auxiliary
power unit. This under-armor APU can
operate dl the tank’'s systems when the
main engine is switched off. The engine
has an autométic air cleaning system, and
there is a one-point refueling location for
the fud tanks. Maximum range for the
tank is listed at 440 km with external fuel
tanks and 335 km without them. Maxi-
mum speed is listed as 70 kph highway
and 40-45 kph cross-country.

4

St i T Ak bk .Lm

The Black Eagle’'s blocky turret resem-
bles recent Western designs. The chas-
sis of this Black Eagle was longer, with
seven road wheels on each side, com-
pared to the tank identified as the Black
Eagle in a 1997 exhibition.

Black Eagle

The Black Eagle tank is also made at
Omsk. It was demondtrated during the
last five minutes of the live fire mobility
demondration. The Black Eagle repre-
sents a mgor change in Russan tank
design. It has a Western tank-style turret
with a bustle rack, which appears to be
designed to hold main gun rounds. It is
the first Russian tank with a bustle, which
gives them the capability to make lethal-
ity improvements in ammo and increase
crew space. The Black Eagle has a tur-
bine engine. Some changes seem to have
been made to the hull. When firgt seen in
1997, the Black Eagle had six road
wheels and appeared to be built on a T-
80U hull, but in this showing, the hull
appeared longer and had seven road
whedls. During the mobility demonstra-
tion, the tank appeared to have an excel-
lent power-to-weight ratio and suspen-
son sysem similar to the T80U. The gun
gabilization system also appeared to be
very good.

In the exhibition hall, the Russans dis-
played a model of the Black Eagle which
appeared to be an exact replica of the
mobility demo vehicle, athough the top
of the tank’'s turret was covered by a
camouflage screen during the demo. A
display board indicated it had a three-man
crew, autoloader, aweight of 48 tons and
a 1,500-hp turbine engine. Exhibitors
dated that the current gun tube was the
2A46M-4, 125mm, but that it could be
fitted with a 140mm cannon. Not much
else is known about the Black Eagle. The

The BMP-3 infantry fighting vehicle
goes through its paces on the mobility
course. This vehicle can be ordered
with the Russians’ Arena active pro-
tection system, which detects incom-
ing rocket-propelled grenades and AT
missiles and shoots them down or
deflects them before they hit.
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key question is not whether the Russians
can design a new tank, but if economic
redities will permit them to bring this
tank into production.

The Omsk military show was a world-
class exhibition. The Russans were ex-
cellent hosts and were very open about
the improvements to their equipment.
The show was well organized and dis-
played a broad range of the country’'s
military and civilian industrial capability.

COL Jim Nunn is a 1976 ROTC
graduate of the University of Florida
where he received his Armor com-
mission. He served as a tank platoon
leader, battalion S3 and S4 with

HHC, 2-32 AR; commander of CSC
and A Co, 197th Infantry Brigade;
Separate Troop Commander, 15th
Cavalry; TRADOC DCST operations
and plans training officer; brigade S3,
5ID; and brigade S3 and XO, 2AD;
battalion commander of 3-8 Cavalry,
1CD; deputy chief of staff, 1CD; and
political-military affairs planner (J5) at
EUCOM. Currently, he is the TRA-
DOC System Manager (TSM) for the
Abrams tank system, at Ft. Knox, Ky.

LTC John C. Paulson was commis-
sioned as a 2LT of Armor from the
U.S. Military Academy at West Point,
N.Y. in 1981. He has served in a va-

The view from the
top of the turret of a
T-90 is impressive
for the sheer number
of hatches, boxes
and accessories that
clutter the turret
roof, much of it re-
lated to the tank’s
self-protection  sys-
tem.

At right, a Russian
show card outlining
the features of the
Black  Eagle, al-
though the vehicle
on display had an-
other road wheel
station. At right be-
low, a T-80 is hooked
up for retrieval.

riety of Armor assignments with 2-
64th Armor in Schweinfurt, Germany;
2-10 Cav, 194th Armored Bde, Ft.
Knox, Ky.; as the S3 and XO of 3-8
CAV, and G3, Force Modernization,
1st Cavalry Division, Ft. Hood, Texas.
He has also served in several acqui-
sition assignments, first as M1A2
Test Officer for PM Abrams, APG,
Md.; Training Division Chief, TRA-
DOC Program Integration Office -
Army Battle Command System
(TPIO-ABCS), Ft. Leavenworth, Kan.;
and currently as Assistant Project
Manager (Tank Fielding and Foreign
Military Sales), Abrams Tank System,
Warren, Mich.
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Some Rules to Improve
Mobility and Countermobility

by Captain Wayne Skill

The following compilation of lessons
learned and observations from the Na
tiona Training Center, the CMTC, and
even Bosnia is intended for al of usin-
volved in the combined arms fight. Al-
though it is about mobility, countermobil-
ity, and survivability, this article is not
just for engineers. If you've ever watched
your combat power dwindle away a the
breach site, or had your battle position
overrun by the OPFOR, this article may
be for you. Few of these techniques are
origina on my part, but rather are a col-
lection of methods successfully executed
on the ground.

Mobility

Mobility means maintaining freedom of
maneuver and making sure we can get
the force from one place to another on the
battlefield. At the task force level, what
we're redly concerned with is finding a
way around or through obstacles. Breach-
ing is about as difficult an operation as
we can execute at the task force level. At
the NTC, we see most units struggle with
breaching operations, particularly during
force-on-force battles. Problems gener-
aly fdl into four areas:

* Plan. Units fail to account for the five
breaching tenets, including the breach
fundamentals, during both course-of-
action development and wargaming. Of
the breach tenets, intelligence (OBSTIN-
TEL) and synchronization prove to be the
biggest problem aress. Engineers are not
getting involved in the R&S planning
process and are not coordinating to make
aure PIR and resultant NAIs develop the
information to get us to the objective.
Finally, we often see the staff fail to ef-
fectively wargame the plan, including
enemy reactions and redlistic estimates of
combat power losses at the breach site.

* Order. Orders tend to lack definition
of the specific sub-unit tasks required to
st the conditions to breach, or fail to
define what “good” looks like in terms of
the breach fundamentas. The orders gen-

eraly do not define where smoke needs
to go and what it must accomplish. Or-
ders dso fal to define what, or how
much, the support force needs to kill on a
particular enemy battle position in order
to successfully suppress.

® Preparation. Units usudly aways
conduct some form of rehearsal, but not
full mounted rehearsds that include use
of mine plows. As a result, units lose an
opportunity to synchronize actions at the
breach ste.

* Execution. When units do have a
good plan in place, we often see them fall
to maintain tactica patience when setting
the conditions to breach, and then, once
they commit, they do not execute quickly
and violently.

Here are sometips and lessons learned:

Terrabasell. If your unit doesn't have
it, get it. It's free from the Engineer Cen-
ter, or you can download it off the Web.
Teach your TOC NCOs how to use the
program and build your products for you.
It's easy to learn and pays huge dividends
as a tool to help you analyze the terrain,
build the gtuationa template, pick
OP/RETRANS locations, or locate possi-
ble support by fire or battle postions.
Terrabase dlows you to quickly under-
stand how intervisihbility lines will affect
thefight.

CFZ. Activate a radar zone over both
the proposed breach dte, and the assault
position where you plan to conduct fina
MICLIC preparation. This helps reduce
the operational risk of excessive losses at
the breach site due to OPFOR artillery.

ADA. Coverage is a must over the
breach dte, particularly once the breach
lanes are passng combat power forward,
and over the assault podtion where we
prepare the MICLICs.

Smoke. Use obscuration, not just to ob-
scure breach Ste but aso to screen the
movement of the support force into posi-
tion. Without smoke to cover the move-

g

ENGINEER BASICS

movement of the support force, you may
not have a support force left to suppress
the bad guys by the time you commit
reduction assets. Condder infiltration of
FISTY COLTs with scouts in order to get
accurate indirect fires prior to the arrival
of the support force.

More smoke. The breach force needs
smoke pots or smoke platoon support in
order to execute the breach fundamentals,
suppress, obscure, secure, reduce (SOSR),
locally at the breach ste. Remember to
include smoke grenade launchers, and
onboard smoke capabilities.

L ots of Smoke. You can never have too
much, even if it causes some confusion
for friendly forces. Take advantage of our
optics. The technology works in our fa-
vor.

Mortars are not enough. It takes more
smoke rounds than you can carry to get
effective obscuration for a mechanized
breach. Use additiona methods if FA
smoke is not available. Think about using

30

ARMOR — September-October 1999



your mortars to suppress, while artillery
firesyour smoke.

Reverse Breach Planning. Anayze
backwards from “actions on the objec-
tive’ (in this case the breach lanes, in-
cluding assault breach lanes) to derive
breach force (and engineer) task organi-
zation. Analyze what it will take to open
each lane, down to the individua vehicle
and squad. Everybody is not entitled to a
fair share of engineer or other reduction
assts. Put them where they have to bein
order to accomplish the mission. Use the
same methodology to determine the
compostion of support and assault
forces. Each of these represents a com-
bined armsteam.

Have a Plan. Saying we're going to
conduct a TF in-gride breach, handing
the designated company/team some engi-
neers, and pushing the planning responsi-
bility down to company/team leve is not
adequate. That maneuver company dill
requires assistance from the TF to set
conditions, and it will need other assets,

such as smoke, to successfully breach.
You dso have to define the criteria for
trangition to a deliberate breach and plan
for that scenario as well. Determine ex-
actly what criteria will trigger trandtion
to a task force deliberate breach, and in-
clude it in the OPORD. Too often, plan-
ning at the task force level ceases when
we identify a task force in-stride breach
asour course of action.

Redundancy. If you think one MICLIC
is enough to clear one lang, it means you
need two. Use the same rationale for each
individual vehicle, squad, and task in the
reduction element (engineers, plows, and
rollers) of the breach force. Include a
redundant means of proofing each lane.
This must be done in conjunction with
the reverse breach planning process. Plan
to lose haf the reduction assets you
commit to the breach. Use this factor in
your wargame process.

Direct fire planning. Fire control
measures are a must at the bresch Ste,
particularly for trailing units and the as-

sault force. A lack of control messures
will result in killing your own. It's hap-
pened. Condder a release line on the far
sde of the obgtacle. The assault force
remains in a weapons hold satus until
clear of this control measure. This pre-
vents fratricide of the breach force occu-
pying support by fire podtions securing
the exit to the breach lanes, or the engi-
neer vehicles marking and proofing the
lanes. Carefully plan the control measures
and plan to lift or shift fires as the breach
force moves forward to reduce a lane.
Synchronize through mounted rehearsals.

Have a Plan. Even in a movement to
contact mission, you need a plan to
trangtion to a task force deiberate
breach. You aso have to have a plan at
task force level for how you will execute
a task force in-gtride breach. An in-gtride
breach at task force leve is not just that
designated company/team’s problem, and
your job is not done just because you've
allocated them some engineer support. A
task force in-gtride breach is a deliberate

ARMOR — September-October 1999

31



breach for the breaching maneuver com-
pany team. That maneuver company
commander must have at his digposd dl
the tools to set the conditions to breach.
That means he's got to have some addi-
tiona help from the task force, to include
smoke for obscuration, priority of fires
for suppresson, plows, dismounts for
security, a plan to gather OBSTINTEL,
and enough reduction assets to provide
redundancy.

Breach fundamentals (SOSR). What
does “good” look like? Define your crite-
ria in the OPORD for commitment of
reduction assets. Define who suppresses,
from where, againg what enemy forma
tion, and how many enemy combat sys
tems you need to kill on that position in
order to st the conditions to breach. Use
the same type of language to describe
what the security element of your breach
force is supposed to accomplish. Define
the basics and mechanics of your obscu-
ration plan. Define who cdls for the
smoke, who contrals it, where it needs to
be, and what effect it needs to have. De-
fine al of this in terms of task and pur-
pose in the sub-unit ingtructions of para-
graph three of the OPORD.

Rehearsals. Conduct a mounted re-
hearsa a TF level. A mounted rehearsa
is your mogt effective method to syn-
chronize actions at the breach ste. Your
first attempt will prove why you need to
do this. Plan time for multiple iterations.
If you are passing another unit through
your breach lanes, they need to be there,
too.

Marking. Set up your lane marking sys-
tem at the task force “rock drill” gte.
That way everybody knows what it looks
like. In addition, show how you plan to
mark obgtacle bypasses, and enemy
FASCAM. If possble, do this in terrain
that is similar to the terrain where you
plan to breach. The NTC OPFOR does
thisfor every attack.

Traffic Control. You have to have a
method to control forward and rearward
movement through the breach site. Re-
hearse it as well. This brings up the issue
of who controls the breach site. Our doc-
trine does a good job of outlining this for
river-crossing operations, but FM 90-13-1
doesn't redlly address it. It's best to have
one person controlling passage and fires
in the immediate vicinity of the breach
dte. It may be the breach force com-
mander, or it might be the S3. Regardless,
you need to develop a method, publish it
in your SOP, and practice it. At some
point, you aso need to consider when

Mine rollers are the best method to find the edge of a minefield and the best way to proof a
breach lane, according to the author.

you can afford to go to two-way traffic to
allow for casudty evacuation, etc.

MICLIC Rédoads. Plan for it. You may
need those systems again in order to get
through the assaullt breach. Also atoal for
trench clearing if you arein abind.

MICLIC Trailers. Even if you plan to
put your MICLICS on an AVLM, bring
the trailers as least as far forward as the
assallt podtion. The M-60 and M-48
chassis are not the dependable platforms
they once were. You need lift to do a
reload, so you can also have a trans-load
plan as well, just by taking the trailers
forward behind one of your other vehi-
cles. You can dways drop the trailers in
the assault postion before you move
forward to breach.

MICLIC Maintenance. Thisiis critical.
Next to the M-105 trailer, it's probably
the most neglected piece of equipment in
your motor pool. Train the operators, and
usethe TM.

Mine Plows. Tank crews must practice
actua plowing with the MCB on a regu-
lar basis. They need to be as proficient
with engaging the plow as they are at
boresighting. They need to do it every
day during a rotation, and get familiar
with what types of soil alows them to use
the plow.

Mine Rollers. Use them. They are the
best method to find the edge of a mine-
fidld and the best way to proof a breach
lane. If you are worried about the plows
dowing your movement, consider hook-
ing your plows up in the assault position
a the same time engineers prep their
MICLICS.

Situational Obgtacles. Have a plan,
during attacks or movements to contact

for using battlefield shapers. Consider the
flanks, or defeat of the OPFOR's com-
bined armsreserve (CAR).

OBSTINTEL. We often identify this as
a PIR, but fail to adequately address it in
the R&S plan. The task force engineer
must be a player in both the development
of the stuational template and the R&S
plan. The engineer must work with the S2
to template the enemy’s use of battlefield
shapers, including FASCAM, and then
help prepare a plan to confirm or deny the
template. The collection effort should
also include locating where the combat
systems that cover the OPFOR obstacles
will fight. This will help you effectively
position your support force.

Covert Breaching. This can be a low
cod, high payoff operation. A covert
breach may alow you to get at least some
of your lanes in usng a minimum of
combat power, allowing you to preserve
the rest for actions on the objective. You
have to go after OBSINTEL anyway if
you hope to successfully negotiate the
OPFOR's prepared defense. With a little
extra planning and coordination, you can
move draight through to the objective
using a defile drill. In order to make this
work, your covert breachers must learn
how to find the enemy overwatching the
steand kill them with indirect fire.

More on OBSINTEL. Getting your
engineers to the point on the ground
where they can give you good OBSIN-
TEL, in one piece, may be your biggest
chalenge. In order to redly get you the
information that you need, including
mine type, obgtacle compostion, and
depth, they need to get right up on the
obstacle. Finding a safe route to that point
poses the biggest risk. Consider using
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The ACEs (Armored Combat Earthmovers)
have to be used selectively because they
were not designed to be bulldozers, and can
be damaged when used on rocky ground.

task force scouts to pull your engineer
reconnaissance into zone on routes they
have dready proofed. In essence, the
scouts hand over the obstacle to the engi-
neers, and continue to concentrate either
on deeper NAI, or on finding the OP-
FOR’s over-wetching forces

Assault Breach. You may need to con-
duct fina assault breaches in order to get
onto the objective, once you've breached
his tactical obgtacles. If your template
says he will use protective obstacles, then
you need a callection plan to confirm or
deny this point, and a plan to get through
the obstaclesiif they're there.

Enginer Reconnaissance and OB-
STINTEL. Reconnaissance is a sapper
sguad mission. All the tools for conduct-
ing reconnaissance exist within an engi-
neer platoon, including aHMMWV . Sap-
pers need to train on a regular bass with
the task force scout platoon and be famil-
iar with their TTPs and SOPs. Do not
overlook the value or opportunity of con-
ducting covert breaching operations.

More on OBSTINTEL. Look before
you breach. Make sure someone actualy
puts eyes on the obstacle, and determines
both depth and composition. You might
find that the obstacle you are stacked up
and dying behind is not a rea obgtacle to
tracked vehicles after al. The OPFOR
will put in berms instead of tank ditches
if they are running low on time. Tanks
and Bradleys can usudly get over these
without difficulty, but because no one
goes to get a good look, we stack up be-
hind the phony obstacle and take casua-
ties trying to set the conditions to breach.
The same goes for wire obstacles The OP-
FOR will put wire with no minefield be-
hind it, to make their obstacle system
appear more formidable. From a distance,
the BLUEFOR assumes that there's mine-
field behind it. Wire by itsdlf does not
stop tracked vehicles (unlessit’s 11 rows
deep). The bottom lineisyou haveto look.

MEDEVAC. Think about FAS or MAS
support in the vicinity of the breach dte.
Even if everything goes well, this is
where you stand to take the most casud-
ties within the task force. Engineer units

Before tank fighting positions are dug,
crewmen need to sight in their positions by
lying flat at the same level as the gun tube.

lack adequate organic MEDEVAC as
sets, 0 having one of those task force
assetsin podtion isimportant.

Survivability

At the task force leve, this trandates to
fighting positions. The trend at the NTC
is wasted blade hours due to a lack of
planning at the task force levd, lack of
preparedness to put blades to work at the
company team level, and afailure to ana-
lyzeterrain at al levels.

ACEs Aren't Dozers. They were never
designed to be, and they can't dig in dl
the places dozers can. Train your opera:
tors to recognize where they can and
can't dig. If possble, use Terrabase or
other tools to produce “no dig” overlays
before an operation. At the NTC, high
ground is gtill high because it's rock, and
hasn't eroded. Plan to dig smart. Rocky
soil will bend an ACE every time.

Priorities and Time. Set priorities,
make atime-line, and enforce it. The task
force commander must set his priority by
battle podstion and by combat system.
Make it the gaining company/team's
responsibility to escort the blades to the
next battle position.

OPORD. Publish the time-line in the
order. Put responsibilities and times in the
“Sub-unit Ingtructions’ portion of the
order so that maneuver company com-
manders understand that the times in-
volved are directed by the task force
commander. If the information is buried
in the engineer annex, no one will read it.

Dig Smart. No forward dope postions.
They take much more time to dig and
leave the tank or IFV with no good way
to repostion or withdraw. Take advan-
tage of the terrain. If the ground offers
you an opportunity for reverse dope, use
it. Think about reverse dope postions
that look like a fan with the wide end
toward the enemy. That gives the combat
vehicle the opportunity to execute a berm
drill so he pops up in a different position
each time that he engages.

ACE/Dozer Chains. Chains can be a
big aid to your equipment operators. The
chain has a weight on the end that is
marked with the correct depth for M1,
and M2 fighting podtions. That saves
time on the battle postion, instead of
congtantly moving vehicles in and out of
holes to proof for depth. Y ou should only
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have to proof the hole once. In a different
color, you can dso mark the width re-
quired for each type of postion on the
chain, and stakeit out beforehand.

Proofing/Sighting Postions. The tank
crew must sight the position before the
blades start to work. Sounds basic, but it
doesn't always happen. Sighting needs to
be done from the height of the gun tube
when it fires. That means the crewmen
need to get down on their belies to sight
in the position. It does no good to stand
on the batle postion and say, “l can
shoot from here.” I've seen tanks have to
fight above ground, 10 meters in front of
their perfect hole, because the crew failed
to do this Findly, before the blades
leave, proof the position with the actua
vehicle that's going to fight from that
hole.

General Support Assets. Have a way
to track the progress of GS engineer as-
sets working in your sector. If you're the
task force engineer, it's your responsibil-
ity to keep the task force commander
informed on the progress of al engineer
work done in your sector, regardless of
who is doing the work. This goes for
obstacle work as well. GS engineers
don't report to you, and extracting infor-
mation out of a higher headquarters may
present a problem. Egtablish direct com-
munications with the unit if possible, and
use an LNO to monitor their progress and
coordinate with your task force on the
ground. To get started, you have to be
able to put a timeline and plan in the GS
engineers handswhen they arrive.

Countermobility

Countermobility equds effective obsta-
cles integrated with fires. The trend at the
NTC is that units are not executing obsta-
cle groups with sufficient minefield den-
sity to achieve the desired obstacle effects
or sufficiently integrating obstacles with
both direct and indirect fires.

Class IV/V. Coordination, ordering,
movement, and distribution of mines and
wire for the defense are a maneuver 4
responsibility. It is not an engineer task.
The engineer company must have a tech-
nica representative a the CL IV/V point,
but responsibility for its operation rests
with the $4. This includes a work detail
to unload and uncrate mines. It tekes a
company day to uncrate 3,600 mines. If
sgppers are doing this, who is going to
put in the minefields?

It Doesn’'t Take Engineers to Build a
Fence. In order to get effective obstacle
groups in place to support a task force
defense in 36-48 hours, it's going to take
more than just an engineer company. The

bottom line is that the engineer platoons
are going to need help in the form of
manpower, particularly in the erection of
minefield marking. A 20- to 30-man de-
tail from the task force nearly doubles the
manpower available within an engineer
company to construct obstacles. If the
detall is building the fences, engineers
can concentrate on getting the mines on
the ground, and getting them armed.

Seven Steps of the Defense. These are
the steps to building a defense that the
Cobra Team coaches during the NTC
Leadership Training Program (LTP) and
during rotations. Build your defense from
inside the engagement area (EA) out.

* Know the enemy and visudize how
hewill fight

* Sdect where, and determine how, to
kill the enemy

* Pogtion obstacle groups to support
direct fires

* Plan indirect firesto support direct
fires

* Postion forces to kill him with di-
rect fires

¢ Complete the plan: Site and execute
obstacles, and prepare positions

* Rehearse

Note: Sepsin bold can be simultaneous,
and should be repetitive

Cover the obstacles by fire. Every-
body's heard this before, but few units
actualy do it. That means sighting in the
individual obstacle with the unit it sup-
ports prior to beginning work. One well-
sighted obstacle is worth 10 that nobody
can cover by fire.

OPORD. Publish the time-line in the
order. Put responsibilities and times in the
“Sub-unit Ingtructions’ portion of the

s ol T e T iy

order so that maneuver company com-
manders understand the times involved
are directed by the task force commander.
Define which company/team has respon-
shility for each obstacle group and when
company/team commanders must be
ready to ste the individual obstacles with
which engineer platoon leader. Avoid
burying the information in the engineer
annex.

Situational Obgacle Planning. Situ-
ational obstacles must have a target, a
trigger, and a desired obstacle effect. By
definition, dtuationa obstacles have a
trigger that dlows execution to be with-
held until specific criteria are met. You
only execute if the specific event you
identified during the planning process
occurs. The criteria, or trigger, should be
based on enemy or friendly actions, not
time. Timing, between defined events,
however, is critical if you're going to
successfully get the obgtacle on the
ground in the right place at the right time
to achieve the dedred effect on the en-
emy.

* Define your trigger (event-based). If it
is an enemy action, then it defines a gpe-
cific place on the ground, and is therefore
an NAL.

* Assign someone to observe the NAI in
the R&S during the window of time you
expect the trigger event to occur.

* The obstacle location also defines a
specific place on the ground, and is there-
fore a TAl. Someone must have the re-
sponsibility of observing the TAI aswell.

* Choose your delivery system.

* Do the time-distance analyss between
the NAI and TAI. How long does it take
the bad guy to get from your trigger point
to the obgtacle Ste. Does this give you
enough time to execute the obstacle,
given location of your delivery system

“It takes a company day to
uncrate 3,600 mines. If sappers
are doing this, who is going to
put in the minefields?”
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and how long it takes to execute the
minefidd?

* Integrate fires with the obstacle. If
nothing is shooting at the enemy when he
encounters the obstacle, then you've just
wasted your time and assets.

* Position your delivery system so it can
execute the obstacle. Sounds smple, but
this requires planning, and additional
time-disance andlyss. For ground sys
tems, condder a series of positioning
aress along a route. Each positioning area
is tied to one or more situational obsta-
cles Have a criteria that triggers move-
ment of the ground system from one
positioning area to the next. The trigger
for movement should be event-based and
linked to the DST in the same way as
obstacle execution triggers.

Because it's a FASCAM doexn't
mean it's a Stuational obgtacle. FAS
CAM, particularly ground Volcano, pro-
vides us with a great tool to get a high
density of minefield frontage down in a
hurry in the defense. Think about using
48-hour duration Volcano minefields in
order to get the requisite dendity of mine-
fields in to achieve the desired obgtacle
effect. Because the minefield goes in
quickly, you can take more time up front
to make sure it's sighted properly and
integrated with sufficient fires. As the
number of sgppers coming out of the
back of tracks dwindles, we' ve got to rely
on this system to achieve what we used to
plan on conventiona minesto do.

Minefidd Marking. Do it, al four
sides, period. There is a saying at the
NTC, “ If you want to find your 1SG,
CSM, or chaplain, look in the nearest
minefield first.” If the bad guys see the
minefield, and avoid it, you' ve effectively
shaped the battlefield. The purpose of the
minefield is to shape the battlefidd so
that we can kill him with fires where we
want to. A minefield by itsdf is not a
killing system except to civilians and
friendly forces.

Brigade Directed Obgtacles. Brigade-
directed obgtacles represent a double-
edged sword, and are often misunder-
stood or misinterpreted. Brigade com-
manders use these obstacles to shape the
brigade fight, particularly the deep battle.
What they should not be used for is atool
to “get engineer effort going early so we
don't lose work hours while the task
forces develop their plan.” If brigade-
directed obgtacles fall within the task
force battle space, they require bottom-up
refinement like any other obstacle group.
That means that the engineers can't dtart
to work on these obstacles until the task

force has refined the exact location and
arrayed forces to integrate the obstacle
with fires. Otherwise, you encourage
engineer anarchy, resulting in ineffective
obstacles that redlly are a waste of work
hours.

The issue that is often logt on the task
force is that they have an implied task to
integrate the brigade directed obstacle
with fires. In essence, the brigade com-
mander is providing guidance in how the
task force will array forces and fires when
he issues graphics with brigade-directed
obgtacles or obstacle groups. The task
force staff must recognize this fact during
misson anadyss, and then dart the re-
finement during COA development and
actual on-the-ground reconnaissance.

If the obstacle is deep, then the only ob-
stacle effect you can achieve is to disrupt.
Without direct fires, it is impossible to
turn, fix, or especialy block. In order to
make deep obstacles work, you've got to
have an observer plan, and indirect fires.
Think about using in conjunction with
CAS or atack aviation.

Volcano Consolidation. Avoid con-
solidation of Volcano assets into a single
placcon controlled a brigade level.
Ground Volcano assts are a task force
commander’s tool to shape the battlefield.
Brigade-controlled ground Volcano ob-
dacles are rarely coordinated with task
force maneuver, and are not refined at
task force level. As a reault, task forces
generdly do not know when or where
they go in and do not cover the obstacles
with fires. The end result is usualy fratri-
cide and redricted maneuver for task
forcelogigtics assts.

Obgacle Group Design. Read FM 90-
7. Plan your obstacle groups with suffi-
cient minefield density IAW FM 90-7 to
achieve the dedred obgacle effect. In
addition, integrate obstacles with suffi-
cient direct and indirect fires, as outlined
in FM 90-7, to achieve the obstacle ef-
fect. Insufficient obstacle density and
integration of fires is a recurring trend at
the NTC. Engineer company XOs gener-
aly understand the calculation to deter-
mine how many minefields an obgtacle
group requires to achieve a specific ef-
fect, but often don’t apply the full width
of the avenue of approach to the calcula-
tion. The result istoo little obstacle in too
big an area to have the desired effect on
OPFOR maneuver.

Engineers need to be able to rapidly do
the math, on the ground with the task
force commander, in order to tell him
how much is needed in terms of mine-
fied effort to achieve a specific effect,
and how much he can redigtically expect

to get on the ground based on time and
assts.

Lanes. You have to plan for lanes, and
put them on the graphics. A very com-
mon question to task force engineer is,
“All right engineer, where are all of the
obstacles?” The rea question asked is,
“Where can | drive my tanks?” The
graphics aready have the obstacle contral
measures on them, but that doesn't give
exact locations. The exact location of
minefields is unknown until each one is
sighted in and executed. What the ma-
neuver commander really needs to know
is where can he plan to be able to move
without blowing a hole in the bottom of
his vehicle. Develop lanes. Publish them.
Enforce their use by al equipment mov-
ing around the battlefield.

Think about fencing obstacle groups
ingead of individual minefields. This
can save you time and resources. It takes
less time to put in one fence around the
outside of where you plan to put the ob-
gacles than doing individual fences one
a atime as you go aong. It aso takes
less CL IV. Fencing the group can dso
confuse the enemy as to the exact loca
tion and orientation of your obstacles,
causing him to expend more of his breach
assts than . If you fence the
group, and don't get all the mines on the
ground, the bad guys might not redlize it,
and go somewhere else.

Integration of Fires. It isn't enough to
be satisfied with merely covering an ob-
dacle by fire. In order to achieve your
desred obgtacle effect, both direct and
indirect fires need to attack the enemy in
a particular way for each type of obstacle
group.

Obgacle Siting. This is where the rub-
ber meets the road in terms of getting
effective obstacles on the ground. In or-
der for an obgtacle group to be effective,
it takes effort on the part of the engineer
platoon leader, the maneuver company
commander, and his FIST. The following
represents “away” to make this happen.

* The maneuver company commander
and engineer platoon leader pogtion
onthe BP.

* The engineer platoon and other vehi-
clesattack asif they were the enemy.

* Plan whereto massfires.

* pPut fire control measures on the
ground.

* Locate key weapons on the BP (at
least one per platoon).

* Site the obstacle group (all obstacles)
with flags.
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General

Here are some additional points that
don't fit into any one category. These dl
relate to trends a the NTC. If you're able
to fix these areas, you will do well in the
rest.

Engineer Battlefield Assessment (EBA)
/Egtimate Process. Overdl, this is proba
bly the biggest demonstrated weakness
among engineer company XOs during
NTC rotations. Without a solid estimate
process, you handicap your ability to
effectively plan because you lack a firm
grasp on theissues. The EBA need not be
a forma product, but it should be a for-
mal process that results in an understand-
ing of the terrain, how the enemy will
fight using the terrain, and our own capa-
bilities. A number of units have good
checklists in their SOPs, but fail to follow
the process, use tools such as Terrabase,
or coordinate with the rest of the staff to
derive the information in a timely man-
ner. During the mission analysis brief, it's
not enough to merely be able to rattle off
enemy engineer cagpabilities. The engi-
neer has got to work with the S2 to show
the “so what” of enemy engineer actions
on the stuationa template and then wear
the red hat during the wargaming process.

Use a Decison Support Template
(DSM/DST). It's the only way you can
track all the actions and reactions that you
have planned or should have planned for
a battle. It's the best way to keep your
dtuationad obstacle plan on track. Like
the shoe company says, “Just Do It.”

Seeing Ourselves. Have a good system
in place to track the status of equipment,
preparation tasks, and defensive prepara
tions. Words are OK, but pictures are
better, especialy for tracking the current
satus of defensive preparations. Think
about using a Commander’s Card, which
is nothing more than a cartoon showing
each BP, the number of holes planned,
the number complete, the obstacles
planned, and the number complete. Use
this to keep the commander updated so
he can adjust priorities if you are ahead or
behind schedule.

Engineer PSG. Use him. He is the most
experienced NCO in the platoon, and we
can't afford to have him out of the fight.
Get him out of the HMMWYV and for-
ward into a track. It doesn't teke an SFC
to handle CASEVAC for a platoon;
you've got the 1SG to handle that. Use
him to control the tracks if the PL is on
the ground. Use the wingman concept
like the tankers do. In the defensg, it's
critical to get him on the ground pushing
the troops who are building obstacles.

NCOs Pass Information. The engineer
company XO cannot afford to spend his
time during the fight glued to the radio
mike. If he's doing that, he's in the reac-
tion mode. He's the only person in the
engineer company who is in position to
be able to analyze information, perform
predictive andyss, and think clearly
without the distraction of bouncing across
the ground in the cupola, trying to control
formations, and react to thrests. The en-
gineer XO needs to think, predict, and
make recommendations. This goes for
engineer battalion XOs as well. We've
got good, experienced NCOs. Use them.

Reporting. Do it. The reports you send
are your input to decisons made by your
boss that impact your unit in the immedi-
ate future. So, if you're told to do some-
thing that doesn't make sense, check the
reports you have been sending higher.
Garbage sent up the chain may mean
something unpleasant coming back your
way. A technique to use is to push infor-
mation before someone asks for it. That
way, you are sending it on your terms,
not when you are in the middle of some
other stress-producing event. You cannot
afford to make the boss ask you for a
locetion or a gatus. It's too late by then,
because tha means he doesn't have a
clear picture, and if he doesn't have a
clear picture, chances are the bad guy's
are going to have a good day at your ex-
pense.

MEDEVAC. Get the TF to commit to
helping or providing coverage for the
engineers. We don't have the assets, they
do.

Use the Task Force Commander to
get what you need in order to support his
task force. Make him your advocate to
higher headquarters when it comes to
getting the resources you need to make
him successful. His voice carries more
weight with the staff at the next level.

Risk Assessment. Everybody taks
about it, and for the most part everybody
understands the Force XX1 model. How-
ever, unit emphasis is usualy on accident
prevention at the expense of taking a hard
look at tactical risks. As engineers, we
need to pay particular attention to how
and where we execute FASCAM mine-
fields and the risks they represent to the
force. Lane planning and dissemination
of graphics help.

Other Notes of Wisdom

| found the following notes on a sheet of
paper taped to a desk in the Cobra trailer
a the NTC, titled “102 Nationa Training
Center Rulesto Live By.” | didn’t reprint
all 102, but picked out the ones applica-

ble to the M/CM/S BOS. They are based
on common sense and get validated every
rotation.

* Time spent on RECON is never
wasted.

® Conduct arehearsd.

* Don't drive toward blinking lights or
yellow smoke.

* Resource your most dangerous COA.

* Hope is not a method (nor a battle-
field operating system).

* Wire is not an obstacle to mounted
movement.

* Don't put obstacles where you want
them to come.

* An obstacle not covered by fireis not
an obstacle.

* Any action not rehearsed will fail.

o Kill sacks are cdled kill sacks for a
reason.

* Put smoke on, or behind your enemy,
not on yourself.

* To wagte engineer blade time is the
same aswagting lives.

¢ |f the enemy’s range is greater than
yours, execute a reverse dope de-
fense.

* DSTswork.

* Terain is neutral. The advantage is
gained in how it's used.

* A bermisnot dwaysan obgtacle.

¢ At stand-to, check your obstacles.

e Just because you build an EA,
doesn’t mean they will come.

* The time to cease defendve prepara-
tion is when you see the dust cloud
on the horizon.

CPT Wayne Skill is currently the
Engineer Trainer on the Armored
Task Force/Cavalry Squadron Train-
ing Team (Cobras) at the National
Training Center, Fort Irwin, Calif. He
commanded Company A, 40th Engi-
neer Battalion in direct support of 1/4
Cav during Operation Joint Endeavor
in Bosnia. Previously, he served in a
variety of staff position in both Europe
and CONUS, including deployments
to both Honduras and Macedonia. He
is a graduate of the Engineer Officers
Advanced Course and holds a
Bachelors of Architectural Design
from the University of Oregon.

36

ARMOR — September-October 1999



New Weapon System Calls for New Technigues

Employing the Bradley Stinger Platoon
In Support of Task Force Operations

by Captain Douglas J. Waddingham

How should a Bradley Stinger Fighting
Vehicle (BSFV) platoon fight when
placed in direct support of task force/
sguadron operations?

Few commanders understand the new
benefits and tactics BSFV platoons bring
to support TF operaions. For many
years, task forces and squadrons fought
with sdlf-propelled or towed Vulcans.
Because of logigticad challenges, these
systems were split into sections and at-
tached to individua CO/TMs. To the
detriment of proper ar defense employ-
ment, this simplified the Vulcan section’'s
scheme of maneuver, adlowing it to sm-
ply integrate into the CO/TMs orders
process, rehearsas, casevac plan, etc.

While this plan briefed very well, it pre-
sented two magjor problems. First, both
towed and sdf-propelled Vulcans failed
to keep up with the faster Bradleys and
tanks. Second, the platoon leader lost his
ability to maneuver and emplace his
teams at critica points on the battlefield.
The combination of these two factors
meant that air defense weapon systems
were unable to mass combat power at
criticd times and defeat the enemy air
threat. Now, with the advent of the
BSFV, TFs can overcome these limita-
tions.

The BSFV isafully functiona 1FV with
the addition of a two-man Stinger crew.
The platoon is aso equipped with an
M977 for misslelammunition resupply
and an M113 for casevac and logitica
missions. The BSFV platoon enables air
defense to share the same speed and
flexibility as its combined arms brethren.
The challenge is educating both com-
manders and BSFV platoon leaders on
the BSFV’'s capabilities and tactics in
order to preclude commanders from em-
ploying their BSFVs using the outdated
employment tactics of yesterday's Vul-
cans.

A BSFV platoon is designed to provide
AD for the entire task force, not just one
or two CO/TMs. The platoon leader must
take the commander’s air defense priori-
ties and build an air defense design that
includes early engagement, weighted
coverage, defense in depth, and balance

of fires To provide this type of protec-
tion, the platoon leader must have the
flexibility to maneuver al of his fire
units. The old habits and SOPs of the
Vulcan days set the precedent for S3s and
commanders to task-organize the Vulcan
sections with CO/TMs. This method of
task organization is outdated and must be
revised for the BSFV. The platoon leader
must retain command and control. He
cannot effectively command and control
from the indde of a TF TOC. He is is-
sued his own M2A2 to place himsdf
forward on the battlefield, where he can
best influence the fight.

He mugt be integrated into every step of
the decision-making process in order to
provide the appropriate type employment
as the battlefield framework changes and
develops. He is a key player and must
brief his air defense design to the CO/TM
commanders and task force commander.
In each phase, everyone must understand
the air order of battle and how air defense
coverage must maneuver, adjugt, and
weight coverage to defest the current
threat. He briefs this AD design at the
task force rehearsa. The platoon leader
must conduct extensive platoon-evel
operations orders and rehearsals, to in-
clude mounted rehearsds. The platoon
must understand the task force scheme of
maneuver, air defense design, and com-
mander’ sintent.

With respect to logidticad sdf-
aufficiency, the platoon's MTOE is
equipped to support the platoon without

The Bradley Stinger platoon leader can’t
effectively command from a distant TOC.
He needs to be forward on the battlefield
to best influence the fight, author argues.

All photos by Greg Stewart

being ‘attached’ to a CO/TM. The BSFV
platoon sergeant supports his platoon in
the same manner a firgt sergeant supports
his unit. He must attend al CSS rehears-
als. His resupply truck must be integrated
into the trains, and during a battle, the
platoon sergeant retains control of his
resupply truck to expedite resupply. He
coordinates Class |1l and casevac support
during the CSS rehearsa. The platoon
a0 utilizes the task force UMCP.

Under this new configuration, the pla-
toon has the flexibility to mass a critica
points on the battlefiddd. Fire units no
longer follow an assigned CO/TM
through the battlefield. This does not
negate the ability of the commander to
place a section with a CO/TM (if METT-
T driven), but this is the exception, not
the rule. The air order of battle and hos-
tile ar threat changes throughout the
squadron’s  battle space, requiring the
platoon leader to congtantly maneuver
and readjust his coverage. The platoon
leader is focused on denying the most
likely hodtile air avenues of approach
(AAA). This is where he will earn his
money, because with only four firing
units available, he is forced to “vote”
where to emplace his assets.
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The bottom line is that the platoon is
now focused on shutting down the air
avenues of approach threatening the task
force, not AAAS threatening an assigned
CO/TM.

In order for the platoon leader to ma
neuver his BSFV platoon, specific and
rehearsed movement criteria are estab-
lished in order to maximize AD coverage
and eiminate fratricide. It is essentid that
every member of the platoon understands
the commander’'s intent and air order of
battle to guarantee fluid execution in the
absence of orders and/or the loss of
communication. A well rehearsed chain
of command is essential.

These tactics have proven themselves
lethad at National Training Center Rota
tions 98-01 and 99-01 and Joint Readi-
ness Training Center Rotations 98-09 and
99-02. At the NTC, BSFV sections trav-
eling 500-1000 meters behind and to the
flanks of a CO/TM targeted by ar were
not only successful in defegting the air
threat, they were credited with destroying
numerous opposition forces targeting the
TF flanks.

Not tying the BSFV sections to the
CO/TMs dlowed the BSFVs to become
extremely survivable. Individua teams
were not targeted by the OPFOR's
chemicd drikes, FASCAM minefields,
etc. Situationd awareness was achieved
with a nonstop flow of information
monitored and passed from the TF com-

From Warrior to Logistician, continued from Page 25

learned the important lesson of tracking
everything not only by quantity, but lot
number aswell.

The distances traveled during LOGPAC
mede it criticd that the LOGSTATS from
the companies were correct and the pack-
ages built at the BSA contained every-
thing listed on them. In the field at home
dation, the BSA or fied trans were
never very far from the assembly aress. If
a LOGPAC was missng something, |
could always go back and get it. It is sad
to say, but in my experience (prior to
Kuwait) there was never any red empha
sis put on logistics. When we went to the
fidd a home gation, the focus rested
solely on maneuver; we never trained our
logigtic tail. In Kuwait, however, it was
apparent that the logidtic tail had the very
real probability of “wagging the dog.”
Our logigtic plan was based on reaction
ingtead of anticipation and it was not go-
ing to work in our current AO. 1SGs who
were not used to submitting a complete

mand net down to individua teams. Front
line traces, chemical drikes, FASCAMS,
enemy TRPs, enemy dtuation, etc., were
annotated on squad and team graphics,
painting a detailled picture of the battle-
field. Teams crossleveled information
via the platoon net and the platoon leader
passed critical information back up to the
TF.

In summary, a BSFV platoon is a battle-
field operating system that must have the
freedom to be employed throughout the
entire battlefield framework. This re-
quires intense synchronization with the
other operating systems, which cannot
occur if the BSFV platoon is at-
tached/OPCON to a CO/TM maneuver
element.

and correct LOGSTAT found themselves
wanting for essentid items It was no
longer possible for me to just turn around
and go back to the field trains.

This aspect of the rotation taught me,
and afew others | believe, how important
a well-thought out logigtical plan is. Lo-
gigtics is based on anticipation and plan-
ning. Reacting to events as they arise will
not only put undue stress on yourself and
your soldiers, but it will dso have adisas-
trous effect on the morale and welfare of
the soldiers you are supporting.

These are a few of the lessons learned
from my experience as a support platoon
leader. I've omitted some and covered
others in a perfunctory manner, but it
runs the gamut from wide-eyed ignorance
to asuccessful overseas deployment.

Being the support platoon leader is a
fantastic job because you do your job
every day. Whether in garrison or in the
fidd, every day you are supplying the

CPT Douglas J. Waddingham,
outgoing commander of ADA Bat-
tery, 1/3 ACR, earned a BA in Edu-
cation from Slippery Rock Univer-
sity. His military education includes
ADA Basic Course, Basic Airborne
Course, Air and Ground Operations
Course, and the ADA Advanced
Course. Previous assignments in-
cludes Stinger platoon leader,
Avenger platoon leader, Bradley
Stinger Fighting Vehicle platoon
leader, executive officer, and bri-
gade liaison officer, Ft. Stewart, Ga.;
Officer Basic Course Mentor, Ft.
Bliss, Texas.

food, fuel, and ammunition that alows
the battdion to function. Everyone is
different and obvioudy what worked for
me may not work for you. However, this
piece should offer the novice support
platoon leader the opportunity to learn
from some of my experiences (and mis-
takes). Good luck!

CPT John D. Fio Rito is a 1994
graduate of the United States Mili-
tary Academy. He has served as
an M1A1 and an M1A2 tank pla-
toon leader, support platoon
leader, tank company executive
officer and S3 Air, all in 3-8 Cav at
Ft. Hood. He is currently assigned
to ODCSOPS, 7th Army, USAR-
EUR. CPT Fio Rito is a graduate
of the Armor Officer Basic Course
and the Engineer Officer Ad-
vanced Course.
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ing obstacle by itsdlf. If we fire the FAS
CAM too deep to be covered by direct
fire sysems, or there are no eyes on it
that can cdll indirect fires, then the best it
can do is delay. An enemy with a good
breach drill will be through it in 10 min-
utes. If the maneuver commander had
wanted to destroy the FD with direct fire
sysems and only needed an extra 10
minutes to do it, perhaps FASCAM
would be useful, but in mogt cases, this
would not be true. The maneuver com-
mander might not have realized how long
it takes to emplace the FASCAM, during
which he will not be able to mass indirect
fires. If the atillery-delivered FASCAM
had been used to reseed an obgtacle that
was aready being overwatched and cov-
ered by direct fire, it may be more useful,
but if the maneuver commander is not
willing to give up his ability to mass indi-
rect fires, then perhaps it shouldn't be
fired at dll.

Just because brigade or divison has
given the brigade or task force com-
mander release to use FASCAM doesn't
mean that it has to be used. There may be
afew vehicles destroyed in the FASCAM
and maybe even one or two vehicles
killed going in or coming out of the mine-
field, but this is another case where the
fire supporter could accomplish an EFST
and not shape the battlefield or set condi-
tionsfor success.

When the maneuver commeander is St-
ting in an AAR discovering how well he
did, before offering his congratulations or
criticism to his FSO, he should look at
the whole battle. Just because the artillery
is given credit for a large amount of
BDA, and if it didn't set the conditions
for a maneuver success, then his fire sup-
port was not successful. On the flip sde,
even if the indirect fire is not credited
with a large amount of BDA, but the
conditions were set for maneuver to be

The First Lieutenants to Korea Program

by Captain Ron MacKay, Adjutant, 1st “Iron” Brigade, 2d Infantry Division

The purpose of this article is to draw atten-
tion to the First Lieutenants to Korea Program,
which offers lieutenants an excellent opportu-
nity to expand their experience prior to as-
signment to the Career Course. We currently
are looking to fill between six and eight junior
officer positions, such as tank company ex-
ecutive officer, headquarters company execu-
tive officer, mortar platoon leader, scout pla-
toon leader, and support platoon leader.
Some of these jobs are currently filled with
second lieutenants, but the majority are cur-
rently filled with capable NCOs.

You may be asking yourself as you read this,
“Why are there no first lieutenants in Korea?”
Not true, we have some, but need MORE!
Korea is typically a one-year tour. So once a
second lieutenant makes first lieutenant, he is
close to the end of his tour, and he leaves us
for a CONUS assignment. We get first lieu-
tenants two ways. The first way is we grow
our own, by retaining a certain number of
officers. Armor Branch allows us to do this by
granting Foreign Service Tour Extensions to
lieutenants who want to stay in Korea. Occa-
sionally, these are turned down because that
lieutenant is already scheduled to fill a slot
somewhere else in the Army.

The second (usually lesser known) method
we get first lieutenants is the First Lieutenants
to Korea Program. You may have heard about
it, or seen it at the bottom of the PERSCOM
Armor home page. The prime candidate is an
Armor lieutenant with a minimum of two years
on station and at least one year left as a 1LT.
He volunteers, contacts Armor Branch, comes

down on orders for Korea, and PCSs from his
current duty assignment. Upon completion of
his one-year tour, he again PCSs to the Ca-
reer Course.

There are several advantages to volunteer-
ing to come to Korea as a lieutenant. First of
all, Korea provides unique terrain and mission
challenges. Fighting in Korea is very different
than anywhere else in the world. While in
Korea, you will enjoy a high OPTEMPO train-
ing environment without a lot of the stateside
distracters. Units usually shoot at least three
gunnery densities a year. Additionally, they
conduct extensive maneuver training, and are
working more with light-heavy integration.
Korea is truly a combined arms fight. There
are few places where you will experience
combined arms like you will in Korea.

Second, those that volunteer will avoid Ko-
rea as a tour after the Advance Course. For
some, this is a significant reason. But since
Korea is considered a hardship (unaccompa-
nied) tour, Armor Branch takes that into con-
sideration, and volunteers will get one of their
top three assignment choices after the Career
Course, as opposed to someone who did not
volunteer to come to Korea as a lieutenant. A
growing number of Armor officers are being
selected to serve as TDA commanders, and
for an Armor officer who really wants the ex-
perience of an MTOE command, the First
Lieutenant to Korea Program is a good way to
assure you of a command in an MTOE unit.

Third, the joy of no movement books! You
are already here! Korea is the forward edge of
freedom, with a real world enemy about 20

successful in their bettle, then the fire
support was used correctly and should be
remembered in the back-dapping that
follows a successful mission.

There will be those fire supporters who
will complain that because CTCs cannot
replicate the terror and proper suppressive
effects that indirect fires cause, they are
hampered in shaping the battlefield; how-
ever, if we can learn to do the job with
the tools we have, we will be even more
effective when fighting a red enemy
shooting real bullets.

Robert Doughty is currently a Fire
Support Maneuver Analyst at CMTC,
Hohenfels, Germany. Previously, he
was a Brigade Maneuver Analyst and
NCOIC, Fire Support TAF at the
CMTC, Hohenfels. Additionally, he
has served as Battalion Fire Direction
Chief, 2/78 FA, Bamberg.

kilometers away. No manifests, no flights. The
horn goes off, you get on your tank, and you
drive to your BP! How easy is that? This cer-
tainty and defined mission provides a bit more
stability than found in some of the stateside
units. It also really puts the mission, sense of
urgency, and readiness requirement into per-
spective for both the leaders and the soldiers.

Fourth, many here will tell you that you will
find the units in Korea are tighter and more
cohesive than stateside units. Soldiers here
enjoy a better quality of life than they did four
or five years ago. Many of the camps, specifi-
cally Camp Casey, are enjoying a large influx
of money for area and facility improvement.
Several barracks are under renovation, and
many more are being built, in addition to new
gyms, theaters, and other soldier amenities.

The fifth, and probably most interesting, is
Korea is a country filled with friendly people
and an ancient history. It enjoys a growing
economy with much to see and do. If you like
to travel, Korea is a good base to start from.
The USO and other travel agencies offer trips
to China, Australia, Thailand and other excit-
ing places in the Far East at very good prices,
if Korea doesn't offer what you want.

So if you are looking for something new, or
you want an opportunity to travel, you defi-
nitely need to look into volunteering for the
First Lieutenant to Korea Program. If you are
interested, please contact CPT Tom Cipolla at
DSN: 221-5533, or email him at:

Cipollat@hoffman.army.mil |
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STRAC XXI

Budgeting the Bullets:
The Master Gunners’ Concerns

by Sergeant First Class David Cooley

A master gunners conference was held
at Fort Knox, Ky., 22 through 24 June
1999, with master gunners from across
FORSCOM, USAREUR, 8th Army, and
the U.S. Marine Corps, as wdl as Crew/
Gunnery Doctrine and Master Gunner
Branch. Discussions covered the FM 17-
12 rewrite, TWGSS training, ammunition
alocations, and numerous other subjects,
with perhaps the most contentious issue
being STRAC XXI. This article will try
to explain the reasons behind changing
DA PAM 350-38, known as “STRAC,”
the issues involved (from the master gun-
ner's point of view), and the consensus of
the conference members.

Firdt, it is important to understand —
and accept — that Army doctrine as it
applies to gunnery training is

tasks by allocating more ammunition to
training events such as Table XIl and
CALFEX. The current STRAC dlocates
12 rounds (per platoon), less than re-
quired by FM 17-12 to conduct Table
XII, and there are no rounds allocated for
CALFEX.

A FORSCOM working group has been
addressing these issues, and the results of
their labors have come to be known as
STRAC XXI. Bear in mind that, as we
discuss tank-specific aspects of STRAC
XXI, changes will affect the training pro-
grams for every weapon system in the
Army. STRAC XXI is on the FOR-
SCOM web dte, and interested readers
are encouraged to take alook at the entire

package.

The first wide disseminaion of STRAC
XXI to the Armor enlisted community
was a the Sergeants Mgjor conference at
the 1999 Armor Conference. Shortly
theresfter, Crew/Gunnery Doctrine and
Master Gunner Branch got their first de-
tailed look. The heart of the concept can
beseeninFigure 1.

A crew's track through gunnery would
depend on the previous qudification of
the gunner and TC. If a TC or gunner did
not quaify the previous Table VIII, live-
fire, the crew would take the bottom track
and fire Tables VI through VIII full up,
main gun. If the TC and gunner both fired
the lagt Table VIII live, but not together,
their crew would take the middle track
and fire TWGSS through VII and live-

going to change. Assumptions
that used to hold true, such as
every crew firing a full Table
VIl a least twice a year, are
no longer vadid. Modifications
to that Strategy, whether “le-
gd” or not, have become afact
of life. “Vdidation,” in its !
many forms, is the most famil- :
iar example. Validation has, in I
fact, become unofficid doc- |
trine across the Armor Force, I
and it is too late to shove that !
paticular genie back in the .
bottle. One problem with vali- |
dation is that, as it is not de- |
rived from any published !
Army doctring, each MACOM :
has implemented it differently, |
and standardization has been I
logt. Once doctrine is updated, |
we can ensure that everyone is !
on the same sheet of music :
and that a common standard is ]
achieved.

Ancther force driving the
changes now underway is the
desire to better train collective

* Decision Point
@ Qualification

@ Validation

% >f
O 8
NQ
m Qual w/12 months > s

Not Qual w/12 months *  *

K Live Fire Tasks

Table 2-29 (Future?) TRCA
M1A1/A2 Tank Battalion w/ TWGSS

Crew Qualification Training

LFAST

Unit Combined
Collective Arms
Training Training

|
|
|
|
|
PQ |
|
— | " |
|
== % " : i I
> S = 1 1 1
L | > | | |
(TWGSS) w#* : | Q%_we/CCTT):
I I A : : I
| | |
EFI | ) " : I * |
> I | ! I
| ] 1 I CMTT X/X |1
*k 1 1 | |
| | : I |
2X 2X 2X
** Mandatory LiveFire \Crews must live-fire qualify at least every 12 months\
Figure 1
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Solution — Tactical Vignette 99-3

“Screen in a Snowstorm,” from the May-June 1999 issue of ARMOR

Author’s Solution

Guidons, this is WOLFPACK 6.
FRAGO follows, acknowledge over.

SITUATION: There are three T-34s
moving south vicinity NAI 3. WHITE
has eyes on but will lose them quickly.
Bulldog reports one T-55 moving east,
last seen grid 1.5 kilometers NNW of NAI
16. BULLDOG has one downed aircraft
at GV299123, currently being observed
by five apparently unarmed personnel
500 meters to therr north. Additionally,
2 reports that weather conditions are
worsening, and the snowstorm moving in
will probably last for two days. The air
troops are currently grounded and are
likely to remain that way for at least 48
hours.

MISSION: A Troop, 1-201 CAV
sreens dong PL SILVER from PL
GOLD to PL LEAD and dong PL
GOLD between PL BRONZE and PL
SILVER NLT 051030JUN1999 to iden-
tify and track insurgents entering PRU.

EXECUTION.
Tasksto Subordinate Units:

RED: Move two vehicles from OP lato
establish OP bla VIC GV299123, to
provide security for the downed aircraft
and crew. Be prepared to accept a three-
vehicle section from GREEN VIC
GV352104. Move one HMMWYV from
GREEN to reinforce 1a, and the other
two to establish b2a VIC GV 305102
oriented on NAIs 12-13.

WHITE: Continue to track the three T-
34s moving in your sector. Repostion a
two-vehicle section within your sector to
pass the tanks off to 1st BDE south of PL
BRONZE.

BLUE: Continue mission.

GREEN: Coallapse OP 4a and move a
three-vehicle section into first platoon’s
sector VIC GV352104. This section is
attached to RED upon link-up.

Coordinating Ingructions:
Report when moving and set.

RED report when you have secured the
downed aviators. Your sector now ex-
tends east to and along PL GOLD.

GREEN move to WHITE's FREQ
while moving through their sector. Avoid
contact with the T-34s. Move to RED’s
FREQ at thelink up point.

T34
20 E 35 z/ 40 '_1]45 usL 50
: 1 2 3 - / E] D ; i Pl
| I N 56 7
R AR A 2] SbT\ N PRU | SILVE5R
B ESN IR N TR
X i — =
NN / \/ |
. WV Be=a | 102 \F /
v Sl JA L
ek \ Gt | e ! I
AN S S = Y X
\ s o P
B AR :
\
/

\ ) _% _ PL
N\ §5 T o
GOLD — p. ER PL [ PL
PLATINUM N p LEAD

BRASS
AA
SABER
5k
SOUTH N

WOLFPACK 7 move to the squadron
TOC to advise SABER 6 of our situation.
Ensure the squadron TOC notifies F
Troop to launch the Downed Aircraft
Rescue Team (DART) and informs 1st
BDE they have three T-34s moving to
them. | will remain a my current position
and continue to try and rase SABER

Whet are your questions?

RATIONALE

The squadron commander has ordered
me to screen dong PL SILVER from PL
PLATINUM to PL LEAD. The Stuation
has changed, however, with the weather-
ing in of the two flight troops on my
flank. Also, two contacts force me to
make one quick move with RED, to se-
cure the downed aviators, and one more
deliberate move with GREEN, to estab-
lish anew OP in B/C sector. The shifting
of force gives the number of OPs | want
in sector with enough soldiers at those
OPs to establish them for long duration
operations. The decision to shut down OP
4ais based on the belief that GREEN can
cover both NAIs 7 and 8 from OP 4b. |
am not overly concerned with the T-55
moving around in EUS, with the estab-
lishment of the two new OPs in the old
B/C sector, he should be identified if he
crosses into PRU. Having contact with
the three T-34s center sector only adds to
the problem, but WHITE should be able

to track them with their displaced section.
| decided to send WOLFPACK 7 to ap-
prove my plan because | did not want to
be out of contact with my platoon leaders
should problems arise during this repos-
tion, with tank moving in sector. If
GREEN can avoid bumping into the T-
34s and the SCO approves of my plan,
we are in business until the storm sub-
Sdes.

Reader’s Solution

(Submitted by 1LT Nathan A. Cox,
ACCC 99-03, Sction 1B, Ft. Knox, Ky.)

“White 1, this is 6. Roger. Continue to
monitor until you lose visua. NAI 3 is
dill in your sector. Attempt to move to a
position that better suits visua on the T-
3s. Bresk. Red 1, thisis 6. White 1 re-
ports seeing three T-34s vic NAI 3. He
may lose visual. | need you to see if you
can get a visua on NAI 3, just in case
White loses contact. Red 1, aso be pre-
pared to send a section with MK-19 and
.50 cd. vic GV305120. Bulldog has a
bird down with engine trouble. Leave
your AT assets to monitor enemy tanks.
I’'m going to cal Bulldog 6 and let him
know I’ve got contact with his guy, then
I’ll et you know. Break. Guidons, this is
6. S2 reports a big snowstorm coming.
It's supposed to lagt for two days. Con-
tinue to monitor your NAls, and let me
know when you lose visua contact. Red
1, sand by. Over.”
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LETTERS (Continued from Page 4)

(5) Remember that history stuff | mentioned
above? Well here is where those patches,
crests, and colors come in. Any reorganization
such as that outlined above will make most of
us trip on our old school tie. It does not have
to be that way. We must keep a link with our
historical past. Redesignate divisions as bri-
gades (1st Armored Division becomes 1st
Armored Brigade). There would be no change
in history, patch, insignia, etc. It just becomes
a smaller unit designed with today’s and to-
morrow's requirements in mind. All it takes is
a one-line entry in the lineage and honors
certificate. Regiments have been the historical
backbone of the army, ever since there has
been an army. Under this proposal, | would
redesignate battalions as regiments. Thus the
1st Battalion, 32d Armor, becomes the 32d
Armored Regiment. Brigades would be as-
signed regiments associated with the former
divisions. Therefore, the 1st Infantry Brigade
would have as its assigned combined arms
regiments the 16th, 18th, and 26th Infantry;
4th Armored Brigade would have as its com-
bined arms regiments the 35th, and 37th Ar-
mor and the 51st Infantry. There would be
enough to go around to fit in all those LTC
requirements that the branches guard so
jealously. Lets face it, we are not British; we
fought a war about that, you will remember.
Then why should we blindly adopt a regimen-
tal system based upon the British model,
which has failed miserably to preserve our
unit's history since it was first placed into ef-
fectin 19572

| want to close by thanking all those associ-
ated with ARMOR Magazine, and the Armor
Association, for 38 years of pleasure and
professional stimulation. As | write my check
today to renew my membership, | hope you
will continue to stimulate what's left of the
brain of this broken-down old infantryman.

CHARLES W. TREESE
LTC, USAR (Ret.)
Colorado Springs, Colo.

Be Kind to the Infantry:
Pick Up the Phone

Dear Sir:

| read your editor's note in the May-June 99
issue of ARMOR and must chastise you! |
found myself bristling when | read how you
and your loader went out of your way to make
a young foot soldier’s life more difficult, forcing
him to slog through the mud to use a broken
phone, and gloating about it. | suppose dis-
mounting never occurred to you. (Just how
long was that phone inoperable, anyway?)

As a Bradley company commander in 1st
Cav, | had the pleasure of working with many
fine armor officers, from platoon to brigade
level, all of whom had a tremendous apprecia-
tion for dismounted infantry. Likewise, we
grunts have great respect for the capabilities
our armored brethren bring to the battlefield.

I would think you might show a litle more
respect for infantrymen. It's a life fraught with

peril and hardship and worthy of respect.
Having been a light fighter too, | have an ap-
preciation for what it's like living in the mud.
As such, the humor in your joke is lost on me.
That infantry trooper could very well protect
you from the RPGs you fear so much... then
again, given the lack of respect you showed
him, maybe not. Try clearing a defile, a wood-
line, or a city block without us.

And | close with a quote...Omaha Beach, 6
June 1944,

“It was not a miracle. It was Infantry. The
plan had called for the air and naval bom-
bardments, followed by tanks and dozers, to
blast a path through the exits so that the infan-
try could march up the draws and engage the
enemy, but the plan had failed, utterly and
completely failed. As is almost always the
case in war, it was up to the infantry. It be-
came the infantry’s job to open the exits so
that the vehicles could drive up the draws and
engage the enemy.” - Stephen E. Ambrose,
D-Day

KARL E. SLAUGHENHAUPT
MAJ, Infantry
Via email

I'd hoped the vignette would illustrate how
far we have come and, in a self-effacing way.
My goal was to point out the necessity of a
combined arms team and | thought this would
be apparent as the column fleshed itself out
and by the other pieces in the issue. My
apologies if it appeared otherwise to you, as
I'm sure some of my infantry friends will testify
that | have always held them and their craft in
highest regard. — Ed.

Writer Recalls Army Lab Problems
Developing Novel Ammo Solution

Dear Sir:

| noticed another article from Don Loughlin
on cased telescoped* ammunition and how it
may adversely impact the Scout/Tracer pro-
gram. | have regarded his previous articles in
ARMOR magazine as factual, very candid,
and quite informative on matters pertaining to
Armor.

| would like to add my support to Loughlin’s
hypothesis on cased telescoped ammo. In the
late 1970s, while assigned to the small caliber
lab at Picatinny, | had a chance to observe up
close the many attempts to make this tech-
nology work, all to no avail. The Army Chief of
Staff and Marines were also enthralled/in-
volved with the failed super 75mm (cased
telescoped) Mobile Protected Gun System
(MPGS) — a precursor to the AGS. In short,
the Army labs have tinkered with cased tele-
scoped in several calibers and numerous
permutations of designs without success.
Both insolvable cost and technical problems
kept this novel ammo packaging solution from
becoming more than a pipe dream. Institu-
tional memory being what it is — very short
nowadays — it seems cased telescoped tech-

nology has become a hobby shop for users
and developers over the past 20+ years.

I would caution the Armor development
community that cased telescoped falls into the
category of “promising but not realistic” for a
mature weapon system. It is much like the
liquid propellant fiasco advocated by the same
lab for our artillery comrades on Crusader.
CT, then and now, is not ready for putting onto
any platform, and especially the scout vehicle,
within the foreseeable program schedule.

ROBERT F. GAUDET
Armor, USA, Ret.
Via email

*Cased telescoped ammunition is an ex-
perimental system that shortens the length of
a cannon round by carrying the projectile
within the propellant case. — Ed.

Military, Civilians Supported
Both Sides of Maneuver Question

Dear Sir:

Responding to CPT Coglianese’s Nov-Dec
'98 letter, “More on Maneuver Warfare: Can
We Change a Culture?,” | must disagree with
much of the content of his letter's second
paragraph. He claims that the concept of
maneuver warfare “still carries a tremendous
amount of emotional baggage” from the
mid-1980s debates “where a dedicated cadre
of civilian defense intellectuals sought to re-
form our armed forces from the outside and
change our way of thinking about warfare,”
and the Army “naturally resisted these up-
starts, especially their nerve at telling us how
to do our business...” He laments, “much of
the debate took on the form of personal at-
tacks...”

As someone who was aware of the maneu-
ver warfare controversy and who participated
in it with many published letters to the editors
of several publications, | must in fairness to
historical truth point out that many military
personnel became interested in and sup-
ported maneuver warfare as an alternative to
the “win-by-attrition-through-firepower” ap-
proach to fighting they had experienced in
Vietnam, and which they, uniformed members
of the Army, found reflected in the 1976 edi-
tion of FM-100-5 Operations, the Army’s doc-
trinal statement, which called for pulling back
and wearing down the enemy, “attritting” him
through firepower, and counterattacking and
otherwise taking the initiative only after the
enemy had been attritted through firepower.

While some civilians did become involved in
the debate for maneuver warfare, some civil-
ians entered the debate against maneuver
warfare. And many in the military argued for
maneuver warfare. These active duty soldiers
were supported in their advocacy by some
civilians and opposed by other civilians.

CPT Coglianese’s picture of maneuver war-
fare as an entirely or at least essentially civil-
ian-generated concept, which civilians tried to
ram down the throats of an unwilling Army
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whose members opposed it and resisted it
because it came from outside, is inaccurate
and misleading.

From what | could see, most of the sparks
flew because the opponents of maneuver
warfare, both uniformed and civilian, continu-
ally and stubbornly saw only the word maneu-
ver in “maneuver warfare” and believed that
maneuver warfare, was supposed to be
merely about just moving around, and mistak-
enly believed that maneuver warfare’s opposi-
tion to winning by firepower-induced attrition
was an opposition to firepower in general,
when in fact maneuver warfare, properly un-
derstood, involves using firepower.

| dispute strongly Coglianese’s claim that
“much of the debate took on the form of per-
sonal attacks.” | concede that personal attacks
do creep into heatedly discussed issues, but it
is certainly untrue to say that “much” of the
maneuver warfare debate “took on the form of
personal attacks.”

But | agree that, as Coglianese claims, the
debate “left the heart of the issues essentially
unexamined,” as regards, as I've stated
above, the aspects of maneuver warfare be-
ing more than just moving around and of op-
position to winning by firepower-attrition, not
being opposition to firepower per se.

JOSEPH FORBES
Pittsburgh, Pa.

Advantage of Sling Loads
Is Their Quick Insertion

Dear Sir:

In “The Case for an Airmobile, Amphibious
Scout Vehicle,” Mr. Crist states that “the
HMMWYV is a little too wide to fit into a CH-47.”
As a CH-47D aviator, | can say without doubt
that this is not the case. The HMMWYV fits
quite nicely inside the CH-47D.

As to his contention that carrying vehicles as
sling loads “exposes the personnel, rotorcraft
and vehicle to a number of hazards,” well, this
is arguable. Sling loading allows an aircrew to
insert the vehicle, land, and offload passen-
gers very quickly, limiting exposure time for
the aircrew in the LZ. Internally loading the
vehicle is time consuming, as is offloading it,
exposes the crew to extended ground time in
the LZ, and often results in airframe damage
when drivers are in a hurry to exfil. What in-
ternal loading does provide is a higher degree
of stealth during ingress/egress.

THOMAS CARLSON
CPT, AV
ACCC 99-4

History Slighted Italian Role
In Spanish Civil War

Dear Sir:

As a recognized historian of Italian armor
and an ARMOR subscriber, | would like to
point out some inaccuracies | found in COL

Candil's article (“Soviet Armor in Spain: Aid
Mission to Republicans Tested Doctrine and
Equipment,” March-April 1999 ARMOR).

| am afraid the author has not read some of
the essays about the Spanish Civil War, es-
pecially the most recent ones from the Italian
Army Historical Branch (Rovighi-Stefani, La
parteciazione ltaliana alla Guerra Civile Spag-
nola), four thick volumes, the last of which
was published in 1994, and my modest Mo-
toril!l, Le Truppe Corazzate ltaliane 1919/1994
(Start Engines!!! Italian Armor 1919-1994)...

...(At) Sesefia, on 29 October 1936, some
German Pz 1 and ltalian CV 35s met a num-
ber of Russian gun tanks T-26B. That is re-
corded as the first tank engagement in Spain
and its outcome is still controversial. Colonel
Candil seems to trust in the anti-ltalian
sources only. But we must remember that
others (General Emilio Faldella and the Italian
War Department of the period) give an almost
opposite version of the episode. Only one CV
35 was destroyed and another damaged;
three Russian tanks destroyed by our 65/17
anti-tank team and another disabled. Emilio
Faldella, in his Venti mesi di guerra in Spagna
(Twenty months of war in Spain), Le Monnier,
Florence 1939, at page 129, reports that Bar-
resi's flamethrower tank succeeded in stop-
ping a Russian tank but the latter's gunner hit
the Nationalist tank, killing the crew. (Accord-
ing to the citation)... | translate literally:

Careless of the danger to which he was ex-
posing himself, he attacked, with his flame-
thrower tank, an adversary gun armed tank. In
this unequal struggle, his vehicle being hit by
the enemy gun, he heroically lost his life, to-
gether with his driver, still staring, even after
his death, at the enemy tank stopped at five
meters distance.

Guadalajara, | would say, was not a real de-
feat for the Italians. They did not withdraw on
their original lines of departure. On the con-
trary, they stopped the Red attack 20 km
ahead of those lines, according to a Commu-
nist account in a book based on the docu-
ments of the Corpo Truppe Volontarie... In my
opinion, several of our tanks were hit but were
recoverable (at least nine), while the “Republi-
cans,” it is certain, lost twenty T-26Bs, some
of them captured... It was not a complete Red
victory because they were so worn down that
they could not exploit their success. In addi-
tion, a lot of factors contributed to the Italian
retreat: bad weather, which meant no air sup-
port, and difficult terrain; a low training level of
most units; and that their motor vehicles were
tied to roads....

| found in our State Archive one roll on the
Spanish War and, in particular, about Guada-
lajara, with some notes from witnesses and a
still unpublished secret report. Here it is, to
make a long story short:

On 10 March, our advance stopped at Tri-
jueque, but the Italian divisions had to retreat
a little because some units were left behind.
There they remained in the mud, under rain
and snow, with few dry provisions. After five

days, a whole division left the lines to seek
shelter, so exposing to encirclement the best
unit of the corps, the Littorio Division, which
was compelled to retreat in its turn.

The responsibility fell mainly on the generals.
(I found an anonymous letter to the Duce
claiming a treason hypothesis.) The officers
lacked practice and the services appeared
badly organized. Only the Littorio looked like a
proper infantry division, with the others being
improvised....Moreover, the enemy air force
was stronger and closer to their lines, while
our air groups were too far from the battlefield.

A last question: If the Italian contribution was
so poor after Guadalajara (finally conquered
by the Italian tanks on 28 March 1939), why
did General Franco order that, at the victory
parade in Madrid (March 1939), the CTV had
to be the first to march past him, with its 70
surviving tankettes?

DR. NICOLA PIGNATO
Italy

Seeking U.S. Contacts

Dear Sir:

One of the members of the Finnish Armour
Guild, Dr. Stig Nystrom, is a retired professor
of neurologic surgery at the University of Oulu
in northern Finland. He has served in the
Armoured Division under Gen. Lagus in our
last wars and has, upon his retirement, started
a research on injuries in tanks. He is looking
for literature from the USA and/or a medical
collegial contact.

The address of Professor Nystrom is:

Prof. S. Nystrom
Bulevardi 34 Aa 8
FIN-00120 HELSINKI
FINLAND

RURIK WAHLSTEIN
Chairman
Finnish Armour Guild/Helsinki Div.

Photo Search Seeks
U.S. Vehicles in U.N. Service

LTC Paul Malmassari, French Army, is as-
sembling a photo book documenting peace-
keeping operations and is seeking photos of
U.S. armored vehicles deploying during U.N.
operations, such as Haiti, Somalia, etc. Ex-
amples might include U.S. M113A3s in ser-
vice with UNPREDEP in Macedonia. Also
sought are photos of U.S. vehicles in foreign
service peacekeeping roles; e.g., a Pakistani
M88 in Yugoslavia, a Ghanean M578 in
Rwanda, etc.

The author is a French Army tanker. All pho-
tos will be returned.

LTC PAUL MALMASSARI

Commandant en second le 501/503rd RCC
Quartier Selestraint

51401 Mourmelon-Le-Grand

France
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Book Feature

New Book Offers Definitive History of U.S. Armor

Review by Gunnery Sergeant Leo J. Daugherty, USMCR

Camp Colt to Desert Storm: The
History of U.S. Armored Forces,
edited by George F. Hofmann and
Donn A. Starry, Lexington, University
Press of Kentucky, September 1999,
610 pages, $35.

Generd George S. Petton, Jr. wrote in a
February 1928 paper, while serving at the
Schofield Barracks, Territory of Hawali
in 1925, that “The tank, in redity, is a
modern verson of heavy cavdry, as that
arm was understood by the first Napo-
leon. When sdatisfactory machines are
available, they should be formed into a
separate corps and used, when terrain
permits, for the ddivery of the fina
shock in some great battle, when so used
they must be employed ruthlesdy and in
masses.”

George F. Hofmann's and Donn A.
Starry’s Camp Coalt to Desert Sorm: The
Higtory of U.S Armored Forcesis by far
the single best compendium yet pub-
lished on the history of the development
of armor and armored fighting vehiclesin
the United States, from World War | to
the present. Beginning with the organiza-
tion of the U.S. Army’'s Tank Corps a
Camp Colt, Gettysburg, Pa., through De-
sart Shield/Desert Storm, the book pro-
vides an in-depth examination of the role
armor has played in the development of
the combined arms team in both the U.S.
Army and Marine Corps.

This collection of essays, written by
military historians, andysts, and techni-
cians, examines the role armor has played
in forging U.S. Army and Marine Corps
doctrine, as well as its important function
in the amphibious assault. What is even
more important about this book is the fact
that it provides coverage of the lesser-
known controverses that plagued the
acceptance of armor in both services, and
how this oftentimes served to hinder its
effective employment during World War
1, Korea, and Vietnam.

The book begins with Dae Wilson's
essay on the birth of American armor
during World War | and the organization
of the 1¢ Tank Battalion during that con-
flict under the command of a cavary
officer named George S. Patton. What
makes this particular essay important is
the story Wilson tels about the battles of
acceptance that armor proponents had to
wage indde an Army bureaucrecy that

was conservative to the point of being
reactionary. Many saw the tank as noth-
ing more than a passng fancy; for these
leaders, the horse remained paramount in
battle. But others saw the tank as an ex-
cdlent adjunct to infantry, and later as an
offensive weapon in and of itsalf. They
included Brigadier General Samud D.
Rockenbach, who was the American
Expeditionary Forces (AEF) first com-
manding generad of the infant Tank
Corps, Lieutenant Colond LeRoy Elt-
inge, and Captain (later Lieutenant Colo-
nel) George S. Patton, Jr. Patton’'s de-
tailed report, submitted to General John J.
Pershing's headquarters, remained the
cornerstone of U.S. armor doctrine up
until itsrevison in the 1980s.

Captain Patton outlined the mission and
tactics of this new Tank Corps, envision-
ing the tank as being the perfect infantry
support weapon: Tanks could clear wire
obgtacles, suppress enemy crew-served
wegpons and prevent the enemy from
manning the parapets or trenches after a
preparatory artillery barrage, help the
infantry mop up the objective, guard
againgt counterattack by patrolling ahead
of the most advanced infantry postions,
and exploit the attack supported by re-
serve infantry, seeking ‘every opportunity
to become pursuit cavary.

Whét is important here are two themes
of Petton's report that remained congtant
throughout the integration of armor into
the Army’'s combined arms team. The
first theme is the congtant referrd back to
cavalry and the use of tanks, like cavalry,
as a “shock” wegpon. The Tank Corps
leadership during WWI were cavarymen
and saw the tank and motorized vehicles
as an am of the cavdry. This theme
would dominate Army thinking up to the
advent of the helicopter, which in time
supplanted the tank as a cavalry wespon.

The second theme describes how Army
and Marine leadership viewed the tank by
and large as an infantry support wesapon.
In fact, Joseph Alexander’s essay on Ma-
rine Corps use of the tank as an infantry
support wegpon in the Pacific during
WWII illugtrates how the lessons of
WWI confirmed in many of the Corps
senior leaders that the tank was merely a
moving pillbox. Marine Corps armored
development was influenced by its ex-
perience in World War |, and much of
what was practiced as a combined arms

team during World War 1l had been in-
culcated into Marine doctrine during the
interwar period in lessons drawn from the
battlefields of France. The Marines in-
terest in the tank began almost as the war
itself ended. In fact, during the occupa-
tion of Germany by the Marines, the lec-
tures and classes Lesatherneck officers
atended at Army-sponsored schools, and
recorded dutifully in reports and student
papers during the period (1918-20), illus-
trate the strength of this influence indde
the Marine Corps. This theme was con-
gantly reinforced in the interwar period
a the Marine Corps Schools at Quantico,
Va

Colond Alexander’s essay is focused on
the period after 1943, and is superbly
written, but it fails to discuss the interwar
period, the mogt critical period in Marine
Corps thinking on armor and its associa-
tion with combined arms warfare. This
remains a glaring omission in light of an
otherwise good essay on tank and ar-
mored fighting vehicle development in
the Marines.

In contragt, higtorian George Hofmann,
one of the editors of this book, covers the
developments of inventor Walter J.
Chrigi€'s revolutionary tank designs in
that era, which included an early experi-
mental amphibious tank. Alexander’s
falure to discuss the Corps interest in
tank warfare as it gpplied to combined
arms warfare is a dgnificant shortcoming
since the Corps leaders during the inter-
war period, including Maor Generd
John A. Lgeune, the commandant of the
corps (1920-29), saw combined arms
warfare as criticd to the Corps’ survival.

Higtorian Timothy K. Nenninger, an ex-
pert on the history of the pre-World War
Il Army, provides a thought-provoking
and comprehensive essay on the deve-
opment of both the tank and its missions
and roles in an Army ill dominated by
infantrymen and cavalrymen. The domi-
nant theme in this chapter is the ress
tance generated by opponents of an inde-
pendent armored corps againgt those who
had kept abreest of both British and Ger-
man experiments with armor during the
1920s and 1930s. At this point, the edi-
tors might have better served readers by
inserting an essay on foreign develop-
ments, with special emphas's on the Brit-
ish mechanization experiments. They
codified the firgt field regulations and set
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up the first totally mechanized formations
in the mid- to late 1920s. Another foreign
area to be explored is the German and
Russian collaboration during the 1920s,
which have been discovered to be far
more comprehensive since the opening of
the Soviet archives. There were aso
German experiments with mechanized
formations, beginning even before the
Nazi Party assumed power and tore up
the Versalles Treaty, in 1935, which
prohibited Germany from having tanks.

Christopher R. Gabdl’s essay on U.S.
armored operations in Europe during
World War I is thorough and
thought-provoking, covering how the
Army recovered from its first poor show-
ing a Kassrine Pass in Tunisa up
through the Third Army’s relief of Bas
togne and push into Germany. Despite
the fact that the Americans went to war
with inferior tanks, compared to those of
both the Germans and Russans, the
trusty old Sherman with its 76mm gun
proved sufficient to provide armored
support to the red victors of the ground
war in Europe and in the Pacific: the
combined arms team of infantry, combat
support, artillery, armor, and air. In fact,
Gabd's essay clearly illustrated the ne-
cessity of combined arms warfare and the
importance of a team effort in overcom-
ing superior equipment and doctrine, and
it was here that the U.S. Army triumphed
during World War 1. It wasn't the effi-
cacy of armor or air; it was the combined
arms team that brought victory in this and
subsequent wars.

Philip Bolt€s essay covers armored
doctrine and the use of tanks during the
Korean War. His underlying theme is the
Army’'s unpreparedness in the field of
anti-armor doctrine, due mainly to the
fact that it lacked an adequate anti-tank
wegpon to deal with North Korea's Rus-
dan-supplied T-34 tanks. Kenneth W.
Egtes essay on Marine armor during this
same period picks up on Bolté's theme
that, despite the lack of an adequate tank
to deal with the T-34, it was the counter-
messures that turned the tide in the U.S.
favor a the Pusan Perimeter and later a
Inchon. While the Korean countrysde
was less than ided for tank warfare, ar-
mor nonetheless proved to be indispensa
ble in supporting the infantry and in stop-
ping the North Koreans and Chinese
Communists. Not only did armor provide
effective close-in fire support, it also pro-
vided excellent mobile artillery against
the mass attacks by the Chinese Commu-
nigt forces in the perimeter fighting that
took place from 1951 through the armi-
dice in 1953. Estes essay covers primar-
ily the Marines post-Korean reorganiza-

tion of ther tank battalions (both active
and reserve), as well as the adoption of
the M48 Patton tank as the Army transi-
tioned to the M60 series.

In seeking to counter the Soviet Union's
newly-developed line of tanks, beginning
with the T-54 up through the T-62 series
in the mid-1960s, both the Army and the
Marine Corps sought a tank that could
quditatively counter the Soviet Army's
quantitative advantage in armor. The
M60 Patton series proved a stopgep
measure during the 1960s and early
1970s, but the advent of the Soviet T-72
and T-64 tanks moved the Army toward
the eventua development of the M1
Abrams, as well as the NA4701 Mecha
nized Infantry Combat Vehicle (MICV),
the forerunner of the Bradley. Thus began
a period of tank development that few
higtorians have yet covered, the role of
armor during the Vietham War and the
necessty of developing a vehicle capable
of effective fire support that could also
carry infantry into battle and protect sol-
diers from enemy fire and mines. While
the Vietnam War has been touted as a
helicopter war, tanks and armored vehi-
cles like the M113 and Marine LVTH-5
series of armored personnd carriers often
caried the day, providing soldiers and
Marines effective fire support despite the
design and materia congtruction flaws of
both vehicles.

The book’s chapter on the development
of AirLand Battle doctrine and the impact
of Generds Creighton Abrams and Wil-
liam DuPuy are excdlent. With the les-
sons of the 1973 Arab-Isradli Yom Kip-
pur War ill fresh, the after-action dis-
cussons pointed to the Army’s need to
reshape its thinking on armored warfare
and the use of combined arms. With the
advent of man-portable anti-tank weap-
ons, such as the Soviet AT-4 “Sagger”
and the TOW missle system, as wdl as
the proliferation of rocket-propelled gre-
nades (RPGs), commanders could no
longer think just in terms of tanks, infan-
try, or atillery, but had to plan in terms of
combined arms. The lessons of the 1973
War pointed toward the need of an effec-
tive mechanized doctrine. General DePuy
answered with his revison of FM 100-5,
Operations, the Army’s dandard war-
fighting battle plan. This field manual
became the blueprint for what later
emerged as AirLand Battle, a doctrine
that chalenged what had become an
overwheming Soviet/Warsaw Pact ad-
vantage in tanks and AFVs in the 1970s
and 1980s.

Diane L. Urbina's and Robert J. Su-
nell’s essays cover the development of

the Bradley Fighting Vehicle sysem and
the “king of the killing zone” the M1
Abrams tank. Both are extremely well
written and heavy with technica details,
and both essays demongrate how these
two wesapons complemented AirLand
Battle. Despite bureaucratic roadblocks
and branch infighting, as well as budget
cut after budget cut, both the MICV and
XM1 tank emerged as the two dominant
weapon systems to enter the Army since
the organization of the Tank Corps at
Camp Calt.

As the Yom Kippur War of 1973 dem-
onstrated, the ability to protect infantry
and move them into batle, as well as
development of a tank that could domi-
nate the battlefield, became the most im-
portant technological and doctrina prob-
lems during the 1970s and 1980s. The
United States and NATO faced a
tank-heavy Soviet Army across the inter-
German border. As both Urbina and Su-
nell’s essays illustrate, the Army planners
a TRADOC eventudly resolved these
complicated issues and introduced into
the Army one of the best armored warfare
fighting doctrines ever conceived.

Stephen Bourque's essay on Desert
Storm is a sobering analysis of the effects
of this new doctrine and technology and
how they aided General H. Norman
Schwarzkopf's “end run,” decimating the
Iragi Republican Guard with Genera
Fred Franks VIl Corps damming into
the flanks of the once-vaunted Iragi ar-
mored formations in a four-day ground
war. The performance of the U.S. Army’s
Bradleys and the Marines use of Light
Armored Vehicles (LAVS) vindicated the
pioneers of the Army’s infant Tank Corps
in 1917. The same spirit of those who led
America's firgt tanks into battle was aso
present in late February 1991 as U.S
armored forces won perhaps their greatest
victory. It was armor that led the way.

Supplemented by excellent photographs
and maps, as well as a full bibliography
and a post-andytica reflection by Gen-
eral Donn A. Starry, Camp Colt to Desert
Sorm: The Higory of U.S Armored
Forces is a book that will remain as the
most important single volume on ar-
mored warfare in the U.S. armed forces
for some time to come. Despite the lack
of a chapter on foreign developments
(mogt importantly, on Soviet armored
developments), this is a book that will
find its way into the curricullum a Army
and Marine Corps schools and is highly
recommended as a book that will be un-
rivaled for sometimeto come.

Gunnery Sergeant Leo Daugherty is a
graduate student at Ohio Sate Universty.
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Fighting for the Future: Will America
Triumph? by Ralph Peters, Stackpole
Books, Mechanicsburg, Pa., 1999, 224
pages, $19.95.

To many readers of ARMOR, retired Army
Lieutenant Colonel Ralph Peters is probably
best known for his periodic “Back Talk” col-
umns in Army Times, or as the author of any
of seven military fiction novels he published in
the past ten years. In either format, Peters has
never been known to shy away from a contro-
versial topic or to abandon an intellectual
position just because it wasn't politically cor-
rect. This book is a collection of essays, pre-
viously published and expanded upon in con-
cept if not verbatim, in professional journals
such as Parameters. It is a book professionals
will want to read.

In Fighting for the Future, Peters is, by his
own admission, waging a war of attrition upon
the Army establishment and bureaucracy.
This collection deals in issues of political af-
fairs, international relations, U.S. military force
structure and the nature of the Army’'s rela-
tionship to technology, among other things.
More often than not, it reads like a “how-to”
manual for the U.S. in the 21st century. Peters
is willing to take on just about any sacred cow,
and he does so here with a decidedly irrever-
ent wit. Warning: If you are a rabid nationalist,
a tribal warrior, or a screaming fundamentalist,
this book may offend you. Since many of the
chapters apparently originated in Parameters,
they are fairly short and therefore easy to
digest in a single sitting. The origin and focus
of the essays might put some readers off at
first glance. This should not be the case.

Parameters is the journal of the U.S. Army
War College. It deals with issues at the strate-
gic, not tactical, level. The authors are almost
exclusively lieutenant colonels, colonels, and
Defense Department civilians, and generals
writing for each other. Because of this focus, it
would be easy to assume that Peters’ topics
and style would be well above the heads of
the average ARMOR reader, this reviewer
included. Happily, this is not the case. Peters
writes in an easy, almost conversational style
that would alienate neither the majority of
civilians nor the average soldier. In short, he
writes about global issues in a manner that
would be equally appropriate in PM Monthly.
Reducing complex topics to their basics, even
issues of international affairs make sense
when explained and dissected by the author's
acid wit.

If there is a chink in Peters’ armor, it is in the
chapter when he deals specifically with the
future of armor. Peters’ contention — that
much of future combat will be dominated by
the urban terrain of expanding cities — is one
that has been repeated over and over in the
past two decades, but we have yet, for some
reason, seen this as a reality. It is beyond this
reviewer to postulate why that is so, merely to
observe that this has been the case in very
few instances. Peters may be wrong in this.
Yet he takes this as the starting point for his
foray into what can only be described as sci-
ence fiction. Peters sets no dates on his fore-

cast, but it is decidedly in the far future. This is
Peters’ weakest chapter because it deals with
non-issues of an impossibly distant future.
(Impossibly distant, that is, given our current
and forecasted budgets.) In just about every
other chapter, Peters is both entertaining and
informative. His personal theories of interna-
tional relations and military conflict are appro-
priate for a professional of any pay grade. |
strongly recommend this book.

ROBERT L. BATEMAN
CPT, Infantry
West Point, N.Y.

Warmaking and American Democracy:
The Struggle over Military Strategy,
1700 to the Present by Michael D.
Pearlman{PRIVATE }, University of Kan-
sas Press, Lawrence, Kansas, 1999, 442
pages, 11 maps, $45, hardcover.

The issue of how a democracy conducts war
is complex and as relevant today as it has
ever been. Since the founding of our country,
the political system of the United States has
profoundly affected the manner in which the
United States has waged its wars — it is a story
literally as old as the republic itself. Somewhat
surprisingly, however, as central as the topic
is to American military and political history, it
has rarely been addressed effectively in re-
cent scholarship. Dr. Michael D. Pearlman, an
associate professor of history at the United
States Army Command and General Staff
College at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, has
written a broad ranging and insightful account
of how American military strategy has devel-
oped due to domestic considerations. Expan-
sive in scope, yet concise in its prose, Dr.
Pearlman’s book is an absolute delight to read.

What is most striking about Warmaking and
American Democracy is its very premise:
although war is most effectively waged as a
united effort of political, military, and popular
will, the American experience has been quite
different. Dr. Pearlman argues that the
method by which wars have been waged
throughout the history of the United States
has had less to do with overall grand strategy
and more to do with a continuous struggle
between competing governmental and military
factions. In the beginning of the work, the
author makes it clear that the book is not
about political, diplomatic, or military history
but instead the area where these fields over-
lap. The topic is a challenging one and
Pearlman’s unique approach is up to the task.

Structured around the major military conflicts
of American history, each of the nine chapters
of Warmaking and American Democracy is
superbly written. The chapter devoted to the
Second World War is arguably the strongest
of the book because it starkly reveals the
degree to which our national strategy against
the Axis powers was the consequence of
competing and often contradictory interests.
Dr. Pearlman dispels many misconceptions
about how the United States fought the Sec-
ond World War, often remembered as the
“last good war” in which the enemy was

clearly evil and the nation banded together in
response. Rather than being a unified and
consensual military, political, and popular
effort, Dr. Pearlman reveals just how difficult it
was to implement a coherent strategy since
inherent domestic divisions remained through-
out the duration of the war. Because Nazi
Germany and Imperial Japan posed such a
dangerous threat, they had to be soundly and
permanently defeated, and thus required a
concerted struggle and inspired military lead-
ership. On the other hand, domestic opinion
demanded that military reversals be avoided
and casualties be minimized, which in turn
discouraged risky military options. One of the
more surprising revelations from the chapter is
the astonishing “lack of wartime fervor, even
during wartime” that affected mobilization,
strategy, and operations.

It is hard to find fault with this book. A wel-
come addition would have been an analysis of
the American involvement in the Balkans
beyond a few thoughtful lines in the final chap-
ter. It is in this part of the world that many of
the points raised by Warmaking and American
Democracy are most starkly demonstrated. As
a whole, however, Dr. Peariman has made an
important contribution to our understanding of
the intersection of politics and strategy. As the
line between war and peace seemingly be-
comes more confused with each passing
year, recognizing how domestic factors shape
strategy has never been more important.

The excellent sources and extensive notes
make this a work of scholarship of the first
order, while the simple and informative maps
are an added bonus. Warmaking and Ameri-
can Democracy is essential reading for the
military professional and anyone interested in
how America goes to war. Dr. Peariman has
aptly proved his point that “Constructing mili-
tary policy in a pluralistic society has never
been a bed of roses.” Although the notion is
simple to understand, explaining the difficul-
ties involved with formulating American mili-
tary strategy so clearly is indeed a remarkable
achievement.

MAJOR KEVIN W. FARRELL
Fort Leavenworth, Kan.

Seven Roads To Hell: A Screaming
Eagle at Bastogne by Donald R. Burgett,
Presidio Press, Novato, Calif., 1999, 225
pages, $24.95.

It is always professionally rewarding to read
a good memoir written by a soldier who has
served in combat. Donald R. Burgett's ac-
count of his experiences as a private in the
101st Airborne Division at Bastogne, Seven
Roads to Hell: A Screaming Eagle at Bas-
togne, is no exception. But it is his depiction of
the more mundane and ordinary events of a
soldier’s life, not the story of battle, which
makes this book important and worthwhile.

As far as personal accounts of combat go,
Burgett's is average in terms of scope and
emotional influence. His accounts of the bat-
tles around Bastogne, fought by various ele-
ments of the 101st, are compelling to be sure,
but there is nothing that sets them apart from
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other personal narratives in either intensity or
poignancy. There are, however, two aspects
of Burgett's work that distinguish it. First, he
does an exceptional job of relaying to the
reader the daily trials and travails of the aver-
age Gl, ranging from the simplistic implica-
tions of a lost entrenching tool to instructions
on keeping a foxhole dry. The author’s por-
trayal of the long periods of relative inactivity
and anxiety between brief minutes of furious
combat bring home to the reader the life of the
average Gl in a way that complements the
writings of Stephen Ambrose.

Second, the reader can actually see and feel
this young soldier mature as the battle pro-
gresses. Although this is a very recent publi-
cation, Burgett wrote the original manuscript
shortly after the events occurred. A veteran of
the European Theater since Normandy, Bur-
gett had seen plenty of combat by December
of 1944, yet his words and actions relay some
of the jocularity and cockiness found in many
elite units before the German counteroffen-
sive. When his platoon first hears about the
impending operation, he remarks casually
that, “We were gonna stack bodies. Germans,
give your souls to God, ‘cause your asses are
ours.”(28) This cavalier attitude fades as the
campaign progresses. It is replaced by reflec-
tion on combat and by realistic appraisals of
the fighting and the author’'s relation to it.
While the initial arrogance never completely
disappears, it is tempered by the trials of Bas-
togne. The process is both interesting and
thought-provoking.

Thumbs up to Burgett. He does an admira-
ble job relating an original account of a proud
moment in American military history.

MICHAEL A. BODEN

MAJ, Armor
Department of History
U.S. Military Academy

Storm Over Iraq: Air Power and the
Gulf War by Richard P. Hallion, Smith-
sonian Institution Press, Washington,
1997, 352 pages (paperback), $17.95.

| received this 1997 paperback reprint of Dr.
Richard Hallion’s analysis of the Gulf War air
campaign during the second week of the
NATO air campaign against Serbia. | thought
that his work might provide me with a keen
insight on the conduct of a decisive air on-
slaught. However, much as the air war over
Serbia has so far been a disappointment, so
too is Dr. Hallion’s book. (This review was
received before the Serbs agreed to withdraw
from Kosovo. — Ed.)

Hallion puts forth the premise that the advent
of precision air-delivered weapons has al-
lowed nations the ability to strategically target
things instead of people. As a result, he be-
lieves, air power has turned the tide of deci-
sive battle in favor of air forces; that navies
and armies (to include their air power, to a
great extent) are obsolete in the context of
modern war. While Hallion could have argued
his point by examining the effects of precision
air power across the broad spectrum of war-

fare and environments, instead he falls too
often into service parochialism, indeterminate
statistics, and vague language.

Storm Over Iraq begins with four chapters
dedicated to an overview of air power since its
inception in World War | to the eve of battle in
August, 1990. While Hallion provides a worthy
compact survey of the origins and develop-
ment of modern air power and its weaponry,
he uses 120 pages — half of his text — to do
so. This leaves the author with very few pages
to review the Gulf War. His haste to do so
becomes evident as the reader toughs
through much techno-speak and little sub-
stance. Virtually none of his figures are refer-
enced in the text and many of his facts and
tables seem superfluous to his arguments.

Hallion closes with a sparse chapter of
analysis derived from the Gulf War. In it, he
attempts to validate his concept that precision
air power has risen to become the primary,
dominant form of war. While it is difficult to
contend with the idea that air power is indeed
decisive and necessary for successful cam-
paigns, Hallion's blatant parochialism (even
against the Navy) is often too strong to garner
agreement with his “determinant of victory”
and “primary instrument” arguments.

Hallion also fails to acknowledge how exter-
nal factors affect the logic of his argument in a
non-ideal environment. Irag was an open
desert with a cooperative enemy and relatively
decent weather. How about the effects of
terrain, weather, finite ordnance resources,
political limitations, enemy tenacity, and the
increasing media impact of even small num-
bers of collateral casualties, on the effective-
ness of air power relative to land power? Hal-
lion dismisses the need for decisive ground
forces at all when he states that air power
“can hold territory by denying an enemy the
ability to seize it...and can seize territory by
controlling access to [it] and movement across
it.” 1 find this hard to believe!

The paperback edition of this book includes
a new preface that mentions the Bosnian air
campaign, but offers no modifications to the
original text. However, the course of events in
Serbia and Kosovo are, by themselves, chal-
lenging Dr. Hallion’s theories. As Slobodan
Milosevic holds out and the talk of ground
troops in Kosovo grows, the balance of air to
ground power is proving to be more tenuous
than the author would have us believe. In a
theoretical world, maybe Hallion’s theories
would hold up, but our world will never be this
way. Just as Douihet and Tedder failed to
deliver on the promise of the singular deci-
siveness of strategic air bombardment, so too
does Richard Hallion.

Storm Over Iraq does provide a good survey
of the development of American air and mis-
sile power since the First World War. The 44
pages of appendices outlining the develop-
ment of numerous high-technology systems
are a useful reference. This book is worth
reading to better understand how our Air
Force thinks and operates in the stealth era of
air warfare. However, | do not recommend
keeping it on your bookshelf. Borrow it from

your local library, read it once, and save your

money for a more balanced view of modern
warfare.

CPT SCOTT MAXWELL

Fort Polk, La.

Zhukov’'s Greatest Defeat: The Red
Army’'s Epic Disaster in Operation
Mars, 1942 by David M. Glantz, Univer-
sity Press of Kansas, 1999, 421 pages,
$39.95, hardcover.

While the long-term consequences of the fall
of the Soviet Union remain open to debate,
one of the most positive short-term effects has
been an ever-increasing insight into Soviet
military history. As more and more previously
unavailable primary sources have been at-
tained by military historians, our view of Soviet
military history has been steadily corrected as
historians compensate for our earlier reliance
on sources outside the Soviet military. The
result has been a much more balanced history
in the books published since the fall of the
Soviet Union.

David Glantz takes advantage of many pre-
viously unavailable unit histories, personal
memoirs, and other primary sources to bring
to us the little known story of a major Soviet
offensive in 1942 that failed miserably and
was subsequently ignored by official Soviet
history. The sister offensive to the famous
encirclement of German forces in Stalingrad,
Operation Mars, was at least as broad in pur-
pose and resources, but until now was almost
completely forgotten to history. Glantz brings
the story to life in vivid detail, and offers the
student of military history not only an interest-
ing story of war on the Eastern Front, but con-
siderable insight into the difficulties and perils
of warfare at the operational level. He devotes
almost 100 pages to notes and extracts to
support his reasoned and articulate view of
the campaign.

The military reader is likely to find fault with
Zhukov's Greatest Defeat on only two issues.
First, the maps, although well-drawn and
plentiful, do not use standard NATO conven-
tions for unit symbols, and it takes some time
to become comfortable with the way units are
represented (the size of the type corresponds
to the echelon of the unit). Second, Glantz
attempts to infer the inner thoughts of several
key Russian and German commanders, but
this is purely speculation and adds little to the
worth of the book. The value of this work is in
the detailed record of Soviet operations and
the underlying decisions that drove them.

Zhukov's Greatest Defeat is well written and
extremely well researched. Military profes-
sionals need this work, and others like it, to
balance our former reliance on German
sources as the basis for our view of warfare
on the Eastern Front during World War II.
Glantz has written a history that offers fresh
insight while managing to be enjoyable read-
ing at the same time.

CPT JOSEPH MCLAMB
Fort Knox, Ky.

ARMOR — September-October 1999

61



Threat Branch

s T-80U

Fort Knox, Kentue kv

Russian Mn Battle Tank

Characteristics
Crew Size 3 Max Road Range 440km
Combat Weight 46,000k g Max Road Speed TOEkm/h
Height (without machinegun} 2.202m Armament (main gun) 125mm
Length (hull} Tm Armament (coaxial) 12.7mm
Length (gun forward) 9.656m Armament (commander’s) 12.7mm
Width 3.589m Armament (ATGM) AT-11

Using countrics: China, Cyprus, Pakistan, Russia, South Korea, Ukraine

Poster produced by Threat Branch, USAARMC, Fort Knox, Kenfucky 40121 21 July 1999

A color version of this poster appears on the Threat Branch website at: knox-www.army.mil/center/threat/intel.htm.




	5head99.pdf
	Light Armor Made the Difference in South Atlantic Deployment

	5marcus99.pdf
	“Away from the Flagpole,” There Are Rewards and Frustrations

	5fio99.pdf
	Learning to Run the Support Platoon,
	The Biggest in the Armor Battalion

	5wadd99.pdf
	New Weapon System Calls for New Techniques

	5nolan99.pdf
	Marking Technique Tried at the NTC Shows Who Needs Help First

	5herl99.pdf
	A multi-echelon technique to quickly track and record battlefield information

	5soltv99.pdf
	Author’s Solution
	Reader’s Solution




