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CHIEF OF ARMOR’S HATCH

BG John Kolasheski
Chief of Armor/Commandant

U.S. Army Armor School

Reconnaissance and 
Security Proficiency

Armor and Cavalry troopers thrive on 
conditions of ambiguity, uncertainty 
and complexity. We are comfortable 
away from the main body, operating in 
front or on the flanks, and decisive 
when leading it. We are known for our 
ability to combine the superior capa-
bilities of our equipment with the in-
genuity of our troopers to find, fix, 
close with and destroy any enemies 
through the combination of mobility; 
precise, lethal and overwhelming fire-
power; and devastating shock effect. 
To fight and win under these condi-
tions, Armor and Cavalry Soldiers, 
leaders and formations must be com-
petent and grounded in the fundamen-
tals of their craft. Commanders and 
leaders at each echelon have the re-
sponsibility to drive rigorous, realistic, 
mission-essential task list-focused, 
multi-echelon training that not only 
builds readiness but ensures that we 
are training the way we intend to fight. 
This is a collective responsibility and an 
area that requires our utmost atten-
tion and focus.    

To close gaps in current knowledge and 
improve reconnaissance and security 
(R&S) proficiency, the Armor School is 

focused on four areas: 1) educating 
leaders, requiring attendance at criti-
cal R&S and functional-training courses 
prior to officers (lieutenants through 
majors) departing professional military 
education for follow-on assignments; 
2) reaching out to our “dirt” combat 
training centers and the operating 
force to assist with R&S education and 
training and to ensure our programs of 
instruction (PoI) stay current; 3) re-
cruiting the highest-quality talent with 
the right operational experience to 
come back to Fort Benning as instruc-
tors and cadre; and 4) publishing doc-
uments intended to aid brigade com-
bat teams, battalion and company/
troop commanders in the development 
and execution of home-station train-
ing. Two of these documents are A 
Commander’s R&S Handbook and the 
Armor Branch Leader Development 
and Training Strategy. We are also 
working with U.S. Army Training and 
Doctrine Command to assess R&S re-
quirements at echelon and are submit-
ting force-design updates to codify 
personal and positional additional skill 
identifiers for critical positions. 

This year’s Gainey Cup offers the 

opportunity to see how we are doing 
as we test the mettle of scouts from 
across the Army, Marine Corps and our 
allies, and crown the “best scout 
squad.” The Gainey Cup will take place 
May 1-4 at Fort Benning, GA. On the 
afternoon/evening of May 1, we will 
conduct a “Scouts in Action” demon-
stration and no-host social; May 2 and 
3 will be the principal competition 
days; and then May 4 we will host the 
award ceremony and have a cookout 
over in Harmony Church. We plan on 
holding the Saint George dinner the 
night of May 4 at the River Mill in 
downtown Columbus. We truly hope 
you can make it. For more information 
on the Gainey Cup, please go to http://
www.benning.army.mil/armor/gainey-
cup/.  

In closing, CSM Alan Hummel and I are 
immensely proud of our branch, the 
“combat arm of decision,” and each 
and every one of you, but we can’t rest 
on our laurels. Please let us know what 
works, what does not, where we can 
help, and where we need to adjust fire. 
Thanks and see you in May.

Forge the Thunderbolt!
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GUNNER’S SEAT

Reconnaissance and Security, 
the Gainey Cup

CSM Alan K. Hummel
Command Sergeant Major

U.S. Army Armor School

In this edition of ARMOR, I will focus 
on the upcoming Gainey Cup. I would 
like to address who the competition is 
named after, what the competition 
represents and, finally, the importance 
of the scout squad.

The Gainey Cup is named in honor of 
retired CSM William Gainey. CSM Gain-
ey started his tenure in the Army in 
1974 when he enlisted as a 19D, and 
he served in every position from driver 
to command sergeant major. CSM 
Gainey served as the command ser-
geant major for more than eight units 
and organizations. He holds the distin-
guished honor of being selected in 
2005 to serve as the first senior-enlist-
ed adviser to the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff.

This year’s Gainey Cup competition 
takes place the first week of May. The 

competition brings cavalrymen togeth-
er in a healthy and competitive envi-
ronment while building esprit de corps 
and developing reconnaissance and se-
curity (R&S) proficiency. The event in-
cludes teams from the U.S. Army, the 
U.S. Marine Corps and select interna-
tional partners. The competition will 
be physically and mentally challenging 
for all troopers by rigorously testing 
their knowledge, tactical competence 
and fortitude in the fundamentals of 
R&S operations. At the end of the two-
day competition, the winning unit will 
be declared the “best scout squad.”

The competition focuses on the perfor-
mance of the scout squad and the abil-
ity of the junior noncommissioned of-
ficer (NCO) to train, plan and execute 
tasks with his Soldiers. The training 
these junior NCOs provide is the key 
factor in determining who succeeds 

during the Gainey Cup. The sole pur-
pose of these NCOs is to increase the 
effectiveness and knowledge base of 
their Soldiers. Competitions such as 
this are great demonstrations of the 
ability of the Army’s junior NCOs to 
train and motivate their Soldiers to ex-
pect and achieve excellence.

Senior NCOs must continue to provide 
the supervision and expertise that al-
lows our junior NCOs to be so success-
ful in their endeavors. Please continue 
to train and motivate your NCOs and 
Soldiers to come and compete at such 
events as the Gainey Cup.

Save the dates May 1-4 to join us at the 
2017 Gainey Cup. We look forward to 
seeing you.
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In Memoriam: LTG Harold G. 
“Hal” Moore

Retired LTG Harold G. “Hal” Moore, the 
leader known for saving most of his 
men in the first major battle between 
the U.S. and North Vietnamese armies, 
died Feb. 10. He was 94, two days 
short of his 95th birthday.

Moore died in his sleep at his home in 
Auburn, AL. He was preceded in death 
by his wife, Julia B. Compton Moore, 
whom he married in 1949 and who 
died in 2004.

Then a lieutenant colonel, Moore com-
manded 1st Battalion, 7th Cavalry Regi-
ment, at the Battle of Ia Drang in Nov-
ember 1965 during the Vietnam War. 
In 1992 Moore co-authored a book on 

this battle with Joseph L.  Galloway, a 
former United Press International re-
porter, titled We Were Soldiers Once 
... and Young. The book was adapted 
into the 2002 film We Were Soldiers, 
which was filmed at Forts Benning, GA, 
and Hunter Liggett, CA, depicting 
Moore’s command of 1st Battalion, 7th 
Cavalry, at Fort Benning and in the Bat-
tle of Ia Drang. Moore was played by 
actor Mel Gibson.

Moore and Galloway wrote another 
book together, a follow-up to their first 
collaboration. We Are Soldiers Still; A 
Journey Back to the Battlefields of 
Vietnam, published in 2008.

Moore’s 
leadership 
in ‘battle 
that 
changed 
everything’
The Battle of the Ia 
Drang Valley has 
been touted as 
“the battle that 
changed every-
thing.” For Ameri-
cans, it was the be-
ginning of a new 
kind of warfare us-
ing helicopters. 
The battle was also 
a historical turning 
point because it 
changed American 
involvement from 
advisers and mate-
riel support to full-
scale combat. Vet-
erans from 1st Bat-
talion, 7th Cavalry, 
and the newly cre-
ated 2nd Battalion, 
7th Cavalry, were in 
fierce firefights 
with the North 

Vietnamese Army (NVA) for the first 
time in the Vietnam War.

The initial NVA assault against 1/7 
Cav’s landing at Landing Zone (LZ) X-
Ray was repulsed after two days and 
nights of heavy fighting Nov. 14-16, 
1965. There the Americans inflicted 
major losses on NVA and Viet Cong 
guerrillas. Encircled by enemy soldiers 
with no clear LZ that would allow the 
Americans to leave, Moore managed 
to persevere despite being significant-
ly outnumbered by NVA forces that 
would go on to defeat the marching 
column of 2/7 Cav only 2½ miles away 
the next day in the most successful am-
bush of U.S. forces of the Vietnam War. 
Moore’s dictum that “there’s always 
one more thing you can do to influence 
any situation in your favor” and the 
courage of his entire command are 
credited with this outcome.

When former leaders from 1/7 Cav and 
2/7 Cav participated in leadership pro-
fessional-development sessions at Fort 
Benning Nov. 24, 2015, to help the Ma-
neuver Center of Excellence commem-
orate the 50th anniversary of the Battle 
of Ia Drang, the guest speakers’ overall 
theme was that training saved the day 
for U.S. Soldiers. However, retired COL 
Ramon “Tony” Nadal of 1/7 Cav 
thought there was one other factor: 
“The role of the leader in a battle of 
this intensity [1/7 Cav at LZ X-Ray] is 
essential,” he said. He credited Moore 
with the unit’s survival.

Nadal linked Moore’s training philoso-
phy for SFC Clyde “Ernie” Savage’s abil-
ity to command the “Lost Platoon” (2nd 
Platoon, Company B, 1/7 Cav). 
“Moore’s philosophy was to train two 
levels down,” Nadal recalled, “so when 
Savage lost his platoon leader and pla-
toon sergeant, he – as an assistant pla-
toon sergeant – was able to assume 
command.”

J.L. “Bud” Alley Jr. of 2/7 Cav 

“There is no such thing as closure for soldiers who have survived a war. They have an obligation, a sacred duty, 
to remember those who fell in battle beside them all their days and to bear witness to the insanity that is war.” 

― Harold G. Moore, We Are Soldiers Still: A Journey Back to the Battlefields of Vietnam

Figure 1. Pictured here as a colonel, LTC Hal Moore was 
the on-scene battalion commander during American for-
ces’ initial large-scale encounter with regular enemy for-
ces in the la Drang Valley in 1965.  (U.S. Army photo)
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commented that his unit was the op-
posite of the well-trained 1/7 – 2/7 
was the “oh shucks battalion.” The an-
tithesis of Moore’s philosophy of com-
mand, 2/7 Cav was “a green, green 
unit; we had not trained together; we 
didn’t know each other,” Alley said.

As much as 2/7 Cav had a leadership 
vacuum, Alley saw a strong leader at 
1/7 Cav. He said that after the battle 
for LZ X-Ray, reporters came to see 
Moore. “This stern, stoic man, a man 
of men, teared up when talking about 
the heroism of his Soldiers,” Alley said. 
“This taught me that you can love your 
men.”

Summation of service
Moore was the recipient of the Distin-
guished Service Cross, which is the U.S. 
military’s second-highest decoration 
for valor, for extraordinary heroism at 
Ia Drang. He was the first of his West 
Point class to be promoted to brigadier 
general, major general and lieutenant 
general. (See sidebar for other awards 
and honors.)

Moore received an appointment to the 
U.S. Military Academy shortly after the 
United States entered World War II. He 
graduated West Point June 5, 1945, 
and was commissioned as a second 
lieutenant in the Infantry Branch. After 
graduating Infantry Officer Basic 
Course at Fort Benning and jump 
school at 11th Airborne Division in To-
kyo, Japan, he was assigned to 187th 
Glider Infantry Regiment at Camp 
Crawford near Sapporo, Japan. He then 
commanded a company for seven 
months, with a follow-on assignment 
as Camp Crawford’s construction offi-
cer, in which he was responsible for all 
construction improvements being 
made at the camp.

In June 1948 he was reassigned to 82nd 
Airborne Division at Fort Bragg, NC. He 
volunteered to join the Airborne Test 
Section, a special unit testing experi-
mental parachutes, and he made some 
150 jumps with the section during the 
next two years. Over the course of his 
career, he became a master parachut-
ist with more than 300 jumps.

In 1951, he attended Infantry Officer’s 
Advanced Course at Fort Benning, then 
in June 1952, he was assigned to 17th 
Infantry Regiment, 7th Infantry Division, 

where he commanded a heavy-mortar 
company in Korean War combat. He 
next served as regimental assistant 
chief of staff, operations and plans. 
Since the 7th Division commanding gen-
eral’s policy was that no promotion to 
major was possible without command 
of an infantry company in combat, the 
division commander personally as-
signed Moore to an infantry company 
so that Moore could be promoted to 
major and thus become division assis-
tant chief of staff for operations.

Moore returned to West Point in 1954 

and served three years as an instructor 
in infantry tactics. While serving as an 
instructor, Moore taught then-Cadet 
Norman Schwarzkopf, who called 
Moore one of his “heroes” and cites 
Moore as the reason he chose the In-
fantry Branch upon graduation.

After attending Command and General 
Staff College at Fort Leavenworth, KS, 
in 1956, Moore then reported to the 
Office Chief of Research and Develop-
ment at the Pentagon, where his initia-
tive and insights were key to the devel-
opment of new airborne equipment 

“In the American Civil War, it was a 
matter of principle that a good offi-
cer rode his horse as little as possi-
ble. There were sound reasons for 
this. If you are riding and your sol-
diers are marching, how can you 
judge how tired they are, how 
thirsty, how heavy their packs weigh 
on their shoulders? I applied the 
same philosophy in Vietnam, where 
every battalion commander had his 
own command-and-control helicop-
ter. Some commanders used their 
helicopter as their personal mount. 
I never believed in that. You had to 
get on the ground with your troops 
to see and hear what was happen-
ing. You have to soak up firsthand 
information for your instincts to op-
erate accurately. Besides, it’s too 
easy to be crisp, cool and detached 
at 1, 500 feet; too easy to demand 
the impossible of your troops; too 
easy to make mistakes that are fatal 
only to those souls far below in the 
mud, the blood and the confusion.” 
―from We Were Soldiers Once … 
and Young

“There’s always one more thing you 
can do to influence any situation in 
your favor – and after that one 
more thing, and after that. … The 
more you do, the more opportuni-
ties arise.” ―from We Are Soldiers 
Still: A Journey Back to the Battle-
fields of Vietnam

“A commander in battle has three 
means of influencing the action: 
Fire support; his personal presence 

on the battlefield; and the use of his 
reserve.” ―from We Were Soldiers 
Once … and Young

“May God bless and keep all sol-
diers, young and old, and may that 
same God open the eyes of all po-
litical leaders to the truth that most 
wars are a confession of failure – 
the failure of diplomacy and nego-
tiation and common sense and, in 
most cases, of leadership.” ―from 
We Are Soldiers Still: A Journey 
Back to the Battlefields of Vietnam

“Only first-place trophies will be dis-
played, accepted or presented in 
this battalion. Second place in our 
line of work is defeat of the unit on 
the battlefield and death for the in-
dividual in combat. No fat troops or 
officers. Decision-making will be de-
centralized: Push the power down. 
It pays off in wartime. Loyalty flows 
down as well. I check up on every-
thing. I am available day or night to 
talk with any officer of this battal-
ion. Finally, the sergeant major 
works only for me and takes orders 
only from me. He is my right-hand 
man.” ―from We Were Soldiers 
Once … and Young

“These times, indeed all times, de-
mand national political leaders who 
know not only our history but the 
history of the world and its nations 
and peoples. We need leaders of 
principle, courage, character, wis-
dom and discipline.” ―from We Are 
Soldiers Still: A Journey Back to the 
Battlefields of Vietnam

Harold G. Moore quotes on leadership
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and airborne/air-assault tactics. Fol-
lowing graduation from the Armed 
Forces Staff College at Norfolk, VA, in 
1960, Moore served a three-year tour 
as North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
plans officer with Headquarters Allied 
Forces Northern Europe in Oslo, Nor-
way.

In 1964, now a lieutenant colonel, 
Moore studied at the Naval War Col-
lege while earning a master’s degree in 
international relations from George 
Washington University. He was then 
transferred to Fort Benning to com-
mand 2nd Battalion, 23rd Infantry – later 
to become part of 11th Air Assault Divi-
sion, which was undergoing air-assault 
and air-mobility training and tests.

On July 28, 1965, President Lyndon 
Johnson announced that he was send-
ing “the airmobile division to Viet-
nam.” That same month, 11th Air As-
sault was re-designated 1st Cavalry Di-
vision (Airmobile) and alerted for de-
ployment to Vietnam. Moore’s battal-
ion was redesignated as 1st Battalion, 
7th Cavalry Regiment, 1st Cavalry Divi-
sion (Airmobile), the same regiment 
that was LTC George Armstrong 
Custer’s command when the Irish song 
Garry Owen was adopted as a march-
ing tune. (In fact, blond-haired Moore 
was known as “Yellow Hair” to his 
troops at the Battle at Ia Drang as a 
tongue-in-cheek homage to Custer, 
who was commanding the same 7th 
Cavalry Regiment at the Battle of the 
Little Bighorn just under a century be-
fore.)

The Garry Owen Brigade left Fort Ben-
ning Aug. 14, 1965, and deployed to 
South Vietnam by way of the Panama 
Canal, arriving at the division’s An Khê 
Base Camp a month later. Beginning 
Nov. 14, 1965, Moore led 1/7 Cav in 
the Battle of Ia Drang. After this battle, 
Moore was promoted to colonel and 
commanded Garry Owen Brigade (3rd 
Brigade, 1st Cavalry Division).

After his service in the Vietnam War, 
Moore served at the Pentagon as the 
military liaison to the assistant secre-
tary for international affairs in the Of-
fice of Undersecretary of Defense. In 
his next assignment, the Army sent him 
to Harvard University, where he com-
pleted his master’s of arts degree in in-
ternational relations in 1968. Moore 

then reported to the Pentagon again to 
work with the deputy chief of staff for 
operations, where he helped draft the 
Army plan for the withdrawal of two 
brigades of 9th Infantry Division to the 
United States as a part of the Vietnam-
ization-of-the-war effort.

Moore was promoted to brigadier gen-
eral Aug. 31, 1968, and, in July 1969, 
he was assigned as assistant chief of 
staff for operations and plans of Eighth 
Army in South Korea, where tensions 
were high from incidents along the de-
militarized zone, and drug use and rac-
ism among Eighth Army troops were at 
an all-time high. Moore became com-
manding general of 7th Infantry Division 
and was promoted to major general – 
both in 1970 – and was charged by the 
commanding general of U.S. Forces Ko-
rea with cleaning up the drug-abuse 
and racial-strife problems that were 
prevalent at the time in 7th Division.

His plan established officer leadership 
schools for company-grade officers and 
a noncommissioned-officer leadership 
school for staff sergeants and below. 
Moore also issued equal-opportunity 
policy and backed up the policy with 
the promise to punish leaders who dis-
criminated based on race, ethnicity or 
creed. As a part of the reformation of 
division morale, he established several 
athletic programs, including football, 
basketball and boxing.

Next, as commanding general of the 
Army Training Center, Fort Ord, CA, 
from 1971-1973, he oversaw the ex-
perimentation in adapting basic and 
advanced individual training under 
Project VOLAR to prepare for the end 
of conscription and the institution of 
the modern Volunteer Army. In 1975, 
the Army’s Center of Military History 
published Building a Volunteer Army: 
The Fort Ord Contribution, by Moore 
and LTC Jeff M. Tuten; the 139-page 
paperback is a monograph concerning 
the Project VOLAR experiments during 
Moore’s tenure in command of Fort 
Ord.

In August 1973, Moore was assigned as 
commanding general, U.S. Army Mili-
tary Personnel Center, and in 1974 he 
was appointed the Army’s deputy chief 
of staff for personnel. In this last as-
signment before leaving the Army, he 
dealt with Army recruiting issues after

aCronym QuICK-SCan

Awards and honors
Distinguished Service Cross, Army 
Distinguished Service Medal, Le-
gion of Merit with two bronze 
oak-leaf clusters (OLCs), Bronze 
Star Medal with “V” Device and 
three bronze OLCs, Air Medal 
with one silver and three bronze 
OLCs, Joint Service Commenda-
tion Medal, Army Commendation 
Medal with two OLCs, American 
Campaign Medal, Asiatic-Pacific 
Campaign Medal, World War II 
Victory Medal, Army of Occupa-
tion Medal, National Defense Ser-
vice Medal with one bronze star, 
Korean Service Medal three 
bronze stars, Armed Forces Expe-
ditionary Medal, Vietnam Service 
Medal with three bronze stars, 
Republic of Vietnam Gallantry 
Cross with three palms and 
bronze star, United Nations Ser-
vice Medal for Korea, Republic of 
Vietnam Campaign Medal w/ 
1960- device, Republic of Korea 
War Service Medal.

Combat Infantryman Badge w/
star, Republic of Vietnam Para-
chutist Badge, 1st Cavalry Division 
Combat Service Identification 
Badge, Master Parachutist Badge, 
Basic Army Aviator Badge, Air As-
sault Badge, Army Staff Identifi-
cation Badge, Office of the Secre-
tary of Defense Identification 
Badge.

termination of the draft as well as the 
orderly drawdown of forces after the 
Vietnam War’s close.

Moore was next slated to become the 
commanding general of U.S. Army Ja-
pan, but he elected to retire instead. 
He retired from the Army Aug. 1, 1977, 
after completing 32 years’ active ser-
vice.

LZ – landing zone
NVA – North Vietnamese Army
OLC – oak-leaf cluster
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Making Reconnaissance Guidance 
Say What You Think

by CPT Luke C. Bowers

Reconnaissance-troop commanders 
must be highly proficient and adapt-
able in combined-arms maneuver be-
cause cavalry units often operate in en-
vironments of uncertainty and with a 
disadvantage: they lack intelligence-
planning products for enemy disposi-
tion and terrain effects during the op-
eration’s initial phases.

Despite the shortcomings in intelli-
gence preparation, troops must deploy 
into the area of operation (AO) and an-
swer the brigade combat team (BCT) 
and squadron commanders’ priority in-
formation requirements (PIR) while ex-
ercising maneuver fundamentals.

Troops must employ movement tech-
niques and formations suited to the 
facets of the mission variables: mis-
sion; enemy; terrain and weather; 
troops and support available; time 
available; and civil considerations 
(METT-TC).1 However, recent observa-
tions from the combat-training centers 
(CTCs) reveal that troops lack profi-
ciency when employing maneuver fun-
damentals and synchronizing warfight-
er functions during platoon- to squad-
ron-level operations.2 The absence of 
maneuver, as different from move-
ment, may be symptomatic of current 
commanders’ and leaders’ poor habits 
learned and practiced during the war 
on terrorism; in counterinsurgency-
centric tactics, techniques and proce-
dures; or from inexperience in how to 
apply troop-leading procedures (TLPs) 
to reconnaissance planning.

Cause for concern
Regardless of the phenomenon’s 
cause, an observable deficiency across 
multiple CTCs and BCT/squadron con-
figurations should generate concern 
for the Armor Branch (as the propo-
nent of reconnaissance) and reconnais-
sance organizations.

With that in mind, reconnaissance 
practitioners can derive reconnais-
sance guidance from the intelligence 
preparation of the battlefield (IPB) 

process and use it to develop a com-
mander’s intent that will accomplish 
the reconnaissance mission. An im-
proved understanding of that process 
and application to the framework will 
likely increase the reconnaissance 
commander’s ability to answer PIR as 
well as enhance unit survivability in an 
uncertain operating environment.

IPB
The IPB is a highly important step in 
developing a troop’s course of action 
(CoA) and ultimately its scheme of ma-
neuver during TLP Step 3 (make a ten-
tative plan). Moreover, IPB is the sys-
tematic process of analyzing METT-TC’s 
mission variables in an AO and area of 
interest to determine their effect on 
operations.3 In other words, the IPB 
process allows the commander to un-
derstand the operational environment 
(OE) and begin visualizing how to solve 
the tactical problem.

Many commanders, especially in time-
constrained environments, will rapidly 
develop a CoA by simply applying a 
doctrinal template and graphic-control 
measures to their map and graphics. 
The enemy icons are templated in a 
manner that supports the friendly 
plan. Commanders become hesitant to 
change the generic situational tem-
plate because doing so would require 
them to adjust the plan they have al-
ready decided to implement. However, 
adhering to the complete IPB process 
to gain understanding will likely pre-
vent the phenomenon (and planning 
fallacy) of placing the blue marker on 
the map before the red.

The first step, define the OE, identifies 
(for further analysis) the OE’s signifi-
cant characteristics that may influence 
friendly CoAs and command decisions4 

that help the commander see the big-
ger picture. This step should facilitate 
understanding of the OE two levels up. 
There is potential to expend a great 
deal of time analyzing and assessing 
extraneous data here. Therefore com-
manders should parallel-plan with the 
squadron staff as early as possible,  

ideally during the first two steps of the 
squadron-level military decision-mak-
ing process (MDMP). Parallel-planning 
at this point is most ideal because the 
squadron staff likely hasn’t generated 
specific tasks or briefings that will re-
quire the troop commander’s full at-
tention. The troop commander can be 
efficient with his time by working with 
the squadron S-2 (intelligence officer) 
and S-3 (operations officer) early and 
sharing their analysis.

The second step, describe the environ-
mental effects on operations, is im-
mensely important in the planning pro-
cess. Troop commanders should not 
maintain the onus for this exclusively 
or rely on squadron staff for analysis of 
the terrain where they will fight alone. 
Troops should identify and train per-
sonnel as part of an orders working 
group to assist the commander with 
development of modified combined 
obstacle overlays (MCOOs) and/or 
graphical terrain-analysis overlays 
(GTAOs). Detailed map reconnaissance 
and terrain-model construction aid the 
entire troop team in gaining a shared 
understanding of the battlefield ef-
fects. This also frees the commander 
for parallel and collaborative planning 
with the squadron staff.

Analyze route for time
Ideally, the troop’s senior scouts or the 
leading platoon will conduct analysis 
of route/axis distances for time consid-
erations in later planning. The result-
ing analysis helps the commander un-
derstand the rate of movement neces-
sary to be at reconnaissance objectives 
and answer PIR in conjunction with the 
information-collection (IC) plan. Also, 
this can alert the commander to a con-
flict of realistic timing for maneuver 
compared to the higher headquarters’ 
recon guidance (for example, “rapid” 
or “deliberate”). Those leaders can 
then present analysis during TLPs and 
brief the situation paragraph of the 
troop operations-order brief.

A highly detailed terrain analysis will 
f u r t h e r  e n a b l e  t h e  ef f i c i e nt 
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development of terrain-based named 
areas of interest (NAIs) when the recon 
mission is terrain-focused. Command-
ers can use the assistance of the 
squadron and BCT staff products and 
estimates, including products from the 
BCT’s geological terrain team; howev-
er, there will likely be competition for 
these resources, and the prudent com-
mander should not wait or suspend 
planning for them. 

During Steps 1 and 2, the commander 
should have developed a number of 
analytical tools that can used for plan-
ning and operation execution such as 
the GTAO, MCCO and light data chart.

The third step, evaluate the threat/ad-
versary, drives the commander to as-
sess how the enemy will influence 
friendly operations.5 The commander 
evaluates the enemy through doctrine 
(if available) and/or historic examples 
under comparable factors; he/she uses 
U.S. doctrine as a final resort. The com-
mander analyzes the enemy’s strengths 

and weaknesses according to warfight-
er functions. The outcome of the anal-
ysis for strength predicts the high-val-
ue targets (HVT) for the enemy (poten-
tial high-payoff targets for the friend-
ly). The resulting analysis should iden-
tify what strengths the enemy will em-
ploy during IPB Step 4 and what weak-
nesses the friendly commander will ex-
ploit with his strengths in CoA develop-
ment.

For example, analysis that highlights an 
enemy’s overmatch of strength in artil-
lery may indicate that he will attempt 
to achieve decision through fires be-
fore exercising movement of infantry. 
The commander depicts this model of 
fighting graphically, without effects of 
weather and terrain, on a doctrinal 
template.

The fourth step, determine threat/ad-
versary CoA, is where the commander 
places the red marker on the map and 
visualizes how the enemy will fight by 
integrating the effects of terrain and 

weather from IPB Step 2 and the 
strengths and doctemp of IPB Step 3. 
If the commander is disciplined and 
followed the steps sequentially, he/she 
will develop enemy CoAs that make 
sense for the enemy commander’s task 
and purpose – respecting terrain’s ef-
fects – and not an enemy plan that fits 
the CoA the friendly commander 
would prefer to support the blue plan.

Threat-based recon
When conducting threat-based recon-
naissance, if the enemy is in the AO, 
the troop commander must depict en-
emy CoAs (and/or key weapon sys-
tems) with composition and disposi-
tion one level below the force oppos-
ing him. Detailed analysis of the 
threat’s composition, disposition and 
tactical tasks, identified as PIR when 
applicable, will enable the sections and 
scouts to distinguish the most-likely 
CoA from the most-dangerous CoA or 
to invalidate incorrect assessments 
when maneuvering and conducting 

Figure 1. PIR refined. (From Figure 4-5 in FM 3-98).
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reconnaissance. The ultimate goal of 
this effort is to reduce or eliminate the 
chance of surprise for the friendly 
commander.6 After Steps 3 and 4, the 
commander should have developed 
sittemps, threat CoA sketches/state-
ments, the HVT list and event tem-
plates and matrix. He/she should have 
also updated information require-
ments relevant to the operation.7

The analysis generated from a com-
plete IPB process allows the command-
er to develop reconnaissance guidance 
in a logical manner supporting his/her 
visualization of the operation. The ap-
plication of IPB to reconnaissance guid-
ance, consisting of focus, tempo, en-
gagement/disengagement and dis-
placement criteria, is discussed follow-
ing.8

Focus on NAI recon 
objective
Once the commander has concluded 
IPB, he/she can see the terrain and the 
enemy. Then, it’s time to see himself/
herself and array forces according to 
recon tasks. 

The squadron’s and BCT’s PIRs are ar-
rayed as the NAI, the geographical area 
where information that will satisfy a 
specific information requirement can 
be collected, and it is depicted on the 
operations graphics.9 The NAI location 
will drive the movement and maneu-
ver of the troop. 

The NAI is the troop’s reconnaissance 
objective and the equivalent of the ar-
mor/infantry company-team’s tradi-
tional objective. The recon troop’s NAI 

0001 is the ubiquitous Objective Dog 
for any other company-team, and the 
troop must maneuver to those recon 
objectives with formations and move-
ment techniques, supported by fires, 
to achieve a position of advantage and 
answer the PIR. This is where the re-
connaissance professional applies his 
combat power (destructive, construc-
tive and IC) with overwhelming force, 
synchronization and redundancy to an-
swer the question (PIR) at the objec-
tive.10

When the reconnaissance objective is 
terrain-focused, the commander com-
pares his terrain analysis from IPB Step 
2 and commits enough forces to an-
swer in the time required. For exam-
ple, if it would take a single platoon 
one hour to reconnoiter an area, but 
only half an hour is available, then the 
commander may commit two recon 
platoons to the task and divide the 
area into two sub-objectives. This is a 
simplistic example; however, the key 
point is that analysis is conducted first, 
and then forces are arrayed to support 
the IPB outputs.

Similarly, if the recon focus is threat-
based, or even if threat forces are as-
sessed in an AO with a terrain focus, 
the commander builds the subordinate 
team with a task-organization that can 
defeat the force en route to the object 
or can survive initial contact according 
to engagement and disengagement cri-
teria.

Tempo
There’s a time for everything, but not 
enough time for everything. 

Cavalry units conduct reconnaissance 
to answer the PIRs that shape the com-
mander’s decisions for CoA analysis or 
selection. Naturally, units will not have 
an unlimited amount of time to con-
duct the reconnaissance that BCTs and 
battalions rely on to improve the qual-
ity of their MDMP and finalize con-
cepts. Rather, they will be given an op-
erational constraint in the form of the 
latest time information is of value 
(LTIOV),11 the time suspense for infor-
mation requirements that support the 
use of information collected for plan-
ning and CoA selection.

Analyze PIR
Troop commanders will conduct the 
analysis of their PIR and develop re-
connaissance objectives, considering 
LTIOVs, against their mission variable 
to establish the tempo at which their 
organization must operate to accom-
plish the mission. Reconnaissance tem-
po should be directed from the com-
mander or supported headquarters, 
nested with the information’s utility in 
relation to operations synchronized in 
time; unfortunately, tempo can often 
be incorrectly communicated. Thus, 
commanders describe tempo in rela-
tion to the desired level of force pro-
tection and survivability of the recon-
naissance element instead of the visu-
alized pace of the operation. This is 
why troop commanders must ensure 
they fully understand the senior com-
mander’s vision of the operation and 
what conditions define an acceptable 
endstate.

For example, commanders should di-
rect stealthy reconnaissance when 
maintaining surprise. The command-
er’s desired force protection for this 
situation is communicated in terms of 
the engagement and disengagement 
criteria. Field Manual (FM) 3-98 pro-
vides the definitions of the terms used 
to describe the continuum of recon-
naissance tempo.

Engage or disengage?
Fight or live to fight another day? Re-
connaissance units, regardless of ech-
elon, are assets that enable supported 
unit commanders to make the best tac-
tical decision possible by reducing as 
much uncertainty in a situation as pos-
sible. In addition to reconnaissance en-
abling tasks, cavalry units will often Figure 2. Recon tempo. (From Figure 4-2, FM 3-98)
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transition directly from reconnaissance 
tasks into security tasks as the unit 
transitions to new phases of an opera-
tion. Commanders use the elements of 
engagement and disengagement crite-
ria from the reconnaissance guidance 
to describe (for subordinates) how 
they visualize the reconnaissance unit 
doing this or to define how much risk 
the higher commander assesses as 
prudent.

The engagement criteria may use per-
missive or restrictive measures such as 
level/type of threat to fight or not 
fight, the bypass criteria, weapons-
control status, etc. The subordinate 
commander or platoon leader should 
clearly understand the level of engage-
ment he/she can commit to and the in-
tent of the higher headquarters. The 
troop commander’s IPB analysis en-
ables him/her to determine how to de-
velop control measures and coordinat-
ing instructions to nest with the higher 
headquarters’ intent.

For example, assume a commander 
wants to defeat enemy reconnaissance 
forces equipped with Boyevaya Raz-
vedyvatelnaya Dozornaya Mashina 
(BRDMs) – so the enemy must fight 
with little situational awareness in the 
main battle area (defending with 
mechanized infantry and armor) – then 
retain security on the flanks of the axis 
of attack. The supporting reconnais-
sance commander’s analysis will deter-
mine the enemy force’s recon ele-
ments disposition and the enemy dis-
ruption zone’s defining areas. 

The troop commander will then direct, 
through his/her engagement and dis-
engagement criteria, that his/her forc-
es may destroy BRDM and lesser recon 
forces, but disengage contact or hand 
over mechanized and armor forces to 
another force throughout the disrup-
tion zone.

Also, the commander can add greater 
complexity or enhance capability by di-
recting the method of engagement (for 
example, destroy BRDM with an air-
weapon team via 30mm).

Displacement
The final element of reconnaissance is 
displacement criteria. It is often mis-
takenly confused for, or misspoken of 
as, disengagement criteria ,  but 

disengagement criteria are related to 
an enemy force and displacement cri-
teria are related to the conditions of 
satisfying the PIR at the recon objec-
tive. 

Conditions such as compromise of po-
sition or covertness, inability to collect 
on the indicator as planned from the 
NAI, or that PIR are answered are 
event-based triggers that direct when 
a force should no longer focus on the 
objective. If displacement is not speci-
fied from a warning order, opord or in 
the plan’s Annex L, the commander re-
lies on the outputs from IPB Step 4 to 
develop logical displacement criteria.

The analysis of the enemy’s CoA on a 
situational template, or multiple CoAs 
on an event template, will allow the 
commander to assess which triggers 
and conditions answer PIR and end the 
collection effort on the recon objec-
tive. Also, the troop commander must 
have a strong understanding of the 
commander’s intent and concept of 
the operation one and two levels up. 
This understanding is essential be-
cause the reconnaissance troop will 
deploy early during the BCT planning 
process. 

As the staff analysis and estimates im-
prove understanding, new require-
ments will likely impact the displace-
ment criteria. Quality IPB analysis en-
ables more efficient changes to the dis-
placement criteria from a forward and/
or austere position by units using fre-
quency-modulation or digital-commu-
nication systems.

Strengthen 
commander’s intent
In summary, planning for reconnais-
sance tasks is no different than plan-
ning for the maneuver of a combined-
arms company-team’s offensive or de-
fensive tasks. Each formation must ap-
ply the fundamentals of maneuver and 
integrate all warfighter functions 
planned through the TLP process. 

Reconnaissance planning does not ex-
clude any facet of the TLP process; 
rather, it integrates reconnaissance 
guidance to help commanders better 
communicate their vision of the force 
as it operates, which normally occurs 
under conditions of uncertainty. This is 
done most effectively when the com-
mander develops the recon guidance 
from analysis during IPB. 

Figure 3. Determining CoAs (IPB Step 4). Commanders rely on outputs from 
this step to develop logical displacement criteria.
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The IPB process and outputs provide 
the cognitive and contextual meaning 
to the guidance issued. It is the lan-
guage and construct that reconnais-
sance professionals use to drive opera-
tions in uncertain environments to gain 
understanding and certainty for oth-
ers. 

Collectively study 
down to squad level
Other organizations as well as BCTs 
down to section/squad levels must col-
lectively study the doctrine of IPB and 
how reconnaissance guidance is de-
rived from that analysis, including a 
discussion of the terms and defini-
tions. 

The collective professional study will 
ensure common understanding across 
the units performing reconnaissance 
and those receiving the fruits of it.
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ADRP – Army doctrinal reference 
publication
AO – area of operation
ATP – Army technical publication
BCT – brigade combat team
BRDM – Boyevaya 
Razvedyvatelnaya Dozornaya 
Mashina (Russian scout vehicle) 
CoA – course of action
CTC – combat-training center
EEI – essential element of 
information
FM – field manual
GPO – Government Printing Office
GTAO – graphical terrain-analysis 
overlay
HVT – high-value target
IC – information collection
IPB – intelligence preparation of the 
battlefield
LTIOV – latest time information is of 
value
MCCC – Maneuver Captain’s Career 
Course
MCRP – Marine Corps reference 
publication
MCOO – modified combined 
obstacle overlay
MDMP – military decision-making 
process
METT-TC – mission, enemy, terrain 
and weather, troops and support 
available, time available, civil 
considerations
NAI – named area of interest
OE – operating environment
PIR – priority information 
requirement
SIR – specific information 
requirement
TLP – troop-leading procedure
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The Role of Reconnaissance 
Forces in the Counterattack

by LTC Scott Pence

Following an enemy attack, reconnais-
sance forces must quickly acquire the 
information needed to define the new 
operational environment (OE). They 
may use satellite imagery and un-
manned aerial systems (UASs) under 
ideal conditions to provide adequate 
situational awareness. Against a com-
mitted adversary, however, modern 
commanders must anticipate UAS 
feeds to drop; cellular reception to be 
inconsistent, exploited or absent; sat-
ellite communications to be lost; and 
radio communication to be degraded. 
In this environment, tactical reconnais-
sance provides the operational com-
mander the information required to 
execute the counterattack at the right 
time, place and purpose.

Fighting from a position of relative dis-
advantage is foreign to our generation 
of officers and leaders. Without per-
sonal experience, leaders require doc-
trine and training. By understanding 
the risks and opportunities of the 
counterattack, military professionals 
become resilient amid the worst con-
ditions.

Therefore this article uses two case 
studies – U.S. MG William B. Kean’s 
25th Infantry Division in the Korean War 
(1950) and Israeli MG Ariel Sharon’s 
143rd Armored Division in the Yom Kip-
pur War (1973) – to demonstrate how 
ground-reconnaissance forces (or lack 
thereof) contributed to the success or 
failure of the counterattack in austere 
environments. The article concludes 
with three recommendations for fu-
ture publications of Field Manual (FM) 
3-90-1, Offense and Defense, and FM 
3-98, Reconnaissance and Security Op-
erations.

We’ll start with a possible scenario 
from today and return to it at the arti-
cle’s end. We’ll also examine the con-
cept of counterattack in some detail 
and how reconnaissance forces benefit 
it.

Current possible 
scenario
A fictional MG Morris sits alone in his 
makeshift headquarters, set in an oc-
cupied savings bank in a remote East-
ern European village. Days prior, ene-
my forces launched a vicious attack 
that decimated his sister division to the 
east. Deployed forward for a multi-lat-
eral partnership exercise, MG Morris 
never expected the surprise assault. In 
his sector, everything electronic failed. 
Unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) 
dropped out of the sky. Enemy cyber-
hackers exploited the few electronics 
that survived what Soldiers termed 
“the blackout.” MG Morris’s own se-
cure iPhone now buzzed with an incom-
ing message, obviously from enemy 
hackers, offering generous terms of 
surrender for individuals or unit com-
manders. With his forces arrayed in a 
hasty defense, Morris considered his 
options.1 He gripped his secure phone, 
replied “Nuts” and crushed the phone 
under his feet.2

‘Counterattack’ 
examined
Few operations are as precarious as 
the counterattack. The defense has 
enough trouble surviving the enemy 
attack; when placed in the defense 
against his will, a successful command-
er must orient available forces to the 
critical time and place to wrest initia-
tive from the enemy. Commanders 
who counterattack too soon risk meet-
ing the enemy at his strongest. Acting 
too late risks the loss of surprise and 
finds a reinforced enemy.

How large is the force? What is the 
purpose – to destroy the enemy or dis-
rupt the enemy’s momentum? The 
commander must answer these ques-
tions quickly within the fog of war with 
intuition, creativity and precision. The 
cost of failure is loss of life and enemy 
advantage. To increase the probability 
of success, the commander needs 
timely and accurate information. With-
out it, he risks dangerously misunder-
standing the situation.

Enter reconnaissance forces, which 
must quickly acquire the information 
required to define the new OE. Ave-
nues of approach, once open, might 
now be closed due to enemy presence. 
Enemy forces might occupy flanks once 
secured by friendly units. Obstacles, 
once impermeable, might suddenly 
have crossings that provide enemy 
forces freedom of maneuver. The mis-
sion variables of enemy, terrain, time 
and civilian considerations all require 
reassessment due to the enemy’s de-
liberately audacious actions. After a 
surprise attack, all previous facts be-
come assumptions that require confir-
mation or denial.

Satellite imagery and UASs provide ad-
equate situational awareness only un-
der ideal conditions. FM 3-55, Infor-
mation Collection (2013), provides 
guidance for operational commands to 
capitalize on the diverse capabilities 
provided by tactical, operational, joint 
and national assets. Technologically 
advanced sensors serve an integral role 
in understanding the OE. Tactical-re-
connaissance forces such as those or-
ganic to brigade combat teams (BCTs) 
add the human dynamic. Collection 
managers plan redundant coverage 
over critical targets and enable sensors 
to cue others to maintain contact 
throughout the depth of a sector.3

To complicate this effort, modern ad-
versaries integrate their most sophisti-
cated cyber and signals-jamming tech-
nology. For example, “Russia maintains 
an ability to destroy command-and-
control networks by jamming radio 
communications, radars and Global Po-
sitioning Satellite signals,” noted Lau-
rie Buckhout, former chief of the U.S. 
Army’s electronic-warfare division.4 
Against a committed adversary, mod-
ern commanders must anticipate UAS 
feeds to drop; cellular reception to be 
inconsistent, exploited or absent; sat-
ellite communications to be lost; and 
radio communication to be degraded. 
To assume otherwise would be irre-
sponsible.5
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Tactical reconnaissance provides the 
operational commander the informa-
tion required to execute the counter-
attack at the right time, place and pur-
pose. Only after regaining situational 
awareness can the commander make 
responsible decisions on the execution 
of the counterattack; no amount of au-
dacity or élan can compensate for a 
poorly timed or insufficiently powerful 
counterattack. On the contrary, a failed 
counterattack can expedite defeat of 
the entire force. Therefore it is imper-
ative that reconnaissance forces pro-
vide the commander with an accurate 
understanding of the OE to enable the 
most effective counterattack.

An example of why this is important 
comes from the Boer War (1899), 
when British Field Marshal Paul S. 
Methuen counterattacked with a 
3,000-man force against what ap-
peared to be 2,500 lightly armed 
Boers. He did so without reconnais-
sance. “Since he could not see the en-
emy, he wrongly assumed that no en-
emy was there,” wrote Norman Dixon. 
“All went well until they were within 
easy range of the Boers, who had con-
cealed themselves with what was sub-
sequently described as ‘fiendish cun-
ning’ below the deep banks of a river.”6 
There were in actuality 8,000 Boers 
awaiting Methuen’s advance.

Methuen would certainly have benefit-
ted from tactical-reconnaissance forc-
es, which are uniquely capable of dis-
covering critical information to confirm 
or deny assumptions. The philosophy 
of mission command, coupled with ro-
bust communications and field-craft, 
allow scouts to provide all-weather in-
formation required for an accurate sit-
uational understanding of the new OE.

An understanding of the counterattack 
is only possible through study of the 
defense. Carl von Clausewitz, in On 
War, described three distinct phases 
of the defense. Phase 1 is the prepara-
tion of the defense in which “the de-
fender waits for the attack in position, 
having chosen a suitable area and pre-
pared it, which means he has carefully 
reconnoitered it.” Phase 2 is the defen-
sive battle. Phase 3 is the counterat-
tack. As Clausewitz explained, “When 
the enemy has revealed his whole plan 
and spent the major part of his forces, 
the defender intends to fling his body 

against a part of the enemy forces, 
thus opening a minor offensive battle 
of his own … to produce a total rever-
sal.” To Clausewitz, the counterattack 
reversed the momentum and seized 
the initiative from the attacker.7 

Mao Tse-Tung wrote extensively about 
the value of the active defense in his 
1936 memoirs on the Chinese civil war. 
He noted that immature revolutionar-
ies were reluctant to go on the defense 
because they equated the defense 
with defeat or retreat, “thus mentally 
disarming themselves in the matter of 
defense.” Mao argued that the adverse 
political effects of the defense are 
strictly a problem for capitalist coun-
tries. He noted that the opposite effect 
occurs when revolutionary movements 
adopt the defense. He wrote, “The 
only real defense is the active defense, 
defense for the purpose of counterat-
tacking and taking the offensive.”8

The need for information collection 
and the presence of counterattacks has 
existed throughout military history. 
The role of tactical-reconnaissance 
forces, on the other hand, evolved 
with varying levels of technology and 
enemy capabilities. As theory, history 
and doctrine are all interrelated, the 
analysis in this article transitions to a 
review of the counterattack’s doctrinal 
framework.

‘Counterattack’ in 
Army doctrine
Current U.S. Army doctrine provides 
sparse and conflicting guidance to as-
sist commanders and staffs who find 
themselves involuntarily transitioned 
to the defense. Definitions for counter-
attack and counteroffensive do not ex-
ist in the Department of Defense’s dic-
tionary (Joint Publication (JP) 1-02). 
Counterattack appears there only as 
part of the definition for active de-
fense: “The employment of limited of-
fensive action and counterattacks to 
deny a contested area or position to 
the enemy.”

JP 1-02’s definition is insufficient and 
misleading because it unnecessarily 
scales the counterattack as a limited 
offensive action and needlessly re-
stricts the focus of the counterattack 
on terrain (an area or position) when 
the purpose could be the enemy force 
itself.9

The Army’s definition is more descrip-
tive. Army Doctrinal Reference Publi-
cation (ADRP) 1-02, Terms and Military 
Symbols (2013), lists counterattack as 
“[a]ttack by part or all of a defending 
force against an enemy attacking force 
for such specific purposes as regaining 
ground lost, or cutting off or destroy-
ing enemy advance units, and with the 
general objective of denying to the en-
emy the attainment of the enemy’s 
purpose in attacking. In sustained de-
fensive operations, it is undertaken to 
restore the battle position and is di-
rected at limited objectives.”10

Case Study 1: Task 
Force Kean’s 
counterattack, 1950
Situation: North Korean attack
Following World War II, the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics and the Unit-
ed States divided Korea into north and 
south occupation zones. The Soviets 
invested in a strong North Korea, while 
the United States focused elsewhere, 
withdrawing all but a small number of 
military advisers from Korea in 1949. 
On June 25, 1950, with full Soviet di-
rection and backing, the North Korean 
People’s Army (NKPA) attacked south 
against an unprepared and under-
equipped Republic of Korea Army 
(RoKA). By June 28, the NKPA captured 
the South Korean capital of Seoul. The 
action surprised the U.S. government, 
and President Harry S. Truman autho-
rized GEN Douglas MacArthur to com-
mit ground forces to prevent the South 
Korean government’s overthrow.11 

Among his four divisions in Japan,   
MacArthur, then General of the Army,12 
chose 24th Infantry Division for the mis-
sion due to its location in southwest 
Japan and its capacity for rapid deploy-
ment. On July 1, 24th Infantry deployed 
Task Force (TF) Smith, a reinforced 
two-company team (406 riflemen) 
named after LTC Charles “Brad” Smith 
to defend about 25 kilometers south of 
Seoul, near Osan.

Unfortunately, the lethality and pace 
of the North Korean advance surprised 
the TF Smith defenders. Their anti-tank 
weapons failed to destroy the enemy’s 
T-34 tanks, and their defensive position 
failed to stop the North Korean force. 
TF Smith withdrew south after a few 
hours of fighting. Throughout July 



14              Winter 2017

1950, 24th Infantry Division attempted 
a series of counterattacks against the 
advancing NKPA to no avail. Their ex-
perience was so chaotic that Soldiers 
popularized the term “bug-out” for the 
first time.13

By August 1950, the remaining RoKA 
and U.S. Army contingent resided in 
what came to be known as the Pusan 
Perimeter. Then in late July, the Eighth 
(U.S.) Army arrived, and with it 25th In-
fantry Division. From Washington, DC, 
the Army G-3 Planning Section devised 
a 25th Infantry Division counterattack 
directly west toward Chinju between 
Aug. 5 and 10. This southwest part of 
the perimeter, between the Naktong 
River and the sea, was significant be-
cause there were no major obstacles 
separating the North Koreans from the 
critical port of Pusan. TF Kean, named 
after 25th Infantry Division commander 
MG William B. Kean, was ordered to 
counterattack to relieve pressure on 
other parts of the perimeter.14

In 1950, each U.S. Army division had an 
organic reconnaissance company. The 
25th Reconnaissance Company was Ke-
an’s organic reconnaissance element. 
Like many U.S. Army forces garrisoned 

in Japan, the company was not manned 
to full strength and found little time for 
reconnaissance training. A July 17, 
1950, log report states that 25th Infan-
try Division immediately committed 
25th Reconnaissance Company to de-
fenses along the Pusan Perimeter.15

Opposing TF Kean was the NKPA’s 6th 
Infantry Division. Composed of mostly 
veterans of the Chinese civil war, the 
NKPA 6th Infantry Division was among 
the units that skillfully advanced to the 
southern end of the Korean peninsula. 
The unit had fought pitched battles in 
and around the Chinju region in July. 
Also, unknown to Kean or his staff, the 
NKPA 6th Infantry Division maintained 
a salient of forces on the rugged slopes 
of Sobuk-san Mountain within TF Ke-
an’s defenses. Even though forward el-
ements traded small-arms fire with the 
enemy forces on Sobuk-san, the infor-
mation never reached TF Kean’s head-
quarters.16

Counterattack
TF Kean was comprised of 20,000 men: 
two U.S. Army infantry regiments, one 
U.S. Marine regiment and various artil-
lery elements. It seemed more than 
adequate to face the NKPA 6th Infantry 

Division that had an estimated strength 
of 7,500 men. TF Kean began the coun-
terattack Aug. 6 with three brigade-
size elements. The division attacked 
along two main axes with 35th Infantry 
Regiment to the north and 5th Regi-
mental Combat Team in the center. The 
5th Marine Regiment, with Marine avi-
ation assets in direct support, ad-
vanced along the coast in the south. 
Each of the three axes of advance con-
verged on the town of Chinju.17 After 
10 days of fierce fighting marked by 
capturing, losing and recapturing key 
hills, the division returned to its initial 
defensive positions.

In a battle that would come to be 
known as the Battle of the Bloody 
Gulch, without situational awareness 
of the enemy force, TF Kean inadver-
tently bypassed the lethal enemy sa-
lient on Sobuk-san Mountain. As TF Ke-
an’s lead elements attacked west, 
NKPA forces descended from Sobuk-
san and destroyed 555th Field Artillery 
Battalion (FAB) and Battery A of 90th 
FAB. The howitzers were destroyed, 
and the North Koreans later massacred 
field artillerymen who survived the at-
tack.

Eighth Army commander GEN Walton 
W. Walker dissolved TF Kean Aug. 16 
and apportioned the units to other ar-
eas along the perimeter. The loss of 
555th FAB as a combat-effective artil-
lery battalion and the destruction of 
Battery A, 90th FAB, negated any com-
bat successes of the effort.18 

Pertinent facts from this case study 
are:
• The reconnaissance company, 

fighting as regular infantry, failed to 
provide early warning. On Aug. 6, 
1950, the same day as TF Kean’s 
counterattack, the NKPA 6th Infantry 
Division began its own attack on the 
Pusan Perimeter.

• FM 100-5, Operations (1949), advises 
commanders to consider the enemy’s 
intentions carefully before launching 
a counterattack. Had TF Kean’s 
reconnaissance company screened 
forward of the main body, it could 
have detected the NKPA 6th Infantry 
Division lead elements as they 
advanced directly toward the lead 
brigade’s apex.

• In On War, Clausewitz advised 
Map 1. Map of the TF Kean counteroffensive, Korean War, 1950, along the Pu-
san Perimeter.



15              Winter 2017

defenders to wait and absorb the 
blow of the initial attacks until the 
defender’s strength is at its zenith 
relative to the attacker. To ascertain 
when this level of relative strength is 
optimum for the counterattack, the 
commander depends upon accurate 
inte l l igence co l lected by  h is 
reconnaissance forces.19

• In 1954, MG James Gavin, the first 
commander of 82nd Airborne Division, 
wrote a scathing report on the lack 
of reconnaissance in the Korean War. 
“The situation begged for cavalry, but 
we lacked the contemporary kind of 
cavalry to do the job,” he said.20 Gavin 
argued that cavalry forces were too 
wedded to the roads due to their 
heavy-tank force structure and called 
for what would later become known 
as airmobile cavalry in the Vietnam 
War.

• Gavin’s observations coincide with 
the shortcomings observed in this 
a r t i c l e .  D u r i n g  T F  K e a n ’s 
counterattack, the operational 
commander treated his division 
reconnaissance company as another 
maneuver force,  y ielding any 
a d v a n t a g e  t h a t  t a c t i c a l -
reconnaissance forces could provide. 
TF Kean’s experience demonstrates 
the need for tactical-reconnaissance 
forces to provide early warning while 
gaining and maintaining contact with 
enemy forces ahead of the main 
body.

Fundamentals of reconnaissance
TF Kean failed to observe the first fun-
damental of reconnaissance: ensure 
continuous reconnaissance. FM 3-98 
explains that reconnaissance units per-
form continuous reconnaissance to 

“identify and seize key terrain, confirm 
or deny enemy composition, disposi-
tion, strength and courses of action.” 
Instead, TF Kean advanced without re-
connaissance forces capable of provid-
ing intelligence on enemy positions. An 
account of 2nd Battalion, 5th Marines, 
summarized the situation: “They ran 
head-on into the North Koreans, who 
had come around to the front of the 
spur during the night.”21

TF Kean observed the second funda-
mental, never keep reconnaissance as-
sets in the reserve, but failed to em-
ploy the scouts as information collec-
tors. With reconnaissance employed as 
infantry, MG Kean failed to observe the 
third fundamental, orient reconnais-
sance on the reconnaissance objective. 
The objective was enemy-focused, but 
Kean did not task his reconnaissance 
forces to identify the NPKA 6th Infantry 
Division either ahead of the U.S. 35th 
Infantry or on the hills of Sobuk-san.

The fourth fundamental, report timely 
and accurately, did not occur. The fifth 
fundamental, retain freedom of ma-
neuver, was not observed, but casualty 
records suggest 25th Reconnaissance 
Company was not decisively engaged 
– casualty records show that 25th Re-
connaissance Company only sustained 
two casualties during the period of TF 
Kean’s counterattack.

TF Kean neglected the sixth fundamen-
tal, gain and maintain contact with the 
threat. The enemy’s routine ability to 
appear at unexpected locations with 
unanticipated strength indicates poor 
basic operational reconnaissance and 
security discipline throughout the task 
force. Finally, TF Kean failed to observe 
the seventh fundamental, develop the 

situation rapidly. Without committed 
reconnaissance forces to develop the 
situation, TF Kean moved forward 
blindly with its infantry brigades.22 

Table 1 provides an overview of TF Ke-
an’s employment of reconnaissance 
fundamentals.

My research found that TF Kean’s ex-
perience might have been representa-
tive of the U.S. Army during this period 
of the Korean War. An inspection of the 
indexes of three of the most popular 
books on the Korean War resulted in 
zero references to reconnaissance for-
ces.23

Case Study 2: Sharon’s 
counterattack, 1973
Situation: Egyptian and Syrian 
attack
By the time of the 1967 Arab-Israeli 
War, the Israeli army assigned a battal-
ion-size reconnaissance element per 
division and witnessed success. This 
next case study occurs six years later 
as Israel sustained a debilitating sur-
prise attack. The study is relevant as it 
highlights the ability of tactical-recon-
naissance forces to collect information 
in an austere environment and provide 
accurate information on the post-at-
tack OE. In this study, the reconnais-
sance force identified one of the best 
battlefield opportunities in history.24

Clausewitz asserted that war is an in-
strument of policy: “The conduct of 
war … is therefore policy itself, which 
takes up the sword in place of the 
pen.” Egyptian President Anwar Sadat 
proved this maxim through his execu-
tion of a limited war to achieve what 
other forms of policy could not. After 
the Israelis dealt their Arab neighbors 

Table 1. Observed fundamentals of reconnaissance in TF Kean’s counterattack.

U.S. 25th Infantry Division (TF Kean)
1950 Korean War

Fundamental of reconnaissance Observed Not observed

1 Ensure continuous reconnaissance X

2 Do not keep reconnaissance forces in the reserve X

3 Orient on the reconnaissance objective X

4 Report all information rapidly and accurately X

5 Retain freedom of maneuver X

6 Gain and maintain contact with the threat X

7 Develop the situation rapidly X
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an embarrassing defeat in the 1967 Ar-
ab-Israeli War, the Israeli leadership re-
fused to return its occupied territories. 
Sadat conspired with Syria, who also 
lost territory in the 1967 war, to com-
pel the Israelis to negotiate the return 
of the Golan Plateau and the Sinai Pen-
insula. To do so, the Arab attack need-
ed to “inflict the highest losses possi-
ble on the enemy in men, arms and 
equipment.”25 Sadat also sought to in-
crease the prestige of Egypt and him-
self by leading an Arab coalition 
against Israel. Arab strategy called for 
limited offensives to secure terrain 
within the occupied territories to en-
able the Arabs to exploit wartime gains 
in international negotiations.

On Oct. 6, 1973, during the Jewish hol-
iday of Yom Kippur, Egypt and Syria 
launched a surprise attack on the Sinai 
Peninsula and the Golan Plateau.26 The 

Egyptians defeated the local defend-
ers, bypassed Israeli strongholds and 
occupied positions just three miles on 
the east side of the Suez Canal. Histo-
rian John J. McGrath postulated that 
the Egyptian crossing of the Suez was 
possibly the “most successful river-
crossing operation in military histo-
ry.”27

Nothing in Israeli doctrine or strategy 
prepared them for an attack of this 
magnitude. The shock of the attack 
took a psychological as well as physical 
toll. One senior officer described the 
moment as “the most shattering expe-
rience in the history of Israel.” The suc-
cess of the 1967 Arab-Israeli War was 
a benchmark that had established an 
internal narrative of battlefield superi-
ority for the Israeli Defense Force (IDF) 
vs. their Arab neighbors. In addition, 
Israelis generally had a poor view of 

Arab capabilities as strategists and be-
lieved neither Egypt nor Syria capable 
of coordinating a major offensive.28

Counterattacks
Conditioned to seize the initiative and 
emboldened by the success of the 
1967 Arab-Israeli War, on Oct. 8, 1973, 
two IDF divisions mounted a hasty 
counterattack to restore control of the 
Suez Canal and rescue the trapped de-
fenders. The Israeli 143rd Armored Di-
vision under MG Ariel Sharon and the 
Israeli 162nd Armored Division under 
MG Avraham Adan launched the initial 
counterattack in the Battle of El Firdan. 
The result was horrific. Soviet-supplied 
surface-to-air missiles destroyed the 
Israeli air force’s first sorties, denying 
air interdiction as well as air reconnais-
sance. Moreover, Israeli maneuver 
units failed to lead with reconnais-
sance forces forward of their main 
bodies.

Map 2. Suez Canal action: Egyptian attack and Israeli counterattack, Oct. 6-13, 1973. (Department of History, U.S. Mili-
tary Academy)
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The result was a series of piecemeal at-
tacks on unknown enemy dispositions. 
Knowing the Israelis’ offensive psychol-
ogy, the Egyptians lured the IDF’s tanks 
into their Sager anti-tank guided-mis-
sile engagement areas along avenues 
of approach to the Israeli strongpoints. 
The initial IDF counterattack rapidly 
lost 70 veteran tank crews on the first 
day and another 49 tanks on the next 
day with nothing to show for it.29

The failed counterattacks at El Firdan 
further shattered pre-existing mindsets 
and led to an operational pause by the 
Israelis. During the respite, LTG Haim 
Bar Lev came out of retirement to lead 
the IDF response and quickly decided 
to end the piecemeal counterattacks. 
Bar Lev adjusted the defensive perim-
eter, reorganized forces and adjusted 
tactics to survive the lethal Egyptian 
anti-armor capabilities. The pause also 
allowed the Israelis to integrate a mass 
of reserve units arriving in the Sinai, 
one of which was 87th Armored Recon-
naissance Battalion.30

On Oct. 8, MAJ Yoav Brom assumed 
command of the unit, which was 
equipped with 24 M-60A1 tanks, 36 
M-113 armored personnel carriers and 
about 20 jeeps.31 Brom was exactly the 
leader the Israeli army sought to devel-
op. Israeli army doctrine, even before 
1967, introduced a command-and-con-
trol philosophy called “operational 
control.” Adopted from Helmut von 
Moltke’s system of weisungen (direc-
tives),32 higher commands avoided de-
tailed orders and only interfered to 
change a major axis of advance or pre-
vent unacceptable risk. Operational 
control allowed subordinate com-
manders maximum independence. This 
command system, similar to the U.S. 
Army’s current philosophy of mission 
command, required “highly intelligent 
junior commanders, mutual trust and 
shared understanding.”

Social prestige and culture blessed the 
IDF with highly intelligent and talented 
officers. The challenge in October 1973 
was how to create a shared under-
standing out of the chaos of the Arab 
attacks.33

Sharon directs recon advance
On Oct. 9, 1973, Sharon directed 87th 
Armored Reconnaissance Battalion to 
advance and report the disposition of 

Egyptian forces. Brom’s two companies 
spent hours observing the Egyptian po-
sitions north of the Great Bitter Lake. 
While observing, however, they no-
ticed a curious lack of activity between 
the two Egyptian armies. The Egyptian 
Second Army was clearly dug in and 
alert, evident by Egyptian direct fire on 
any IDF movement in that sector. 
Brom’s company commanders, howev-
er, could not detect any reaction from 
the Egyptian Third Army, which was 
templated on the north shore of the 
Great Bitter Lake. Brom hypothesized 
there was a seam between the two 
Egyptian forces.

To confirm or deny his hypothesis, 
Brom asked permission to advance far-
ther west. Yitzhak Agam, Brom’s com-
pany commander, recalled: “We moved 
toward the canal, keeping up a con-
stant shooting match with the Egyptian 
positions to our north. This way we 
pinpointed their southernmost posi-
tions. We advanced over dunes to the 
Great Bitter Lake without any serious 
difficulty. It was by this route that we, 
a week later, guided the forces that es-
tablished our bridgehead across the 
canal.”34

In this manner, 87th Armored Recon-
naissance Battalion balanced the re-
sponsibility for reconnaissance forces 
to gain and maintain contact with the 
enemy while simultaneously maintain-
ing their freedom of maneuver. After 
reaching the canal, Agam’s scouts con-
cealed their tanks in an abandoned Is-
raeli strongpoint. Adan, to the north, 
recalled in his memoirs: “The unit dis-
covered the open seam between the 
Egyptian Second and Third armies.”

With this information, Sharon’s divi-
sion planners designed a counterattack 
to exploit the gap and envelop the 
Egyptian line. The next day, Sharon ar-
gued for an immediate counterattack 
to exploit the seam. Cooler heads pre-
vailed, however, and the IDF decided 
to launch the counterattack once 
enough canal-crossing resources were 
on hand for exploitation. While delib-
erate planning began, Sharon recalled 
the scouts from the canal.35

On Oct. 15, 1973, in a literal interpre-
tation of “reconnaissance pull,” Brom 
led the lead elements of Sharon’s divi-
sion along the same path that he and 

his scouts had discovered six days pri-
or. The lead brigade encountered no 
opposition and reached the Suez at 
dark. Later elements then made con-
tact with surprised Egyptians and bat-
tle ensued. In the early morning hours 
of Oct. 16, Israeli paratroopers by-
passed the firefight and linked up with 
Brom’s scouts at the crossing site. They 
unpacked their inflatable rafts and be-
gan crossing the Suez into Egypt. By 
daylight, 750 infantrymen were on the 
west bank, along with 10 tanks ferried 
by Gilowa rafts.36

The Israeli breakthrough wrested the 
initiative from the Egyptian attackers. 
At the time of the U.N. ceasefire Oct. 
24, 1973, Israeli forces west of the ca-
nal threatened the Egyptian flank. 
However, Sadat had succeeded in his 
limited aims of bringing Israel to the 
negotiating table, using war as an ex-
tension of policy that succeeded where 
other initiatives could not – but at 
great risk. Without the intervention of 
the United States and the Soviet Union, 
the Israeli counterattack might have 
pushed even deeper into Egyptian ter-
ritory.

Fundamentals of reconnaissance
The actions of its tactical-reconnais-
sance battalion directly enabled the 
IDF division’s operational counterat-
tack and exemplified several funda-
mentals of reconnaissance as written 
in FM 3-98.

First, the division employed the battal-
ion in a manner that allowed for con-
tinuous reconnaissance. By doing so, 
87th Armored Reconnaissance Battalion 
discovered the gap in the Egyptian 
lines.

Second, reconnaissance assets were 
not kept in the reserve. Sharon direct-
ly tasked 87th Armored Reconnaissance 
Battalion for area and route reconnais-
sance.

Third, the battalion oriented on the re-
connaissance objective. In this case, 
the objective was enemy-focused on 
the Egyptian Second and Third Armies 
and prompted 87th Armored Recon-
naissance Battalion to investigate 
when lead elements failed to gain con-
tact with the Egyptian Third Army.

Fourth, the battalion reported all infor-
mation rapidly and accurately. The 87th 
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Armored Reconnaissance Battalion al-
lowed Sharon’s division staff to make 
timely recommendations based on ac-
curate conditions on the ground.

The 87th Armored Reconnaissance Bat-
talion observed the fifth fundamental, 
retain freedom of maneuver, as it trad-
ed directed fire with the Egyptian Sec-
ond Army without becoming decisively 
engaged.

The 87th Armored Reconnaissance Bat-
talion failed to observe the sixth fun-
damental, gain and maintain threat 
contact. Even though Brom persistent-
ly advanced in search of the Egyptian 
Third Army, Sharon deliberately decid-
ed to extract 87th Armored Reconnais-
sance Battalion scouts from the area to 
prevent detection. This lapse of physi-
cal presence retained the element of 
surprise, but it left Egyptian forces un-
observed. During the lapse in threat 
contact, the enemy repositioned forces 
that later harassed Israeli forces as 
they moved to the crossing site.

Sharon observed the last fundamental 
of reconnaissance, develop the situa-
tion rapidly. Once 87th Armored Recon-
naissance Battalion identified the gap 
in enemy forces and the route to the 
crossing site, Sharon’s staff immediate-
ly began planning a counterattack to 
gain and exploit the initiative.37

Table 2 provides an overview.

Comparing case studies
By comparison, Kean observed one of 
the seven fundamentals of reconnais-
sance, while Sharon demonstrated six 
of the seven fundamentals of recon-
naissance. The checklist is inconclusive 
by itself,  but the number of 

reconnaissance fundamentals ob-
served by the successful counterattack 
gives credence to the value and time-
less nature of modern doctrine.

Both divisions faced a cunning enemy 
with a record of success. Kean’s recon-
naissance company, used as infantry-
men, failed to provide information on 
the OE that his headquarters required. 
Twenty-three years later, Sharon’s re-
connaissance battalion proactively dis-
covered a vulnerable point in the ene-
my’s defenses. The observation of 
modern reconnaissance fundamentals, 
combined with a leadership philosophy 
that rewarded subordinate initiative, 
contributed to the success of Sharon’s 
counterattack.

Table 3 compares the observations 
from each counterattack.

Recon enables decision
Understanding the OE, enhanced by 
the reconnaissance force, enables the 
decision to transition to the offense. 
When conditions allow for information 
dominance, commanders optimize all 
resources to allow for cognitive domi-
nance. When the adversary lacks the 
ability or fails to degrade the U.S. Ar-
my’s superior technological advantag-
es, the tactical-ground-reconnaissance 
commander, in coordination with the 
senior intelligence officer, proactively 
optimizes information collection.

The principles of cueing and redundan-
cy, both of which appear in more detail 
in Chapter 1 of FM 3-55 provide guide-
lines for maximizing reconnaissance 
assets.38

The analysis in this article doesn’t 
prove good reconnaissance is a direct 

cause of successful counterattacks. 
Rather, the research highlights how op-
erational commanders who employ 
(and allow their reconnaissance subor-
dinates to employ) the fundamentals 
of reconnaissance achieve advantages 
in information collection that can en-
hance the likelihood of success.

Meanwhile, operational commanders 
must also integrate other warfighting 
functions and branches. Engineers 
must plan for and execute timely 
breaches of enemy obstacles. Signal 
professionals support the counterat-
tack through planning for redundant 
communication throughout the course 
of the defense. Aviation units, when 
available, provide direct-fire lethality 
and sustainment opportunities.

All these warfighting functions and 
branches require integration and syn-
chronization to maximize effective-
ness. To do so, the U.S. Army needs to 
provide a common framework for the 
counterattack.

Recommendations
Insights into counterattacks exist in his-
tory, theory and U.S. Army doctrine. 
However, no doctrinal publication or-
ganizes them in a method conducive to 
a smooth cognitive recall. A doctrinal 
review of the counterattack should re-
view the definition of the counterat-
tack, overlay the roles of warfighting 
functions along the stages of the de-
fense and identify distinct forms of 
counterattacks. Each of the following 
recommendations is a product of the 
historical, doctrinal and theoretical re-
search conducted for the purposes of 
this analysis.

Recommendation 1.  A  future 

Israeli 143rd Armored Division (MG Ariel Sharon)
1973 Arab-Israeli War

Fundamental of reconnaissance Observed Not observed
1 Ensure continuous reconnaissance X
2 Do not keep reconnaissance forces in the reserve X
3 Orient on the reconnaissance objective X
4 Report all information rapidly and accurately X
5 Retain freedom of maneuver X
6 Gain and maintain contact with the threat X
7 Develop the situation rapidly X

Table 2. Observed fundamentals of reconnaissance in Sharon’s counterattack.



19              Winter 2017

publication of ADRP 1-02 should sim-
plify the definition of the counterat-
tack. A possible definition is “the tran-
sition from defense to offense by part 
or all of a defending force against an 
enemy attacking force.” This definition 
is much shorter than the current U.S. 
Army definition and avoids elabora-
tion, which unnecessarily limits the 
counterattack.

Another section in the next release of 
FM 3-90-1 should elaborate on the di-
verse range of the counterattack’s pur-
poses, guidance based on historical 
events and considerations of whether 
to launch the counterattack. The “em-
ployment of the reserve” section of 
the 1949 version of FM 100-5 provides 
many of these topics but not in a cohe-
sive organization. In the modern body 
of U.S. Army doctrine, this guidance 
should appear in each warfighting 
function’s applicable field manuals.

Recommendation 2. A future publica-
tion of FM 3-98 should overlay the 
roles of reconnaissance onto the five 
stages of the defense in FM 3-90-1. The 
dual nature of reconnaissance forces – 
their responsibility to reconnoiter at 
some times and provide security at 
others – provides an opportunity for il-
lustration.

Research has clarified a general cycle 
of reconnaissance roles during stages 
of the defense. The role of reconnais-
sance forces fluctuates from detecting 
opportunities through more informa-
tion (reconnaissance), providing early 

warning and protecting the main body 
during the execution of the counterat-
tack (security).

Figure 1 displays a visualization of the 
transition between reconnaissance 
and security roles during the steps of 
the area defense.39

Historical review
A review of historical counterattacks 
and comments of major military theo-
rists yields the following insights on 
the role of ground-reconnaissance 
forces during each of the defense’s five 
stages.

Step 1, gain and maintain contact with 
the enemy, is when reconnaissance 
forces detect the enemy’s composition 
and disposition to anticipate future ac-
tions. Reconnaissance forces use ad-
vanced optics and patrols to detect en-
emy reconnaissance elements. The re-
connaissance commander relays this 
information to maneuver commanders 
to enhance the disruptive effects of 
their limited counterattacks. It also as-
sists the operational-intelligence sec-
tion as it consolidates reports from en-
emy contact to ascertain the OE. Dur-
ing this step, the focus is on neutraliz-
ing enemy reconnaissance and protect-
ing the main body, so security roles are 
high and reconnaissance roles are low-
er.

Step 2, disrupt the enemy, is when the 
operational commander uses indirect 
fires, aviation assets and obstacles to 
reduce the enemy’s combat power and 

stymie the enemy’s momentum. Re-
connaissance forces employ fires and 
destroy enemy elements within their 
capability. During this step, timely and 
accurate reports define the new OE. 
Therefore, reconnaissance roles are 
higher relative to security roles.

Step 3, fix the enemy, constrains the 
enemy from his most dangerous cour-
ses of action. Obstacle planning and 
emplacement is used to fix, turn or 
block the enemy into preplanned de-
fenses. Reconnaissance forces – often 
tasked to overwatch obstacles – em-
ploy indirect fires on attackers as they 
attempt to bypass or breach prepared 
obstacles. Reconnaissance forces con-
firm or deny assumptions. During Step 
3, security roles begin to take prece-
dence over reconnaissance roles.

Step 4, maneuver, is when reconnais-
sance forces protect the striking force 
from detection and engagement. On 
the other front of the 1973 Arab-Israe-
li War (at the Golan Heights), one 
counterattack was tragic when an Is-
raeli captain began his immediate 
movement. Unfortunately, in the inter-
est of speed, he failed to employ 
scouts or flank protection. The result 
was one of the worst disasters ever in-
flicted on Israel’s armored corps. The 
captain’s tank was the first to be de-
stroyed; his company never regained 
control of the situation; and all 10 of 
the company’s Centurion tanks were 
destroyed in less than two minutes.40

The lack of reconnaissance forces 

Table 3. Comparison of observed fundamentals of reconnaissance.
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prevented early warning and situation-
al awareness. During Step 4, missions 
require security roles more often than 
reconnaissance roles because protect-
ing the striking force is tantamount.

Step 5 is the follow-through (counter-
attack). The most mobile reconnais-
sance elements accompany the striking 
force through the point of penetration. 
At times, as in the case of 87th Armored 
Reconnaissance Battalion in the Yom 
Kippur War, the reconnaissance force 
both discovers and pulls the striking 
force through the axis of advance. Re-
connaissance forces identify post-
counterattack reconnaissance objec-
tives, which provides early warning to 
the main body and identifies opportu-
nities for exploitation.

Units must plan for success. As Moltke 
notes, “It is the cavalry’s duty, after a 
successful battle, to take up pursuit im-
mediately, without further orders, and 
to maintain contact with the fleeing 
enemy.” After the striking force breaks 
through, reconnaissance forces must 
ascertain the position and disposition 
of threat forces beyond the initial 
counterattack objectives. The conse-
quences of neglect are onerous. Dur-
ing this final step, reconnaissance roles 
rise relative to security roles.

Recommendation 3. The final recom-
mendation in editing Army doctrine is 
to identify three forms of the 

counterattack. As described earlier, the 
terms “local” and “major” are insuffi-
cient. More descriptive identification 
allows warfighting functions to identi-
fy their responsibilities within each of 
the three forms. Research suggests 
that three distinct forms of the coun-
terattack exist: hasty, deliberate and a 
new term, baited.41 

The hasty counterattack resembles 
what FM 3-90-1 describes as a “local 
counterattack.” A defender chooses to 
execute a hasty counterattack when 
the defender lacks time or terrain fa-
vorable to the defense. In this situa-
tion, Clausewitz’s maxim, “the defense 
allows greater attrition and intelli-
gence of the enemy,” does not neces-
sarily apply. Reconnaissance forces in 
the hasty counterattack need foremost 
to retain freedom of maneuver. When 
the commander lacks the ability to dis-
rupt enemy forces through the static 
defense, offensive action in the form 
of a hasty counterattack could be the 
solution.

During the hasty counterattack, the 
operational commander assigns fol-
low-on reconnaissance objectives for 
the reconnaissance force. The recon-
naissance element must maneuver 
ahead or nearby the main body to pre-
vent surprise. It also needs to identify 
fleeting opportunities for the com-
mander to exploit .  The hasty 

counterattack is less lethal than a de-
liberate or baited counterattack be-
cause of the lack of pre-planned indi-
rect fire targets, unrehearsed avenues 
of approach and time to prepare. De-
spite its relative lack of lethality, under 
many circumstances, the hasty coun-
terattack is an appropriate option for 
the commander.42

The deliberate counterattack resem-
bles what FM 3-90-1 describes as a 
“major counterattack,” although in 
other sections, it appears as a “decisive 
counterattack.”43 The deliberate coun-
terattack represents Clausewitz’s ideal 
defense: the defender destroys lead 
enemy elements from prepared posi-
tions and, once the attacker’s effort 
has culminated or his combat power 
has sufficiently dropped relative to the 
defender, the defender commits the 
striking force to defeat the enemy. The 
reconnaissance force supporting this 
type of counterattack selects the best 
possible ground for the defense, sets 
in observation points with advanced 
optics to employ fires and attaches 
mobile reconnaissance forces with the 
striking force to follow the lead ma-
neuver force.

Mobile reconnaissance continues 
along diverse avenues of approach to 
confirm or deny their suitability for fol-
low-on attacks. The deliberate counter-
attack allows greater lethality through 

Figure 1. Reconnaissance and security roles during the defense’s five stages. (Based on steps of the defense from FM 
3-90-1)
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pre-planned fires, greater synchroniza-
tion and mutual support.

Research for this article identified a 
third type of counterattack observed in 
historical events but not in doctrine. A 
baited counterattack is one in which 
the defender entices the attacker into 
a salient or inopportune position and 
then commits a striking force to de-
stroy the attackers. This type of coun-
terattack exploits the attacker’s mo-
mentum into a preplanned area ideal 
for the striking force.

FM 100-5 (1949) hints at it in an intro-
ductory paragraph on the defensive: 
“He may take up a position and invite 
attack as part of a deliberate plan to 
win the battle by a counteroffensive.”44 
Napoleon used this method at Auster-
litz in 1805 when, feigning weakness, 
French forces defended until the Allies 
were enticed to overstretch their right 
flank onto the deceptively weak French 
left. Napoleon’s deception lured the 
Allies into a salient so his forces could 
counterattack a vulnerable flank.45

Another example of a baited counter-
attack occurred during the American 
Revolutionary War Battle of Cowpens 
in 1781. At Cowpens, American BG 
Daniel Morgan led two distinct forces: 
Continental regulars and militiamen. 
The militiamen had a reputation of 
fleeing prematurely in battle. To ex-
ploit this perception, Morgan ordered 
his militia Soldiers to fire only two vol-
leys and then withdraw. When this oc-
curred in battle, British COL Banastre 
Tarleton took this as a sign of panic and 
pursued the militiamen. Unknown to 
the British, Morgan’s finest Continen-
tal Soldiers awaited them with disci-
plined musket fire at close range. 
Meanwhile, as planned, the militiamen 
returned and mounted a decisive bay-
onet charge on the flank of the sur-
prised British.

The reconnaissance force supporting 
this type of counterattack establishes 
observation points to gain and main-
tain contact with the attacking enemy 
and integrates redundant observation 
over the trigger line for the striking 
force’s commitment. This form of the 
counterattack provides maximum le-
thality as the operation deliberately 
lures the adversary into pre-planned 
direct, indirect and joint fires.46

In each of the three forms of the coun-
terattack, reconnaissance forces inte-
grate with the striking force. Scouts re-
lay known enemy positions, which re-
main under visual contact, and de-
scribe all the patterns of life, unique 
signatures and habits observed of the 
enemy. Mobile reconnaissance forces 
move forward of the defenses, avoid-
ing decisive engagement and identify-
ing routes for the striking force. They 
discover gaps and bypasses and iden-
tify crossing points.

The Israeli 87th Armored Reconnais-
sance Battalion exemplified this role in 
the 1973 Arab-Israeli War. Following 
the Egyptian surprise attack, the unit 
provided opportunities for the opera-
tional commander when they discov-
ered a functional enemy-emplaced 
bridge site and a weak point in the 
Egyptian line. They subsequently led 
the mechanized force along reconnoi-
tered routes to enable operational sur-
prise in the Israeli counterattack.

Return to current 
possible scenario
Returning to the fictional MG Morris in 
the introduction, the enemy attack 
made it difficult for him and his staff to 
know even the positions of his own 
forces. His military education prepared 
him for integrating and synchronizing 
the vast capabilities of U.S. joint forces 
but prepared him little for information 
management at the speed of courier. 
Fortunately, he had trained his force 
relentlessly on operations without dig-
ital enablers. A philosophy of mission 
command also allowed his junior lead-
ers to take prudent risks within a cul-
ture of mutual trust. Each of his ma-
neuver commanders transitioned from 
his primary to alternate and contingen-
cy communication networks after the 
communications blackout to arrange 
their forces in the defense. Tactical 
staffs had supplies on hand for analog 
planning and soon were able to estab-
lish a general awareness of the situa-
tion.

Morris soon heard from his lead bri-
gade commander. Due to a culture of 
disciplined initiative, one of the recon-
naissance squadrons arrayed his forces 
in concealed forward positions within 
visual contact of the enemy. Their re-
ports, sent by courier, revealed enemy 

forces within the division’s defense and 
relayed the information to the division 
artillery for suppression and to an at-
tached armored force for engagement.

The scouts’ initiative prevented the di-
sastrous rear-guard attacks that TF 
Kean sustained in 1950. Another pro-
active squadron sent scouts forward 
undetected to discover a gap in the en-
emy’s line. As Brom’s scouts achieved 
in the 1973 Yom Kippur War, they dis-
covered a viable axis of approach for a 
counterattack force. A third squadron 
of Morris’s, advancing in another direc-
tion, discovered that bridges across a 
major waterway had been destroyed 
by the U.S. Air Force, temporarily cut-
ting off lead enemy forces from their 
main body.

More reports allowed an understand-
ing of the post-attack OE. Through tac-
tics honed by austere training and ini-
tiative sanctioned by mission-com-
mand principles, tactical-reconnais-
sance forces influenced the timing, lo-
cations and purpose of the operational 
counterattack.

Conclusion
This fictional situation is within the 
realm of realism. The 2015 Russian Na-
tional Security Strategy included this 
passage: “The buildup of the military 
potential of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO) … the further ex-
pansion of the alliance and the loca-
tion of its military infrastructure closer 
to Russian borders are creating a 
threat to national security.”47 Mean-
while, NATO and U.S. Army Europe 
continue to increase the size and scope 
of multinational exercises in Eastern 
European states. In addition, the 2015 
U.S. National Military Strategy noted, 
“Attacks on our communications and 
sensing systems could occur with little 
to no warning, impacting our ability to 
assess, coordinate, communicate and 
respond.”

A surprise attack on forward U.S. units 
would be reckless and would garner in-
ternational retribution. However, his-
tory shows that reckless attacks are 
part of the human experience.48

A focus on the counterattack admits a 
degree of vulnerability and prevents 
operational hubris. Whether the sub-
ject is the U.S. forces in the Korean 
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War or the Israelis in the Yom Kippur 
War, great militaries suffered due to 
their enemy’s cleverness and persis-
tence. The Tet Offensive of 1968 is the 
last time U.S. Army commanders faced 
a conventional attack that surprised 
and disoriented U.S. Army forces. In 
2015, after 12 years of counterinsur-
gency experience, no determined at-
tacker has stripped a U.S. force from its 
technological enablers. And none since 
the Korean War has forced an opera-
tional force into an involuntary de-
fense. To prepare for this uncommon 
yet catastrophic event, training, doc-
trine and professional education must 
compensate for the dearth of personal 
experience.

If military professionals never study 
counterattacks, their ability to execute 
one in the fog and friction of warfare 
will be limited. Daniel Kahneman, win-
ner of the Nobel Prize in economics, 
differentiated between what mental 
frameworks are best for conditions of 
urgency (thinking fast) vs. those that 
require deliberation (thinking slow). 
The reaction to a violent surprise at-
tack calls for thinking fast. Kahneman 
would argue that, in such a situation, 
commanders are susceptible to the 
concept of availability bias. Availability 
biases are “short-cuts” the brain sub-
consciously makes based on the infor-
mation most readily recalled from 
memory. To mitigate this cognitive 
phenomenon, military professionals 
must build a readily accessible memo-
ry through study and forethought.49

Although counterinsurgency opera-
tions are complex problems, U.S. Army 
leaders from 2001 to 2014 executed 
them from positions of technological, 
equipment and firepower advantage. 
As I said in the introduction, fighting 
from a position of relative disadvan-
tage is foreign to our generation of of-
ficers and leaders. Without personal 
experience, leaders require doctrine 
and training. Leaders possess a cogni-
tive advantage when they exploit op-
portunities to outwit and frustrate en-
emy attackers.

Clausewitz, in a chapter called “Critical 
Analysis,” introduced the concept of 
“tyranny of fashion.” He noted that Na-
poleon ended his siege of Mantua in 
1796 because an army of 50,000 Aus-
trians was coming to relieve the town. 

Clausewitz noted, however, that Napo-
leon did not think to defend his siege 
lines (a tactic known as resisting a re-
lieving army behind lines of circumval-
lation). “And yet in the days of Louis 
XIV, it had so often been successfully 
employed that one can call it a whim 
of fashion that 100 years later it never 
occurred to anyone at least to weigh 
its merits,” Clausewitz wrote.50

Clausewitz’s reasoning complements 
Kahneman’s: when certain practices 
are not in fashion, commanders unnec-
essarily restrict their creativity to prac-
tices that are. By studying the defense 
and its culmination, the counterattack, 
leaders increase their capacity to act 
creatively and effectively against a de-
termined enemy.

The study of counterattacks waged in 
the 1950 Korean War and the 1973 Ar-
ab-Israeli War highlight the role mod-
ern reconnaissance forces play in set-
ting conditions for the counterattack. 
Through a review of the theory and 
doctrine available, it is clear the cur-
rent U.S. Army body of doctrine has 
value, but it lacks a single source for 
guidance on counterattacks.51 

U.S. Army combat-training centers 
(CTCs) already recognize the modern 
OE and integrate degraded cyber- and 
electronic warfare into training scenar-
ios. Going further, the broader scenar-
io should replicate a successful enemy 
attack that leaves the brigade com-
mand in a communications blackout. 
This would force the commander and 
staff to balance their time between de-
fending against a persistent enemy and 
planning for a decisive counterattack. 
Scenario writers at the CTCs already 
create a crucible experience for lead-
ers and Soldiers alike. The centers in-
tegrate more cyber- and electronic-
warfare variables in each rotation.52

The 2014 Army Operating Concept not-
ed that “Army forces will have to sup-
port joint operations through recon-
naissance, offensive operations or 
raids to destroy land-based enemy 
space and cyberspace capabilities.” Im-
plied is a responsibility for defending 
units to possess the knowledge and 
maturity to be able to transition from 
the defense to the offense. The U.S. 
Army has all the tools necessary to bol-
ster its body of doctrine on the 

counterattack and, within it, the role 
of reconnaissance.53

LTC Scott Pence commands 5th Squad-
ron, 73rd Cavalry Regiment (Airborne), 
3rd BCT, 82nd Airborne Division, Fort 
Bragg, NC. He previously served as bri-
gade S-3, 173rd Infantry BCT, Vicenza, 
Italy; battalion S-3, 2nd Battalion, 503rd 
Infantry, Vicenza; company command-
er, 75th Ranger Regiment, Fort Benning, 
GA; and tank-company commander, 1st 
Battalion, 72nd Armor, Republic of Ko-
rea. LTC Pence’s military education in-
cludes the School of Advanced Military 
Studies, intermediate leader education, 
Airborne School, Ranger School, Scout 
Platoon Leader Course, Armor Basic Of-
ficer Course and Advanced Armor Offi-
cer Course. He holds a master’s of busi-
ness administration degree from Web-
ster University and a bachelor’s of arts 
degree in organization psychology 
from the University of Michigan. LTC 
Pence was the first Armor officer to 
serve with 75th Ranger Regiment. His 
operational deployments include one 
in Iraq and three in Afghanistan.

Notes
1 What Soldiers referred to as “the black-
out” would be a high-altitude nuclear 
detonation, which would propel an elec-
tromagnetic pulse (EMP) hundreds of ki-
lometers from the blast. A 2004 report to 
Congress explains the capabilities of a 
militarized EMP. Source: U.S. House of 
Representatives’ Committee on Armed 
Services, “The Report of the Commission 
to Assess the Threat to the United States 
from [EMP] Attack,” 108th Congress, 2nd 
Session, 2004, HR Rep. 108-37. The in-
stance of UAVs “dropping from the sky” 
occurred in 2014 to Ukrainian UAVs as a 
result of Russian jamming platforms and 
targeting of ground-control stations. 
Source: Patrick Tucker, “In Ukraine, To-
morrow’s Drone War is Alive Today,” De-
fense One, March 9, 2015; accessed Jan. 
3, 2016, http://www.defenseone.com/
technology/2015/03/ukraine-tomorrows-
drone-war-alive-today/107085/. The 
hacked secure iPhone is imagined by the 
author to represent an unprecedented 
level of cyberwarfare.
2 Surrounded by German forces Dec. 22, 
1944, BG Anthony C. McAuliffe, acting 
commander of 101st Airborne Division, re-
sponded to the German forces with one 
word: “Nuts!”! In S.L.A. Marshall, Bas-
togne: The First Eight Days, Washington, 
DC: Infantry Journal Press, 1946.
3 FM 3-55, Information Collection, 



23              Winter 2017

Washington, DC: Government Printing 
Press, 2013.
4 Joe Gould, “Electronic Warfare: What 
the U.S. Army Can Learn from Ukraine,” 
Defense News, Aug. 4, 2015; accessed 
Nov. 25, 2015, http://www.defensenews.
com/story/defense/policy-budget/war-
fare/2015/08/02/us-army-ukraine-russia-
electronic-warfare/30913397/.
5 For more information on unclassified 
threat capabilities, see U.S. Joint Irregular 
Warfare Center, Irregular Adversaries 
and Hybrid Threats: An Assessment – 
2011, Washington, DC: Government Print-
ing Press, 2011, and Paul McLeary, “Rus-
sia’s Winning the Electronic War,” Foreign 
Policy, Oct. 21, 2015; accessed Nov. 19, 
2015, http://foreignpolicy.
com/2015/10/21/russia-winning-the-
electronic-war/.
6 Norman Dixon, On the Psychology of 
Military Incompetence, London: Pimlico 
Books, 1994.
7 Carl von Clausewitz, On War, translated 
and edited by Michael Howard and Peter 
Paret, Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 
Press, 1984.
8 Mao Tse-Tung, “Problems of Strategy in 
China’s Revolutionary War,” Selected Mili-
tary Writings of Mao Tse-Tung, Bejing, 
China: Foreign Language Press, 1967.
9 JP 1-02, Department of Defense Diction-
ary of Military and Associated Terms, 
Washington, DC: Government Printing 
Press, 2015.
10 ADRP 1-02, Terms and Military Sym-
bols, Washington, DC: Government Print-
ing Press, 2015.
11 There were about 500 U.S. advisers re-
maining at the time of the attack, per Wil-
liam Robertson, published in Leaven-
worth Papers, No. 13: Counterattack on 
the Naktong, 1950, Fort Leavenworth, KS: 
Combat Studies Institute, 1985. The cir-
cumstances of the surprise appeared in 
Roy Appleman, South to the Naktong, 
North to the Yalu (June-November 1950), 
Washington, DC: U.S. Army Center of Mili-
tary History, 1992.
12 GEN of the Army Douglas MacArthur 
was the five-star U.S. general who com-
manded the United Nations Command 
during the early part of the Korean War.
13 In Appleman. Dean’s story as told to 
William L Worden, New York: Viking Press, 
1954.
14 Arrival timelines appear in T.R. Fehren-
bach, This Kind of War: The Classic Kore-
an War History – Fiftieth Anniversary 
Edition, Washington, DC: Potomac Books 
Inc., 2001, and Uzal W. Ent, Fighting on 
the Brink: Defense of the Pusan Perime-
ter, Nashville: Turner Publishing 

Company, 1998. These references recount 
the inclusion of 2nd Infantry Division in the 
plan.
15 25th Infantry Division Association edito-
rial review, 25th Infantry Division, Tropic 
Lightning, Korea 1950-1954, Paducah: 
Turner Publishing Company, 2002.
16 Appleman.
17 Ent.
18 Ent and Appleman.
19 Clausewitz.
20 MG James Gavin, “Cavalry, And I Don’t 
Mean Horses,” Harper’s Magazine, April 
1954.
21 Appleman.
22 Doctrinal quotations appear in FM 3-98, 
Reconnaissance and Security, Washing-
ton, DC: Government Printing Press, 
2015.
23 The author’s research searched the in-
dexes of the following three authorities 
on the Korean War: The Coldest War: A 
Memoir of Korea by James Brady (New 
York: Thomas Dunne Books, 1990), Feh-
renbach’s This Kind of War and Apple-
man’s South to the Naktong, North to the 
Yalu for the following terms: “recon,” 
“scout,” “cavalry” or “reconnaissance.” 
None of them contained any of the four 
words. A digital search resulted in more 
hits, but each led to passages about 
“commander’s reconnaissance,” a differ-
ent type of mission. “Cavalry” appeared 
only as a unit descriptor for 1st Cavalry Di-
vision and other units of cavalry heraldry.
24 COL Harry Summers, Korean War Alma-
nac, New York: Facts on File, 1990.
25 Anwar al-Sadat, al-Bahth ‘an al-dhat: 
qissat hayati, Cairo: al-Maktab al-Misri 
al-Hadith, 1985.
26 Mohamed Abdel Gahni El-Gamasy, The 
October War, Cairo: American University 
in Cairo Press, 1993.
27 John J. McGrath, Sinai, 1973: Israeli 
Maneuver Warfare Organization and the 
Battle of the Chinese Farm, Fort Leaven-
worth: Combat Studies Institute Press, 
2005.
28 Avraham Tamir, A Soldier in Search of 
Peace, edited by Joan Comay, New York: 
Harper & Row, 1988.
29 Avraham Adan, On the Banks of the 
Suez: an Israeli General’s Personal Ac-
count of the Yom Kippur War, London: 
Arms and Armour Press, 1980; McGrath; 
El-Gamasy.
30 McGrath; El-Gamasy.
31 McGrath, Scouts Out!, Fort Leaven-
worth: CSI Press, 2008.
32 Helmuth Graf von Moltke, Moltke on 
the Art of War: Selected Writings, 

translated and edited by Daniel J. Hughes 
and Harry Bell, New York: Presidio Press, 
1993.
33 Martin Van Creveld, Command in War, 
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 
1985.
34 Zeev Schiff, October Earthquake: Yom 
Kippur 1973, London: Transaction Pub-
lishers, 2013.
35 McGrath, Sinai, 1973.
36 Reconnaissance pull is defined in FM 
3-98 as a reconnaissance technique in 
Section 5-11: “Reconnaissance pull is 
used when commanders are uncertain of 
the composition and disposition of enemy 
forces in their areas of operation, infor-
mation concerning terrain is vague, and 
time is limited. ... As they gain an under-
standing of enemy weaknesses, they then 
‘pull’ the main body to positions of tacti-
cal advantage.” Gilowa rafts were 
wheeled ferry vehicles capable of trans-
porting two tanks across the canal at a 
time. Egyptian artillery had destroyed the 
initial pontoon bridge. Despite heavy 
damage by shrapnel, the rafts succeeded 
in transporting more 120 tanks across the 
canal during two days. In Abraham Rabi-
novich, The Yom Kippur War: The Epic En-
counter That Transformed the Middle 
East, New York: Doubleday, 2007.
37 Doctrinal quotations appear in FM 3-98, 
Reconnaissance and Security (2015).
38 FM 3-55, Information Collection, Wash-
ington DC: Government Printing Press, 
2012.
39 FM 3-90-1, Offense and Defense.
40 Oakland McCulloch, masters of military 
arts and science thesis, “The Decisiveness 
of Israeli Small-Unit Leadership on the 
Golan Heights in the 1973 Yom Kippur 
War,” Fort Leavenworth, KS: Government 
Printing Office, 2003.
41 FM 3-90-1.
42 Ibid.
43 Paragraph 3-150 of FM 3-90-1 states 
that “the two levels of counterattacks are 
major and local counterattacks.” Howev-
er, the previous paragraph, 3-149, refers 
to a “decisive counterattack.”
44 FM 100-5, Operations (1949).
45 David Chandler, The Campaigns of Na-
poleon, New York: Macmillan Publishing, 
1966; Frank McLynn, Napoleon, A Biogra-
phy, New York: Arcade Publishing, 2011.
46 Lawrence Babits, A Devil of a Whip-
ping: The Battle of Cowpens, Chapel Hill: 
University of North Carolina Press, 1998.
47 Center for Strategic and International 
Studies, Unpacking Russia’s New Nation-
al Security Strategy; accessed Jan. 22, 
2016, http://csis.org/publication/



24              Winter 2017

unpacking-russias-new-national-security-
strategy.
48 U.S. Department of Defense, The Na-
tional Military Strategy of the United 
States of America: The United States Mil-
itary’s Contribution to National Security, 
Headquarters Department of Defense, 
Washington, DC, June 2015.
49 Daniel Kahneman, Thinking, Fast and 
Slow, London: Penguin Books, 2012.
50 Italics appear in Paret and Howard’s 
translation.
51 MG Michael T. Flynn’s 1994 School of 
Advanced Military Studies monograph ex-
pands on the counterattack as the 

aCronym QuICK-SCan

ADRP – Army doctrinal reference 
publication
BCT – brigade combat team
CTC – combat-training center
EMP – electromagnetic pulse
FAB – field-artillery battalion
FM – field manual
IDF – Israeli Defense Forces
JP – joint publication
NATO – North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization
NKPA – North Korean People’s Army
OE – operational environment
RoKA – Republic of Korea Army 
(South Korea)
TF – task force
UAS – unmanned aerial system
UAV – unmanned aerial vehicle

culmination of the defense. Michael T. 
Flynn, Climax or Conclusion: Culmination 
in the Defense, Fort Leavenworth, KS: 
U.S. Army Command and General Staff 
College, 1994.
52 U.S. Army Office of the G-3/5/7, “Min-
utes and Taskings from Chief of Staff, 
Army [CTC] Huddle,” Dec. 8, 2015.
53 U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Com-
mand Pamphlet 525-3-1: The U.S. Army 
Operating Concept: Win in a Complex 
World, 2020-2040, Headquarters Depart-
ment of the Army, Washington, DC, Octo-
ber 2014.

Recommended Reading 
for Professional 

Development
Listed by general subject 

rather than command echelon

Profession of arms
• Don Higginbotham, George 
Washington and the American 
Military Tradition [commercial 
publication]
• Suzanne C. Nielsen and Don M. 
Snider, American Civil-Military Re-
lations: The Soldiers and the State 
in the New Era [commercial pub-
lication] 
American Civil-Military Relations of-
fers the first comprehensive assess-
ment of the subject since the publica-
tion of Samuel P. Huntington’s field-
defining book, The Soldier and the 
State.

Institutional development
• Bruce Godmundsson, On Armor 
[commercial publication]
Overview of evolution of combined 
arms organizations from World War I 
through Cold War; analyzes combined 
arms teams from a multi-national per-
spective, including the United States.

• George Hofmann and Donn Star-
ry (eds), Camp Colt to Desert 
Storm [commercial publication]
Anthology that includes set of articles 
devoted to principal eras in Armor 
Branch history; includes chapter on 
U.S. Marine Corps armor develop-
ment.

• Robert S. Cameron, To Fight or 
Not to Fight? [CSI publication]
Overview of doctrinal and organiza-
tional trends related to reconnais-
sance organizations and related 

issues; provides context for understanding 
current state of cavalry/recon.

• John J. McGrath, Scouts Out! [CSI 
publication]
Overview of reconnaissance organizations 
in modern armies; multinational perspec-
tive.

• Robert S. Cameron, Mobility, Shock, 
and Firepower [CMH publication]
Provides context for understanding the ear-
ly development of the Armor Branch and 
its evolution from a platform-centric orien-
tation into a set of unique capabilities amid 
the constraints of organizational prece-
dents, budgetary limitations and uncertain-
ty RE the capabilities of new technology.

• Martin L. Van Creveld, Supplying 
War: Logistics from Wallenstein to 
Patton; 2nd Edition [commercial publi-
cation]
A second edition of this classic work, com-
menting on the role of logistics in warfare.

• John Stone, The Tank Debate: Ar-
mour and the Anglo-American 

Military Tradition [commercial 
publication]
Analysis of tank development from 
World War II to 2000 with focus upon 
shaping factors and technology limita-
tions; multinational perspective.

• National Training Center Opera-
tions Group, Training for Decisive 
Action: Stories of Mission Com-
mand [CSI publication]

• Scott C. Farquhar (ed), Back to 
Basics: A Study of the Second Leb-
anon War and Operation Cast 
Lead [CSI publication]
Chronicles the Israeli Defense Force’s 
efforts to identify and apply lessons 
learned from 2006 to operations in 
Gaza; and transition from counterin-
surgency-centric orientation toward a 
more traditional combined-arms ap-
proach, not unlike current shifts in 
U.S. Army in the last few years. 

Platform development
• David E. Johnson, Fast Tanks and 
Heavy Bombers: Innovation in the 
U.S. Army, 1917-1945 [commer-
cial publication]
Johnson examines the U.S. Army’s in-
novations for both armor and aviation 
between the world wars, arguing that 
the tank became a captive of the con-
servative Infantry and Cavalry Branch-
es, while the airplane’s development 
was channeled by airpower insurgents 
bent on creating an independent air 
force.
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Looking Toward the Future: 
the U.S. Cavalry’s Role in 

Multi-Domain Battle
by MAJ Amos C. Fox

As the U.S. Army moves to formally in-
corporate the concept of multi-domain 
battle into doctrine, the role of the 
U.S. Cavalry must evolve. The concept 
seeks to operate in a synchronized and 
symbiotic manner across all domains 
of war1 while presenting the enemy 
with multiple dilemmas to develop po-
sitions of relative advantage for U.S. 
land forces in contested operational 
environments (OE). In musing on war-
fare, British military theorist B.H. Lid-
dell Hart wrote, “As in war, the aim is 
to weaken resistance before attempt-
ing to overcome it, and the effect is 
best attained by drawing the other par-
ty of his defenses.”2 Liddell Hart’s 
thought can easily be transferred to 
the evolving role of the cavalry within 
the multi-domain battle construct.

This article argues that the role of the 
U.S. Cavalry in multi-domain battle is 
to link multi-domain and combined-
arms capabilities with tactical action 
through the execution of advanced-
force action – dislocating an adver-
sary’s formation, reconnaissance and 
security (R&S) operations and pursuit 
– to create zones of proximal domi-
nance the supported commander can 
exploit to accomplish his mission.3 To 
explain these ideas, this article will dis-
cuss the ideas of battlefield dominance 
and multi-domain battle, then explain 
advanced-force actions.4

Operational doctrine 
for 21st Century
Although not formally captured in U.S. 
Army doctrine, multi-domain battle is 
an operational theory of warfare that 
will serve as the Army’s operational 
doctrine once formally adopted. The 
multi-domain battle theory acknowl-
edges that contemporary warfare is a 
struggle between opposed systems in 
which each participants’ system is 
open, dynamic and adaptive.

To be sure, GEN David Perkins, U.S. 
Army Training and Doctrine Command 
commander, said the same: that multi-
domain battle “advances the proven 
idea of combined arms into the 21st 
Century [OE] by describing how future 
ground-combat forces working as part 
of joint, interorganizational and multi-
national teams will provide command-
ers the multiple options across all do-
mains that are required to deter and 
defeat highly capable peer enemies.”5 
Also, GEN Perkins posits that multi-do-
main battle will require U.S. ground 
forces to fight for contested terrain 
against ensconced enemies who are 
seeking to retain a position of relative 
dominance.

For Armor and Cavalry leaders, multi-
domain battle is warfare in which in-
terconnected teams work together in 
pursuit of a common purpose – which 
is to say, the ethos of warfare for the 
Armor and Cavalry leader has not 
changed under the multi-domain bat-
tlefield construct; the only thing that 
has changed are the capabilities avail-
able and the character of the fight. 

Furthermore, GEN Perkins’ statement 
clearly articulates that ground forces 
are critical in multi-domain battle – 
ground forces are required to conduct 
combined-arms action, which under-
pins all other action in multi-domain 
battle.

U.S. Army doctrine is less descriptive 
than GEN Perkins in outlining the con-
cept of multi-domain battle. Army Doc-
trinal Reference Publication (ADRP) 3-0 
describes the concept in stating that 
“Army forces conduct multi-domain 
battle as part of a joint force to seize, 
retain and exploit control over enemy 
forces.”6 To do this, Army forces are to 
deter threats and deny an opponent’s 
ability to freely operate on the battle-
field – all the while maintaining free-
dom of movement and maneuver in all 
domains.7 As the reader can see, the 
Army’s operations manual casts a wide 
net around the concept while provid-
ing insufficient depth or detail to make 
the concept tangible for tactical lead-
ers.

In either case, the role of the U.S. Ar-
my’s cavalry force is not discussed. 

Figure 1. Advanced-force action.
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However, in assessing the current lit-
erature available, one can foresee a 
critical role for the cavalry within this 
doctrine – a role that moves the caval-
ry beyond that of just R&S operations. 
In multi-domain battle, the cavalry 
should serve as the link between oper-
ational doctrine and tactical action. 
The cavalry should link joint-task-force 
objectives to tactical action through 
advanced force action. Advanced-force 
action, as stated previously, is focused 
on dislocating the enemy, conducting 
traditional R&S operations and exploit-
ing success through pursuit operations 
to enable the supported commander 
to accomplish his mission. (See Figure 
1.)

The rest of this article will analyze 
these concepts in more detail while 
proposing related innovations to sup-
port them.

Defining battlefield 
dominance
Before analyzing the role of the cavalry 
on the multi-domain battlefield, it is 
instructive to understand the charac-
ter of dominance. In doing so, one can 
better understand the proposed role 
of the cavalry in a multi-domain OE. 
The questions one should ask about 
dominance are: 1) what is the charac-
ter of dominance?; 2) how is it mea-
sured?; and 3) what are its defining 
features? Understanding the answers 
to those questions will allow the com-
mander and his staff to develop strata-
gems to positively manipulate domi-
nance.

First, dominance is conditional. The 
primary conditions that govern the 
conditional character of dominance 
are resource requirements and time. 
Also, dominance requires resource sta-
bilization and resource overmatch in 

relation to the enemy, time and self-
sustainment considerations. The high-
er the cost in resources, the less likely 
a force will be able to gain or preserve 
dominance.

Next, because dominance is resource-
dependent, it is fleeting, fragile and 
prone to surprise. Last, and again tied 
to resources and time, dominance can 
be measured in zones, degrees and du-
ration. Since resources are finite, a 
force cannot maintain dominance ev-
erywhere all the time; therefore, any-
thing an adversary can do to negative-
ly impact its opponent’s resources will 
influence its ability to maintain domi-
nance at a specific point in time and 
space. (See Figure 2.)

U.S. Cavalry formations, therefore, are 
ideally suited to deny or disrupt an en-
emy’s ability to dominate the multi-do-
main battlefield through the negative 
manipulation of enemy resources. 
Moreover, the cavalry is the fountain-
head for attaining zones of proximal 
dominance – or, to use GEN Perkins’ 
words, the cavalry will enable U.S. 
ground forces to “capitalize on the 
temporary windows of localized con-
trol to seize, retain and exploit the ini-
tiative.”

Zones of proximal dominance, or local-
ized control, should be thought of as 
an orb of power that radiates from a 
central position. Power radiation is 
proportional to the strength of resis-
tance in the environment. Power radi-
ation can also be concentric or direc-
tional, depending on the character in 
which the formation is engaged; how-
ever, it is likely that in most cases pow-
er radiates directionally – toward an 
adversarial force. Figures 3, 4 and 5 il-
lustrate the idea of zones of proximal 
dominance.

Against peer competitors, in multi-do-
main environments, battlefield domi-
nance is the farthest thing from abso-
lute. Viewing the battlefield in terms 
of localized control, or zones of proxi-
mal dominance, can assist planners 
and commanders in developing plans 
that account for dominance of a given 
battlespace in all domains.

Cavalry’s role
British military theorist J.F.C. Fuller 
wrote, “Tactical success in war is gen-
erally gained by pitting an organized 
force against a disorganized one.”8 Full-
er’s thought is a good starting point 
when assessing the role of the U.S. 
Cavalry in multi-domain battle because 
it succinctly captures the sequential 
layers of tactical operations. Specifical-
ly, his point speaks to presenting the 
enemy with multiple dilemmas to in-
crease chaos in the enemy’s formation, 
yet it also implies protecting one’s own 
formation. Also, Fuller’s thought intrin-
sically addresses striking at the enemy 
with advanced forces to shape the en-
emy in ways that enable the main body 
to achieve a relative position of advan-
tage when making contact.

As such, the cavalry’s mission should 
transition from that of purely R&S op-
erations. The cavalry’s goal should be 
to disorganize an adversary’s force so 
that when the supported force makes 
contact, victory is all but secured. To 
accomplish this goal, the cavalry must 
serve as the link among the joint task 
force, multi-domain operations, com-
bined-arms operations and tactical for-
mations. Next, the cavalry must oper-
ate as a dislocation force to disorganize 
the enemy while allowing the support-
ed force to remain organized and posi-
tion itself to exploit the supporting-
cavalry formation’s action. R&S opera-
tions fall within this area. Last, the 

Figure 2. Quantifying dominance.

Dominance is inherently tied to:
•	 Resources
•	 Time/duration
•	 Enemy action
•	 Self-sustainment activities

One way to reduce dominance:
Dominance =                Resources + time

Enemy action + self-sustainment

Dominance is measured in:
•	 Zones:

o Close to far
o Multiple domains

•	 Degree (high, medium, low)
•	 Duration (short to long)

Dominance is:
•	 Fleeting
•	 Fragile 
•	 Prone to surprise
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cavalry should return to its historical 
role as the Army’s pursuit force – the 

cavalry should be unleashed on fleeing 
enemies to destroy the remnants of a 

demoralized enemy to extend or solid-
ify U.S. ground-force zones of proximal 
dominance.

Imagine a U.S. Cavalry formation – 
whether an R&S brigade combat team 
(BCT), armored cavalry regiment (ACR), 
reconnaissance-security strike group, 
division cavalry squadron or BCT cav-
alry squadron – conducting action far 
forward of its assigned main body. The 
cavalry formation on the multi-domain 
battlefield is charged with linking joint 
fires; offensive and defensive cyber ca-
pabilities; and electronic attack while 
simultaneously conducting reconnais-
sance, security or counter-reconnais-
sance to cleave away the enemy’s 
multi-domain and combined-arms ca-
pabilities.9 The purpose of the cavalry’s 
action is to divest an adversary of its 
ability to fight in multiple domains or 
with combined arms so the supported 
force meets the enemy at a position of 
relative advantage.10 (See Figure 6.)

To put it another way, the cavalry’s 
goal within a multi-domain battlefield 
environment is to force the enemy to 
fight by methods it doesn’t wish to 
fight in by rendering its strength irrel-
evant, which is achieved through dis-
locating the enemy’s force.

Dislocation
As mentioned previously, the cavalry’s 
job, in conjunction with multi-domain 
and combined-arms capabilities, is to 
positively shape the enemy for contact 
with the supported force. On the 
multi-domain battlefield, where enemy 
formations have access to a panoply of 
interconnected enablers, denying them 
access to those tools is paramount. 
Dislocation is a critical component of 
defeating an enemy with multi-domain 
capabilities because it denies the ene-
my access to its tools: multi-domain 
and combined-arms capabilities.

Writing on dislocation, Liddell Hart 
said, “In most campaigns, the disloca-
tion of the enemy’s psychological and 
physical balance has been the vital pre-
lude to a successful attempt at his 
overthrow.” Army doctrine, recently in-
corporating the concept, states that 
dislocation is the use of forces to gain 
a position of advantage in relation to 
the enemy, nullifying its force’s value.11

However, the Army’s thoughts on dis-
location are simplistic and do not fully 

Figure 3. Zones of proximal dominance.

Figure 4. Zones of proximal dominance and operational framework.

Figure 5. Zones of proximal dominance and battlefield.
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explore the possibilities of the con-
cept. A far more developed concept on 
dislocation can be found in the work of 
American military theorist Robert Le-
onhard. Leonhard defines dislocation 
as “the art of rendering the enemy’s 
strength irrelevant”;12 however, in ar-
ticulating the process associated with 
the art is where Leonhard’s use of the 
term bears fruit, making it applicable 
for U.S. Cavalry forces on multi-domain 
battlefields.

Leonhard’s interpretation contends 
that dislocation is at the core of achiev-
ing advantages in combat. He posits 
that dislocation can be functional, po-
sitional, temporal and moral. Function-
al dislocation is forcing an enemy to 
fight via a method for which it is not 
designed or for which it is ill-suited. 
Positional dislocation is forcing an en-
emy to fight in a place in which it is ill-
suited, such as luring tanks into urban 
areas or other restricted terrain. Tem-
poral dislocation is fighting at a tempo 
the enemy is unable to maintain – or 
conversely, forcing an enemy that 
seeks to fight at a high tempo to fight 
at a much slower rate. Lastly, moral 
dislocation is the idea of breaking the 
enemy’s will.13 The motivating idea is 
that in dislocating an enemy, a friendly 
force will be able to avoid the enemy’s 
strength, creating a position of relative 
advantage in which the enemy’s defeat 
will come at a far cheaper expense.

Leonhard takes the discussion further, 
providing more depth and breadth to 
understanding dislocation. Leonhard 
states, “An enemy force, in any situa-
tion, has strengths and weaknesses.”14 
He contends that an enemy’s strength 
contains two elements: a component 
and a condition.15 In the open, adap-
tive systems that dominate the multi-
domain battlefields of today, one could 
view the components of an enemy’s 
strength as its multi-domain capabili-
ties, its combined-arms capabilities 
and its single-arms capabilities.16 To-
gether, they achieve synergistic effects 
that compensate for the weakness of 
the other capabilities, but individually, 
or in the wrong environment, the com-
ponents lose much of their power and 
utility. Understanding how enemy ca-
pabilities lose power, or the condition-
al nature of strength, is critical to ef-
fective planning.17

Moreover, if one understands the con-
ditional nature of an enemy’s strength, 
he will in turn understand that the two 
methods to defeat it are through the 
destruction of those components and 
through altering the conditions in 
which the components derive their 
strength.18 This is exactly where the 
cavalry fits into multi-domain battle – 
cavalry’s goal, operating at the ad-
vanced edge of tactical and operation-
al formations, leveraging multi-domain 
and combined-arms capabilities, able 
to rely on joint and ground-based 

cross-domain fires – is to dislocate 
peer-competitor capabilities. The aim 
is to degrade the enemy to the point 
that by the time its meets the support-
ed force, it has been so degraded that 
it is but a simple problem.

While dislocation is critical, the cavalry 
will continue to conduct R&S opera-
tions for the formation in which they 
are employed. However, to succeed on 
a multi-domain battlefield, cavalry for-
mations must be augmented with ca-
pabilities that enable R&S operations 
to push beyond the land and air and 
into cyber and electronic environ-
ments. Thus, in multi-domain battle, 
R&S is not just ground and aerial action 
but also cyber and electronic – cavalry 
formations must be afforded those ca-
pabilities to be effective on the multi-
domain battlefield.

Multi-domain warfare is focused on 
technology, but as a RAND report re-
minds the reader, “Technology mat-
ters, yes, but so does the form of orga-
nization that is adopted or developed 
to embrace it.”19 As such, cavalry for-
mations should be provided with capa-
bilities that enable them to simultane-
ously conduct dislocating action while 
conducting R&S operations. Anti-ar-
mor capabilities permanently assigned 
to cavalry formations would greatly en-
hance their ability to conduct ad-
vanced-force action while adding a 
wrinkle an adversary must prepare for 
– or to put it another way, to increase 
the number of potential dilemmas an 
enemy must be ready to address.

The 11th ACR regularly experiments 
with this idea through the use of its an-
ti-armor troop during National Training 
Center exercises each month.20 Per-
haps experimentation beyond 11th ACR 
would yield tangible results for the cav-
alry.

The addition of similar capabilities 
within cavalry formations would pro-
vide serious benefits to those forma-
tions, including the ability to increase 
their operational reach and enhance 
their organic firepower – both of which 
further enable them to dislocate the 
synergistic effects of enemy capabili-
ties. The cavalry formation would pos-
sess the ability to conduct mobile or 
static echeloned stripping of assets on 
the enemy formation as the two 

Figure 6. Purpose of cavalry operations: dislocating enemy forces.
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formations converged on one another. 
Furthermore, the addition would in-
crease the stand-off between enemy 
multiple-launch rocket systems (MLRS) 
and the supported force, and mission 
command or sustainment nodes, thus 
increasing the supported forces’ bat-
tlefield survivability.

More capabilities such as cyber, elec-
tronic and MLRS (or the high-mobility 
artillery rocket system) should also be 
added to cavalry formations to achieve 
similar effects to that discussed in re-
lation to anti-armor additions. The goal 
of all infused capabilities is to make 
the U.S. Cavalry able to kick in the door 
to hostile OEs; tip the balance of pow-
er in favor of U.S. forces; and project 
power to create windows of opportu-
nity, or zones of proximal dominance, 
for the supported commander.

The previous point begins to address 
the “why” behind the pre-eminence of 
dislocation on the multi-domain battle-
field. When opponents meet on the 
battlefield, there is often a disparity in 
the range of their weapon systems, 
whether this be kinetic firepower or in-
tangible “firepower” such as cyber, 
electronic or information capabilities. 
The weapon that can range the fur-
thest is a “protective weapon,” while 
the weapon of shorter range is the true 
fighting instrument.

One can see this concept in the use of 
long-range fires, cyber and electronic 
attack to set the conditions for a com-
bined-arms assault of a given objec-
tive. A great contemporary example of 
this can be found during the Russo-
Ukrainian War’s Second Battle of Do-
netsk Airport, which was fought Sep-
tember 2014 to January 2015 outside 
the city of Donetsk, Ukraine. During 
the battle, Russian forces used long-
range fires to siege the airport until a 
given set of conditions were met, then 
their tanks and infantry assaulted the 
remaining Ukrainian forces, sealing the 
battle as a Russian victory.21 Russia 
used its long-ranges fires much like a 
shield to allow it to get into position 
for the killing blow with its gladius – its 
tanks and infantry.

In analyzing the previous point from 
another perspective, one can further 
deduce that the true fighting power of 
a formation is not in the items on the 

periphery but in its inner core. The 
outer layers of a formation serve two 
purposes: to protect the inner core and 
to shape the enemy to set the condi-
tions for the inner core’s success. (See 
Figure 7.) Taking this concept to its 
conclusion, one must understand that 
to destroy the enemy’s strength, or its 
inner core, one must first strip away or 
dislocate the things that protect the 
core.22 Therefore, the more of the en-
emy’s outer protective shell the caval-
ry can dislocate from the inner core, 
the more success the supported force 
will have in defeating the enemy’s 
main fighting force. Dislocating the 
outer layers and destroying the inner 
core will in essence defeat the enemy.

Operational framework
The next logical step is to determine 
where the cavalry fits on the battle-
field, or to examine the operational 
frameworks in relation to the cavalry’s 
mission on the multi-domain battle-
field. ADRP 3-0 describes “operational 
framework” as a hierarchy, with the 
area of operations being at the top of 
the hierarchy, followed by the deep-
close-security area construct to define 
forces in time and space, then the de-
cisive-shaping-sustaining construct to 
identify priority by purpose, and final-
ly, the main effort-supporting effort 
construct to identify priority by re-
source.

However, the cavalry’s evolving role, in 
which they conduct advanced-force ac-
tion in support of multi-domain battle, 
suggests that the deep-close-support 
area construct is insufficient. ADRP 3-0 

defines the deep area as “The portion 
of the commander’s area of operations 
that is not assigned to subordinate 
units.” ADRP 3-0 continues that the 
deep area extends beyond subordi-
nate-unit boundaries to the farthest 
reaches of a unit’s area of operations; 
commanders conduct operations with-
in the deep area to influence future 
events in time, space and purpose. Yet 
this view of the deep area is passive, 
reactive and cedes initiative to aggres-
sive opponents. On the multi-domain 
battlefield – where adversaries will use 
a variety of tools to assist them in 
weakening U.S. forces before making 
contact with the main body – dominat-
ing the area between the main body 
and enemy force is critical to the sup-
ported force’s survival. Therefore, a 
more descriptive operational frame-
work is required.

The Army’s opposing-force tactics 
manual,  Training Circular  (TC) 
7-100.2,23 provides a good starting 
point in describing the concept of bat-
tlefield zones: disruption zone,24 battle 
zone25 and support zone.26 Battlefield 
zones hold true whether the battlefield 
is linear or non-linear. Zones are de-
fined by purpose or the desired effect 
to be achieved within each zone.

The benefit of this concept is that it en-
hances planning by providing structure 
to the battlefield, better allowing staffs 
to arrange formations in time, space 
and purpose on the battlefield. It is 
also a more assertive battlefield frame-
work – a commander instructing his 
staff to win the disruption-zone fight 

Figure 7. Layers of a combat formation.
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makes more tangible sense to a staff or 
subordinate commanders than does a 
nebulous statement such as, “We’ve 
got to win the deep fight.” The pro-
posed construct provides inherent 
guidance, whereas the deep-close-sup-
port framework does not.

Again, restructuring the operational 
framework to align zones by purpose 
will likely enhance planning and execu-
tion on the multi-domain battlefield by 
allowing planners and commanders to 
align formations by purpose. The for-
ward edge of this proposed framework 
should be the disruption zone. Howev-
er, a more nuanced description of a 
battlefield’s zones would be beneficial. 
In addition to the disruption zone, a se-
curity zone should be added to provide 
the cavalry more depth in which to 
conduct dislocative action and to coun-
teract enemy multi-domain and com-
bined-arms capabilities. The security 
zone would be the buffer area be-
tween the disruption zone and engage-
ment by the main body; the security 
zone would act as a siphon through 
which the enemy would pass, where 
cavalry formations would conduct re-
connaissance and/or security opera-
tions to accurately determine the post-
disruption-zone assessments of enemy 
formations while conducting battle 
handover with main-body forces. The 
goal is to protect the supported force 
while disorganizing the adversary.

Depending on the character of the sit-
uation, the disruption zone and secu-
rity zone could also be inverted, having 
the security zone at the far end of a 
friendly formation, followed by the dis-
ruption zone, battle zone and support 
zone. Leading with the security zone 
might be beneficial when the enemy’s 
location is less certain – perhaps in sit-
uations where the support formation 
is conducting a movement-to-contact 
or is operating in areas where certain-
ty is reduced – or when violence of ac-
tion must be applied in a more judi-
cious manner.

Under the proposed battlefield frame-
work, main-body forces, charged with 
accomplishing the mission of the high-
er headquarters, would operate in the 
main battle zone. The main body’s ac-
tions would be no different than those 
defined for close-area operations in 
ADRP 3-0 or the battle zone in TC 

100-2. Similarly, to stay with the use of 
the term “zone,” ADRP 3-0’s term “sup-
port area” would require adjusting to 
“support zone,” but the zone’s purpose 
would remain the same as it is defined 
in ADRP 3-0. Figure 8 provides an illus-
tration of this framework.

Minor adjustments to the deep-close-
support area operational framework 
would facilitate the cavalry’s ability to 
serve both as a disruption force seek-
ing to debride the enemy of multi-do-
main and combined-arms capabilities 
for the main body while also providing 
the zone in which to conduct tradition-
al R&S operations supporting the main 
body. The battlefield, broken down 
into zones, facilitates better-developed 
plans and action through clearly as-
signing battlespace (battlefield zones) 
with purpose and a force allocated to 
accomplish that purpose.

Finding future in past
One must assume that enemy forma-
tions will not fight to the last man, but 
rather possess disengagement criteria 
that, when met, will trigger the enemy 
to break contact. With this thought in 
mind, one can deduce that successful 
main-body action will cause the ene-
my, at some unknown point, to retro-
grade from the battlefield, opening an-
other window of opportunity.

From time immemorial, the cavalry 
served as a combat arm, and pursuit 
was the primary realm in which it op-
erated. Cavalry was traditionally used 
to exploit the success of infantry and 
artillery on a fleeing enemy by ruth-
lessly pursuing the enemy and cutting 

them down as they fled the battlefield. 
Within the U.S. Army, the idea of the 
pursuit has rusted and has certainly 
become disassociated from the caval-
ry. Since the advent and adoption of 
mechanized scout cars, the U.S. Caval-
ry has slowly distanced itself from the 
tactics of penetration and pursuit as 
those actions transitioned to the ar-
mored force, leaving the cavalry almost 
exclusively an R&S formation; the only 
question has been whether its forma-
tions should possess the ability to fight 
for information or conduct stealthy ac-
tion.27

However, the multi-domain battlefield 
demands powerful ground-based for-
ces capable of pursuit to extend zones 
of proximal dominance, enabling U.S. 
ground forces to shift the balance of 
power on the battlefield. This does not 
imply that cavalry formations should 
be kept in reserve, which is an obvious 
violation of the principles of reconnais-
sance. Instead, cavalry formations 
should actively hand off the dislocated 
and disorganized enemy to main-body 
forces once the enemy has run the 
gamut from the disruption and securi-
ty zones. At that point, cavalry forma-
tions, still working in conjunction with 
multi-domain and combined-arms ca-
pabilities, reorganize to pursue the en-
emy. Once the enemy breaks contact, 
the cavalry rapaciously runs down the 
fleeing opponent while employing 
multi-domain, combined-arms and or-
ganic capabilities to destroy the de-
moralized foe.

Conclusion
To conclude, the U.S. Army finds itself 

Figure 8. Proposed operational framework.
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at yet another shift in the conduct of 
warfare. Fuller’s words offer great in-
sight into how to think about evolu-
tions in warfare: “If mentally we can-
not keep pace with the changes in the 
physical elements of war – the changes 
in weapons, movement and protection 
– then our strategy and our tactics will 
remain obsolete: that is to say, they 
will not enable us to express the prin-
ciples of war when once again we are 
called upon to apply them.”

As the Army’s understanding of multi-
domain battle evolves, the U.S. Cavalry 
must evolve its strategy and tactics to 
remain relevant on the 21st Century 
battlefield. The evolution to multi-do-
main battlefields mandates that the 
cavalry is no longer just a formation for 
R&S operations. The cavalry must re-
orient itself to serve as the primary 
tactical conduit and integrator of 
multi-domain capabilities on the bat-
tlefield, seeking to disorganize and 
pursue enemy formations to create, 
extend or maintain zones of proximal 
dominance that enable the supported 
commander to accomplish his mission. 
Otherwise, U.S. Army forces will find 
themselves unable to project power in 
hostile environments that peer com-
petitors seek to dominate.

Lastly, in adapting the U.S. Cavalry as 
the linchpin among multi-domain, joint 
and combined-arms capabilities and 
tactical action, the Army will achieve 
progress on the Army Capabilities Inte-
gration Center’s warfighting challeng-
es. Specifically, advancement will be 
made on the following challenges: 
Army Warfighting Challenge (AWC) 11, 
conducting air-ground R&S operations; 
AWC 12, conducting joint expedition-
ary maneuver and entry operations; 
AWC 15, conducting joint combined-
arms maneuver; and AWC 17/18, em-
ploying cross-domain fires.28 As the 
cavalry evolves to better support the 
Army, the Army will continue to im-
prove in addressing its first-order prob-
lems.
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by COL Esli T. Pitts

Dragon 6 was frustrated. It sounded 
like the enemy’s Boyeva Mashina Pe-
khoty (BMP) vehicles were bypassing 
his company to the south.

His executive officer reported to Ham-
mer Main that the company’s battle 
position (BP) had been bypassed and 
the battalion’s defense had been pen-
etrated. Dragon 6 pounded the cupola 
in frustration; it had taken nearly 48 
hours to build the engagement area 
(EA). Why hadn’t the enemy come? 
How did they get around the obsta-
cles? Why couldn’t the crews see the 
enemy?

Hammer 6 monitored Dragon’s report 
to the tactical-operations center (TOC) 
on battalion command and called 
Hammer 3. “We need some combat 
power to our rear, time now. Those 
guys are on their way to the brigade-
support area (BSA). What are our op-
tions?”

The 3 had none. It was at that moment 
that Dragon 6 and both Hammer 3 and 
6 realized the fundamental problems in 

their defense: it was stretched too thin 
and it lacked depth, synchronization 
and flexibility.
This was driven home in the after-ac-
tion review (AAR) 12 hours later as the 
leaders watched the instrumented 
playback. The advancing enemy had 
identified the obstacles and paused 
there for 20 minutes before deciding to 
bypass rather than breach. Unob-
served, the opposing-force battalion 
continued movement on another cov-
ered route and eventually penetrated 
the seam between defending compa-
nies.
With two opfor companies inside Ham-
mer’s defensive positions and a third 
on the way, the observer/coach/trainer 
(O/C/T) played a commo cut: “Hammer 
Main, this is Dragon 5. Slant 10 and 4, 
continuing to defend. Audio contact 
with a possible enemy force to our 
south. Believe that we have been pen-
etrated.”
The O/C/T played another commo cut: 
“Hammer 5, this is 6. What’s on the 
[decision-support matrix]?” There was 
a long pause before the executive 

officer replied that they had not fin-
ished developing the decision-support 
products. With an edge to his voice, the 
commander acknowledged the answer.

As the instrumented playback contin-
ued to play, the leaders thought back 
to the fight and how slow they had 
been to react to the penetration while 
the enemy had continued to advance. 
Finally, Hammer 6 had pulled Axe Com-
pany out of position and launched 
them to attack the enemy to their rear. 
By then, it was a losing footrace 
against an enemy force that nobody 
had really identified or tracked until 
way too late. An attack by Red air had 
not helped.

As the playback finished, the O/C/T 
asked one question: “What hap-
pened?”

Training units at the Joint Multination-
al Readiness Center (JMRC) in Hohen-
fels, Germany, generally get two shots 
at the defense: once during maneuver 
training at company level and again 
during force-on-force training. Typical-
ly, most leaders within the training unit 
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are new in their positions; across the 
board, they lack experience in tradi-
tional combined-arms maneuver. If 
they do have experience, it was ac-
quired at the National Training Center 
(NTC) or the Joint Readiness Training 
Center, but they are unfamiliar with 
the unique terrain found in Germany. 
Either way, the learning curve is steep.

This article will help flatten that curve 
by highlighting common trends in de-
fensive planning and preparation.

Mission command
The commander drives the operations 
process using the elements of under-
stand, visualize, describe, direct, lead 
and assess. Commanders at JMRC will 
often skip an early leader’s recon in an 
effort to get the staff working on the 
order. This lack of reconnaissance, 
combined with a rushed order from 
brigade and incomplete mission analy-
sis by an inexperienced staff, results in 
the commander lacking understanding 
of the mission. Lacking understanding, 
the commander’s visualization is in-
complete, and his/her ability to de-
scribe  the mission is minimal. 

Subsequently, the staff then builds an 
incomplete course of action (CoA) that 
does not address the commander’s key 
points. Too often commanders say, “I 
knew the opfor was going to do that!” 
However, they fail to describe that to 
their staff as an element of planning 
guidance.

Commanders generally understand the 
terrain in the Hohenfels Training Area 
as compartmentalized and therefore as 
disparate platoon and company fights. 
With that in mind, they fail to visual-
ize, describe or direct a coherent bat-
talion defense. Commanders have two 
key opportunities to describe their vi-
sion of the defense: first, in the plan-
ning guidance they issue to their staff; 
and, second, during their personal re-
connaissance of the battlefield.

The leader’s recon is the essential ele-
ment that enables the commander to 
understand, visualize and describe the 
defense. It should occur as early as 
possible after mission analysis and be-
fore development of the CoA. At mini-
mum, the subordinate commanders 
and the intelligence officer (S-2), oper-
ations officer (S-3), fire-support officer 

(FSO) and task-force engineer should 
participate; they all should walk away 
with a common understanding of the 
commander’s intent for obstacles and 
both direct and indirect fires.

At NTC, units with large multi-company 
EAs learn that the commander should 
drive a target-reference point in the 
ground and announce, “We will kill the 
enemy here!” At JMRC, with compart-
mentalized terrain and many avenues 
of approach, that sounds more like, 
“We will kill the enemy here. And here. 
And here.” Any route is a potential pla-
toon, company or even battalion mo-
bility corridor for vehicles in column. 
Therefore, the commander’s recon-
naissance at all echelons must enable 
this understanding of the terrain and 
must also clearly establish how units 
will tie in at their flanks. However, the 
reality is that, because of the compart-
mentalized terrain, commanders often 
“power down” defensive preparations 
and skip reconnaissance to “get the or-
der out.” The fact is that good recon-
naissance helps build the order and 
serves as a detailed warning order to 
subordinates that allows them to begin 

Figure 1. The opord is planned upon a framework of graphics. (Graphic generated by instrumentation system)
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defensive preparations with their own 
companies, including obstacle planning 
and battle position.

Operational framework
Battalions generally fail to build an op-
erational framework within which to 
plan. Conceptually, we have a variety 
of operational frameworks from which 
to choose: decisive, shaping and sus-
taining operations; main effort and 
supporting efforts; and the deep, close 
and security framework. Equally im-
portant is the literal framework of 
graphics upon which the operations or-
der should be planned.

Most units generally apply a scant mix 
of intent and operational graphics on 
a PowerPoint image of the terrain and 
call it sufficient. At minimum, the 
framework must establish whether you 
are directing battalion EAs with associ-
ated assigned BPs, or if you are allocat-
ing defensive sectors to subordinate 
companies to defend. Subordinate 
units then establish their own BPs and 
EAs. Either way requires direct fire-
control measures (DFCM) and compa-
ny boundaries. Over and above this ba-
sic framework, we should establish 
passage lanes, contact points and al-
ternate / supplementary / subsequent 
BPs as necessary. Then we build a level 
of detail for each warfighting function.

Critical to the operational framework 
is flexibility. It is a safe bet that at 
JMRC, your unit will be tasked with 
more frontage than it can successfully 
defend. Excessive frontage means lim-
ited depth and requires flexibility to re-
act to unforeseen enemy actions such 
as a penetration. Flexibility or depth 
primarily comes from supplementary 
or subsequent BPs or else from attack-
by-fire positions, which allow forces to 
reposition to the rear to react to pen-
etration.

There are six questions that will help 
to assess whether we have enough op-
erational framework:
• First, did we use one of the conceptual 

frameworks?
• Second, do we have operational 

graphics associated with most of our 
tasks to subordinates, or only intent 
graphics, or nothing at all?

• Third, does it look like a battalion 
plan, even if that plan is primarily 

synchronizing multiple company 
fights? Or is it really just a CoA sketch 
on PowerPoint?

• Fourth, do our graphics enable 
flexibility?

• Fifth, does our plan generate gaps 
between adjacent units, or does it fix 
responsibility for all terrain between 
defensive positions?

• Lastly, and perhaps most importantly, 
can we “stack overlays” and see that 
the plan is integrated?

EA development
Most armor leaders have studied the 
steps to EA development, but it is con-
sistently difficult for units at JMRC be-
cause they don’t do effective intelli-
gence preparation of the battlefield 
and don’t understand the nature of the 
enemy or how they will maneuver. 
Simply put, the map of JMRC is like a 
chessboard with green and white 
squares on it. The green squares rep-
resent rolling, heavily wooded terrain, 
while the white ones indicate wide-
open spaces, generally in the low 
ground. Invariably, the training unit 
will assess the white squares as mobil-
ity corridors and the green as no-go or 
slow-go terrain. Given a choice, the op-
for will always maneuver in, and fight 
from, the green squares and will not 
voluntarily move from the green 
squares into the white ones where we 
habitually build our EAs. An associated 
consideration is that the enemy is fo-
cused on penetrating the defense to 
attack the BSA and will generally not 
attack along a broad frontage.

In my opinion, there is a step missing 
from EA development. As written, 
Steps 1 and 2 identify the enemy’s 
avenue(s) of approach and scheme of 
maneuver (which is to move through 
the green squares). Step 3 is to deter-
mine where to kill the enemy (which 
will likely be in the white areas on the 
map). In non-doctrinal Step 3.5, we 
must ask, and answer, the question of 
how we will get the enemy to move 
from his preferred scheme of maneu-
ver into our preferred EAs. If we skip 
this step and go straight to positioning 
obstacles, indirect and direct fires in 
the white squares, then we will get 
penetrated or bypassed (the opfor’s 
preferred CoAs) every time by an ene-
my force that will not shift from his 

preferred scheme of maneuver into 
where we have determined to kill him.

We must first understand and plan for 
how we will get the enemy from where 
he wants to go into where we want to 
kill him before we plan targets, dig 
holes, run wire and pound pickets in 
support of an EA. If the enemy is mov-
ing in the green areas, then some por-
tion of our obstacle effort should actu-
ally be in the woods rather than the 
open areas to deny the enemy free-
dom of movement through the green 
squares. Ideally this forces him to 
move into white squares where we can 
continue to disrupt, fix, turn or block 
him with more obstacles and kill with 
direct or indirect fires.

Bear in mind that this obstacle effort 
in the woods must all be overwatched 
by, at minimum, a guy with a radio and 
a planned target, and ideally with an 
anti-armor ambush or a combat vehi-
cle.

There are a variety of trends that all 
contribute to lack of effectiveness in 
our EAs:
• The plan is not integrated. The 

output of the leader’s recon and the 
operational framework should be a 
plan that roughly stacks the overlays 
on obstacles, indirect and direct fires. 
This recon and these outputs must 
occur at both battalion and company 
levels. And then, as it gets refined 
f ro m  t h e  b o tto m  u p ,  t h o s e 
refinements must be updated at 
battalion and reviewed by the staff 
to  ensure  the  p lan  remains 
synchronized. This occurs through 
pushing up company graphics and 
updating the battalion’s consolidated 
graphics. Not a PowerPoint product, 
but operational graphics, preferably 
built in Blue Force Tracker or Joint 
Capabilities Release.

• The plan lacks DFCMs. Even if the 
b atta l i o n ’s  p l a n  co n s i s t s  o f 
compartmenta l i zed  company 
defenses, it should be clear from the 
DFCMs where the battalion expects 
companies to engage enemy forces 
with direct fires. DFCMs should also 
indicate where adjacent units are 
responsible for planning fires relative 
to each other. Critically, but neglected 
in the Multiple Integrated Laser-
Engagement System battlefield, is 
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that DFCMs also serve to deconflict 
surface-danger zones for various 
weapons. Ultimately, the battalion 
requires companies to submit their 
DFCMs to build a common operating 
picture. Too often, neither echelon 
develops DFCMs. Our DFCMs should 
allow us to focus, distribute and shift 
direct fires. If we don’t have them, 
we are making them up in contact.

• The obstacle plan is not integrated 
into the overall plan and is ultimately 
ineffective in shaping the EA. This 
occurs for a variety of reasons:

• Obstacles are not achieving the 
assigned effect. While the task-
force engineer will plan the details, 
the battalion owes the companies 
planned obstacle groups, which 
appear on the graphics as a green 
outline with an obstacle effect 
(turn, block, fix, disrupt). The order 
should also specify target (what 
enemy is being targeted) and 
relative location. The maneuver 
companies are then responsible to 
plan and build obstacles that 
achieve this. Also associated with 
planning is a resource factor that 
assists with allocating barrier 
materials. As an expression of the 
width of an avenue of approach, 
disrupt is .5, fix is 1.0, turn is 1.5 and 
block is 2.0. This allocates enough 
Class IV to achieve the effect but 
does not mean one long obstacle. 
In reality, regardless of assigned 
effect, units will generally emplace 
a single row of concertina with no 
depth.

For example, one row of wire 300 me-
ters in front of the BP does not create 
a turning effect. To turn, we may plan 
five or six points or linear obstacles lay-
ered in depth that gradually create 
that “turn” effect by tying into natural 
obstacles and forcing the enemy to ac-
tually keep turning. Likewise, one 
strand of wire pulled as tight as we can 
get it does not create a block effect, 
but an 11-row obstacle in a defile 
might.

• Obstacles are not integrated with 
direct-fire systems. Obstacles are 
not generally well-positioned. Not 
only must we be able to see the 
obstacles, but we must be able to 
see and fire into the terrain the 
enemy will use as a result of coming 

into contact with our obstacles. The 
obstacles must be “sighted in” by 
our direct-fire crews so we can kill 
vehicles that go where we planned 
on making them go. A way to sight 
in obstacles is for the engineers at 
the templated obstacle to talk with 
the vehicle crews over the radio and 
drop cones or pickets with engineer 
tape along the proposed trace of 
the obstacle while the vehicle crews 
confirm observation at and beyond 
the trace.

• Obstacles are not integrated with 
indirect-fire plans.  I  recently 
watched an opfor battalion make 
contact with an obstacle while 
attacking in column along a narrow 
axis. The obstacle was effective, and 
the opfor halted for 20 minutes 
while they debated breaching it or 
bypassing it. Eventually they used 
covered terrain to bypass the 
obstacle and penetrate the defense 
for a win. Unfortunately there was 
no observer plan or indirect-fire 
targets planned in conjunction with 
this obstacle. Had there been, a 
responsive firing battery could have 
saved the day. As with direct-fire 
planning, the planned target 
doesn’t go right on the wire but is 

refined to be at the place where we 
think the enemy will go as a result 
of contact with the obstacle. (See 
Figure 1.)

• Poor obstacle positioning is usually 
the result of a lack of practical 
experience in obstacle planning by 
the company leadership. The biggest 
killer, though, is that battalions 
invariably work to build and issue the 
operations order and so, because 
co m p a ny  co m m a n d e rs  d o n ’ t 
participate in an early leader’s recon, 
they spend daylight hours waiting for 
the plan and then do not have enough 
daylight available to begin to build 
obstacles. As such, they build what 
they can finish, not what they should 
build.

• There is insufficient obstacle effort. 
Typically we see a battalion with 48 
or more available hours emplace 
between 1,000-2000 meters of wire. 
When we are building a defense, 
obstacle construction should be an 
all-out effort with even the cooks 
running some wire. Doctrinally, a 
platoon with 30 Soldiers should be 
able to emplace 300 meters of triple-
strand wire per hour. Factoring in 
small tank platoons, if we task each 

Figure 2. Soldiers from Regimental Engineer Squadron, 2nd Cavalry Regiment, 
set up a concertina-wire obstacle while constructing defensive obstacles dur-
ing Exercise Saber Junction 2015 at JMRC in Hohenfels, Germany. Saber Junc-
tion prepares NATO and partner-nation forces for offensive, defensive and sta-
bility operations and promotes interoperability among participants. Saber 
Junction 2015 had more than 4,700 participants from 17 countries. (Photo by 
SPC Tyler Kingsbury)
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company in the battalion to have at 
least one platoon at a time emplacing 
obstacles for at least 25 percent of 
the available time, we can assume 
that six organic companies plus the 
engineer company should be able to 
emplace 10,800 meters of wire every 
24 hours.

Battalions should, but generally do not, 
plan battalion-directed obstacles that 
can be emplaced immediately upon 
completion of reconnaissance. This ad-
dresses the commander’s priority as 
well as getting the engineers working 
immediately.

When we talk about stacking overlays, 
we should be able to look at our plans 
for obstacles, direct and indirect fires, 
and it should be apparent whether 
they represent an integrated plan or 
are the results of “stovepipes of excel-
lence.” The battalion should “stack 
overlays” at two points: first, in build-
ing the plan; and, second, when they 
consolidate the results of bottom-up 
refinement.

So why don’t we achieve this? Several 
factors combine to result in limited ob-
stacle effort: We are too busy with oth-
er things; we don’t task out and track 
obstacle effort to completion; we fail 
to deliver Class IV materials early 
enough; we aren’t experienced in 
building obstacles; and we wait too 
long to start them. Principally, howev-
er, we are too reliant on the engineers. 
We should view the engineers as sub-
ject-matter experts to whom we pro-
vide additional cooks, loaders or rifle-
men to build obstacles.

Fire support
There are realistically only three to 
four opportunities to employ fires ef-
fectively in the defense. Beginning with 
the commander’s recon, fire support-
ers must be tied into planning and re-
hearsals. Commanders shape the fight 
with fires by planning targets that are 
integrated with the obstacle and di-
rect-fire plans. These targets have an 
effective and redundant observer plan 
and both technical and tactical triggers 
that are understood and rehearsed. 
Only then are remaining assets allocat-
ed to subordinates for their use.

The battalion’s mortar platoon is both 
the most responsive and most 

overlooked indirect-fire system avail-
able. Once artillery units work out ear-
ly friction, it generally takes five to six 
minutes to enter fire-for-effect (FFE), 
though it is not unusual to take nearly 
20 minutes. Depending on their level 
of training, mortar crews can consis-
tently fire faster and get to FFE in three 
to five minutes. Despite this edge, the 
trend is that mortar platoons account 
for less than 10 percent of missions 
fired during a rotation. Battalions often 
plan to manage the movement of the 
mortar platoons but then neglect them 
in execution; this leaves them out of 
position to fire. Another shortfall hap-
pens when the FSO habitually sends all 
missions to the field artillery rather 
than to the mortars. If we train at 
home station to provide high volumes 
of fires, establish digital connectivity 
and give platoon leaders clear guid-
ance and autonomy, they will get into 
the fight.

Management of mortar ammunition is 
critical. By JMRC exercise procedures, 
it takes 90 rounds of 120mm high ex-
plosive to destroy one BMP. Units usu-
ally fire insufficient rounds and then 
get frustrated when the target drives 
away with no effects. Given the rela-
tively small basic loads on an M1064 
mortar track or Stryker Mortar Carrier, 
units must pre-stock ammunition to be 
able to achieve tangible effects. Giving 
them a cargo truck with trailer is a way 
to solve this problem.

Units are also challenged to build an 
observer plan that enables forward ob-
servers to be in the right place at the 
right time. Even when they get that 
right, they struggle with the additional 
problems of redundant observers, es-
tablishing digital communications and 
identifying triggers. Despite modern 
devices, the observers often default to 
binoculars and a radio, with resultant 
target-location errors ranging up to 
400-600 meters in light units. All these 
factors combine to make timely and ac-
curate fires consistently difficult to 
achieve.

Units’ effects with fires are also limited 
by inadequate trigger development. 
Consider this notional example of a 
poorly developed trigger: “Fire AG 
1040 when the enemy lead echelon 
crosses Phase Line [PL] Red.” In execu-
tion, the observer sees the enemy’s 

lead tanks cross PL Red and calls for 
the planned target. Unfortunately, the 
firing unit was unaware that AG 1040 
was imminent and was already firing a 
different mission (AG 1035). When 
“Fire AG 1040” came across the net, 
they first finished AG 1035 and then 
shifted to AG 1040. Meanwhile, the 
tanks continued to advance and by the 
time the mission was fired, it missed. 
If this planned mission was important 
to the commander, developing a tech-
nical trigger that laid the guns on AG 
1040 prior to PL Red and then fired 
when the tanks crossed the tactical 
trigger of PL Red, they could have 
killed tanks.

Like everything else in the defense, the 
fire-support plan should be subject to 
bottom-up refinement. A simple way 
for leaders to check is to review the 
target numbers they are allocated. 
Each time the battalion or company 
FSO refines a target, it is assigned a 
new target number. If AG 1040 remains 
AG 1040, nobody ever refined it.

Figure 1 is an overview of an actual 
battalion defense conducted at JMRC. 
In addition to the previously men-
tioned vignette on observers and fires, 
this graphic illustrates the lack of inte-
gration of obstacles with direct or indi-
rect fires as well as the opfor’s tenden-
cy to move through the woods. Note 
the lack of boundaries between com-
panies, with the resultant lack of un-
derstanding of who was responsible for 
what battlespace. Note also the use of 
intent graphics rather than operational 
graphics.

Rehearsals
Training units generally neglect re-
hearsals during the defense with the 
result that they don’t know routes or 
understand how long it takes to re-
mount Soldiers and displace from pri-
mary to subsequent or supplementary 
BPs. This means that when triggers to 
move from primary to alternate, sup-
plementary or subsequent positions 
are met, they are usually executed too 
slowly.

Quality rehearsals usually don’t hap-
pen for two reasons. First, there is lit-
tle time available by the time orders 
are briefed and defensive prep has be-
gun. Second, because the battalion has 
probably decentralized the defense 
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into company fights, it seems as if 
there is little for the battalion to re-
hearse. Even if this is the case, the bat-
talion must rehearse fires, including 
employment of the reserve and 
planned movements from hide posi-
tions to primary, subsequent and sup-
plementary positions. It’s also impor-
tant to rehearse movement to all con-
tingency positions in the rear.

The primary fix is time management. If 
we can get a leader’s recon done early 
on, then subordinates can begin re-
hearsals immediately while the battal-
ion is working the order. If we can ex-
tricate our company commanders from 
the brigade rehearsal, and we don’t 
bring platoon leaders to the battalion’s 
rehearsal, we also free up more time 
with their platoons and companies for 
rehearsals.

Sustainment and fires rehearsals are 
essential but also neglected. Unfortu-
nately, they generally turn into a brief-
ing of the finalized plan to the compa-
nies rather than a rehearsal of the bat-
talion’s plan.

Decision points
Decision points (DPs) are overlooked in 
planning. Two likely areas that require 
a commander’s decision are commit-
ment of the reserve and the reposi-
tioning of significant forces into sup-
plementary, subsequent or contingen-
cy positions to react to an enemy pen-
etration. The battalion’s information-
collection (IC) plan should be primarily 
focused on providing information that 
allows the commander to recognize 
these conditions emerging and then 
make the decision early enough for it 
to be implemented.

The main problem in this area is gen-
erally a lack of depth, such that the de-
fending unit recognizes conditions too 
late. Consider that the opfor achieves 
penetration and is moving two to three 
kilometers in 15 minutes. By the time 
the defender recognizes and reports 
penetration, and then analyzes and 
recommends a reaction to it, the de-
fending unit is already in a losing foot-
race to reposition forces quickly 
enough to impact the enemy’s scheme 
of maneuver. If that reaction does not 
include executing a rehearsed move-
ment to known graphics, it will be even 
slower.

Identification of 
DPs is an opera-
tional responsibil-
ity, and the S-3 of-
ficer and/or the 
executive officer 
have a responsi-
bility to be in-
volved in the de-
velopment of de-
c i s i o n - s u p p o r t 
products as well 
as to ensure the IC 
plan supports the 
DPs.

Seeing 
ourselves
Battal ion com-
manders are al-
ways surprised in 
the AAR when 
they see how little 
obstacle effort 
they achieve. Bat-
talions (and com-
pan ies )  rare ly 
have a system in 
place that allows them to see them-
selves. Call it a “daily dozen” or any 
number of options; the norm is that 
battalions task a lot of things out but 
do not effectively track them to com-
pletion, leaving subordinates to decide 
for themselves what they can achieve.

It’s obvious-but-routine things like sub-
ordinate opords, rehearsals and even 
boresight – these are frequently 
skipped by subordinates in a seeming-
ly time-constrained environment. 
Building the trackers in the TOC and re-
quiring subordinates to report comple-
tion highlights, shortcomings and 
trends is crucial to success. It allows 
the battle captain/noncommissioned 
officer to identify emerging issues. It 
also allows senior leaders to focus on 
fixing them. Similar tracking at compa-
ny command posts enables the battal-
ion executive officer or gunners to 
track completion and frees the com-
mand group to focus on issues.

Two specific examples of defensive 
tasks that are neglected are the track-
ing of obstacle construction and the 
employment of blade assets. The start 
point for tracking is mission analysis 
and CoA development, during which 
the battalion’s expectations are 

generated and then tasked in the bat-
talion’s opord. For obstacles, this anal-
ysis should include how much wire 
subordinates should expect to em-
place, the general obstacles they are 
tasked to build and the priority for 
each of them. We can then expect our 
subordinates to report the percent 
complete for each obstacle and should 
see the obstacle effort appearing on 
tracking charts in the TOC as each ob-
stacle is emplaced. As the battalion 
tracks, it should then be able to antici-
pate and react to problems, such as re-
alizing that a company has insufficient 
Class IV.

With blade assets, the battalion staff 
should understand available assets and 
available time, and then allocate assets 
to subordinates for a specific amount 
of time to achieve a specific amount of 
work. The battalion should require 
subordinates to report completion of 
fighting positions and/or anti-tank 
ditches and then monitor results for 
deviation from the plan. The blade as-
sets are moved from company to com-
pany in accordance with the plan by a 
senior leader designated as “com-
mander-in-chief of dozers” to ensure 
that no unit keeps the assets longer 

Figure 3. A photo taken by a UAS camera of a unit’s field 
trains highlights the lack of camouflage and ease of detec-
tion from the UAS. (Photo by 1-4 Infantry opfor)



39              Winter 2017

than authorized without approval from 
higher.

Counter-reconnaissance
It is a statistical truth that whoever 
wins the counter-reconnaissance fight 
will likely win the subsequent battle. 
Battalions frequently task their scout 
platoon, which is probably under-
manned and unable to screen the bat-
talion’s frontage or unable to screen 
for the duration required. The battal-
ion is then over-reliant on this screen, 
unaware that they are under surveil-
lance by enemy reconnaissance. Then, 
the battalion’s leaders get caught by 
surprise when the enemy launches a 
spoiling attack.

How is this fixed?

First, designate a counter-recon force 
built on the scouts but augmented by 
the mortar platoon and a tank platoon, 
or one of the line companies can also 
be assigned to augment the scouts. Ei-
ther option ensures the counter-recon 
force has enough combat power to 
both identify and destroy enemy re-
connaissance assets. This force must 
be prepared to displace prior to the 
main fight.

Second, the battalion should establish 
a security area forward of defensive 
preparations and ensure it has ade-
quate depth to deploy the counter-re-
con force into it. This area should be 
clearly delineated on unit graphics. 
This security area must have enough 
depth to enable the counter-recon 
force to find and kill enemy reconnais-
sance assets before they enter the 
main battle area without compromis-
ing themselves to following echelons 
(see Figure 1). In the picture displayed 
in Figure 1, note that the scouts are es-
sentially co-located with Company B. 
They had been out more to the front 
but were driven back by enemy con-
tact. Ultimately, they were not in a po-
sition to provide depth or early warn-
ing to the battalion.

Third, companies must understand 
they are responsible for providing lo-
cal security in and around their defen-
sive positions and as far forward as the 
rear of the security area within estab-
lished company boundaries. They must 
deny the enemy the ability to infiltrate 
along gaps and seams and establish 

their own observation points in close 
proximity to friendly defensive posi-
tions. The best deterrent to opfor re-
connaissance is active patrolling to 
deny terrain to the enemy.

Fourth, understand that it’s a live op-
erational environment with civilian el-
ements who may be hostile and who 
may be collecting intelligence and 
passing it to enemy forces. This re-
quires friendly forces to deny freedom 
of movement to hostile local nationals 
or special-purpose forces without ad-
versely impacting local nationals’ daily 
lives.

Fifth, noise and light discipline, con-
cealment and effective camouflage are 
essential. The opfor is adept at em-
ploying unmanned aerial systems 
(UAS), aviation, special-purpose forces 
and ground reconnaissance to find and 
target us. The better we hide, the less 
we are targeted for artillery attacks at 
the most inopportune time. In particu-
lar, this requires reducing the TOC foot-
print and getting it off the main routes 
and tucked away in the woods. Our 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO) allies and partners are particu-

larly effective at camouflage.

The bottom line is that everyone has a 
responsibility for both active and pas-
sive measures to defeat enemy recon-
naissance.

In summary, many units tend to take 
defense for granted. It is not as excit-
ing as the attack and maybe not as fun 
to execute. However, it is perhaps the 
most difficult operation to plan, syn-
chronize and execute successfully. This 
article only discusses some of the most 
common trends. To fight and win, units 
should begin a program of home-sta-
tion professional-development training 
to build the necessary skills.

COL Esli Pitts is a student at the U.S. 
Army War College, Carlisle Barracks, 
PA. His previous assignments include 
senior task force maneuver O/C/T at 
JMRC, Hohenfels, Germany; command-
er, 3rd Battalion, 8th Cavalry Regiment, 
Fort Hood, TX; instructor, Department 
of Tactics, Command and General Staff 
College, Fort Leavenworth, KS; execu-
tive officer, 1st Brigade, 3rd Infantry Di-
vision, Fort Stewart, GA; operations of-
ficer, 1st Brigade, 3rd Infantry Division, 
Fort Stewart; S-3 (operations) and 

Figure 4. A Soldier from Company A, 5th Battalion, 7th Cavalry Regiment, scans 
his sector of fire from an M2 Bradley Fighting Vehicle while conducting defen-
sive operations during Exercise Combined Resolve VI at JMRC in May 2016. Ex-
ercise Combined Resolve VI was designed to exercise the U.S. Army’s regional-
ly allocated force to the U.S. European Command area of responsibility with 
multinational training at all echelons. About 570 participants from five NATO 
and European partner nations participated in training designed to allow par-
ticipants to function together in a joint, multinational and integrated environ-
ment and to train U.S. rotational forces to be more flexible, agile and better 
able to operate alongside their NATO allies. (Photo by PFC Michael Bradley)
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executive officer, 5th Squadron, 1st Bri-
gade, 3rd Infantry Division, Fort Stew-
art. His military education includes in-
fantry one-station unit training, Air-
borne and Air Assault schools, Armor 
Officer Basic Course, Infantry Mortar 
Leader’s Course, Armor Officer Ad-
vanced Course, Combined Arms Service 

aCronym QuICK-SCan

AAR – after-action review
BMP – Boyeva Mashina Pekhoty
BP – battle position
BSA – brigade-support area
CoA – course of action
DFCM – direct fire-control measure
DP – decision point
EA – engagement area
FFE – fire-for-effect
FSO – fire-support officer
IC – information collection
JMRC – Joint Multinational 
Readiness Center
NATO – North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization
NTC – National Training Center
O/C/T – observer/coach/trainer
PL – phase line
TOC – tactical-operations center
UAS – unmanned aerial system

Staff School, Command and General 
Staff College and the NATO Staff Orien-
tation Course, Hohenfels. COL Pitts 
holds a bachelor’s of arts degree in his-
tory from Washington State University 
and a master’s of science degree in in-
ternational relations from Troy Univer-
sity.

Traditionally tank gunnery compe-
titions have demonstrated readi-
ness, influenced training and built 
team spirit among armored orga-
nizations. 

The Sullivan Cup continues this 
tradition, and in preparation for 
the 2018 competition, the Armor 
School has undertaken an histori-
cal study of several major gunnery 
events. 

The principal competitions ad-
dressed include the Canadian 
Army Trophy, the Canadian-Amer-
ican Cup, the Worthington Trophy/
Challenge, Nordic Tank Challenge, 
Strong Europe Tank Challenge and 

Armor School Call for Data/Personal 
Accounts  of Tank Gunnery Competitions

the Russian Tank Biathlon. 

However, your assistance is sought 
in obtaining information related to 
the rules, tasks evaluated and 
scoring criterion for these events. 
Similarly, the personal experiences 
of participants, including non-
American nationalities, is also be-
ing sought.

If you have such information or 
would like to share a personal ex-
perience, please make your sub-
missions to Dr. Robert S. Cameron, 
the Armor School’s point of con-
tact for this action. All material 
provided must be unclassified and 
non-For Official Use Only.

2018

Email: Robert.s.cameron.civ@
mail.mil.  Mailing address: ARMOR 
magazine, ATTN: Tank Gunnery, 
McGinnis-Wickam Hall, Suite 
W-142, 1 Karker Street, Fort Ben-
ning, GA  31905.
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Tough Vehicles Require Tougher Crews
Why We Must Re-establish a ‘Gunnery Culture’ ... and How to Do It

by SSG David D. Lunebach and
SSG Sean M. Leytham

During most of the last 15 years, gun-
nery training has been largely neglect-
ed in favor of other priorities within 
our armored brigade combat teams 
(ABCTs). While many “back in the day” 
stories continued to circulate among 
our senior noncommissioned officers 
(NCOs) and field-grade officers, gun-
nery took a backseat to other training 
tasks more closely associated with sta-
bility operations and counterinsurgen-
cy. Therefore an entire generation of 
19-series Soldiers and junior- to mid-
level NCOs grew up without gaining 
the high level of technical and tactical 
expertise on armored combat vehicles 
their predecessors possessed in the 
1980s and 1990s.

Important skills 
atrophy
While this new generation of individu-
als became very good at mounted pa-
trolling on mine-resistant, ambush-
protected vehicles and at conducting 
engagements with local tribal leaders, 
an alarming number know very little 

about the M1A2 Abrams Main Battle 
Tank or the M2A3 Bradley Fighting Ve-
hicle. Even more damaging is the fact 
that, during the years following the 
launch of extended campaigns in Af-
ghanistan and Iraq, a culture devel-
oped within our ABCTs that to a great 
extent discarded the importance of 
gunnery. A large portion of our 19-se-
ries NCOs came to believe they did not 
need to master the maintenance and 
operation of their mechanized plat-
forms. In the process, the technical 
and tactical expertise once widely res-
ident in the Armored Force withered 
away to the dangerously low levels we 
see today.

The current global-security environ-
ment demands that our armored-vehi-
cle crews be able to maneuver to a po-
sition of advantage and rapidly ac-
quire, engage and destroy enemy forc-
es at extended ranges from the turret 
of their armored vehicles. Therefore, 
the Army should return stabilized gun-
nery to its rightful place at the fore-
front of training within our ABCTs. Al-
though much work has been done in 
this area, the Army still has much left 

to do. Army leaders, especially our 
NCOs, must re-establish a “gunnery 
culture” that values technical expertise 
on our armored vehicles, demands ex-
cellence in the area of maintenance 
and focuses on gunnery as the building 
block of training readiness for the 
ABCT. To establish such a culture, we 
must effectively manage our crews, in-
centivize high levels of performance on 
the gunnery range and develop leaders 
so our “bench” of expertise – our mas-
ter gunners, in particular – is sufficient 
to sustain readiness into the future. 
Without the re-establishment of a true 
gunnery culture, all gains will only be 
temporary.

Building (and 
sustaining) crews
The first step in re-establishing a gun-
nery culture is the effective manage-
ment of our most valuable asset: our 
people. The armored-vehicle crew is 
the basic unit of combat power within 
an ABCT. Crews must be built into co-
hesive, lethal teams that work togeth-
er seamlessly to bring mobile, preci-
sion firepower to bear on the enemy. 
This cannot be done on a “plug and 
play” basis. As with any other organi-
zation, it is important to put the right 
individual at the right place at the right 
time. There are three key elements to 
building the types of armored-vehicle 
crews our ABCTs need: identification of 
talent, certification and training, and 
longevity.

Not all are ready
Not every private fresh out of ad-
vanced individual training is ready to 
be a gunner on an Abrams or Bradley. 
Not every sergeant is ready to serve as 
a vehicle commander. While some in-
dividuals possess a unique aptitude, 
most need further development to 
build the technical and tactical knowl-
edge that will someday manifest itself 
as expertise. In any case, it is up to our 
NCO leaders to teach the next genera-
tion everything there is to know about 
the maintenance and operation of our 
armored vehicles.

Along the way certain individuals will Figure 1. 4-10 Cavalry scouts engage in gunnery training.
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stand out as they demonstrate an abil-
ity to assume increased responsibility. 
Platoon sergeants and first sergeants 
should identify these Soldiers and 
NCOs and then place them into the 
pool of candidates from which they 
will select the next group of gunners 
and vehicle commanders. 

An order-of-merit list based on a per-
sonal assessment of the candidates is 
necessary so that the moment a vacan-
cy opens for one of the key crew posi-
tions, the troop/company leadership 
already knows who is going to step up.

Account for normal 
personnel turbulence
Along with identification of talent, 
leadership up to the squadron/battal-
ion level should account for the normal 
personnel turbulence associated with 
the Army’s permanent-change-of-sta-
tion (PCS) assignment cycles. This is 
the great challenge of sustainable 
readiness. 

Ensuring the maximum longevity of 
gunners and vehicle commanders is 
critical. Stabilizing a crew for 18 
months or longer is ideal so the crew 
can stay together throughout gunnery, 
maneuver training and a deployment. 
However, this is often not possible. 
First sergeants, squadron/battalion 
command sergeants major and the 
unit S-1 must regularly review crew 
rosters to project personnel losses and 
gains. Those who lack an acceptable 
period of longevity should be replaced 
with an individual who will be remain-
ing longer with the unit.

Units should follow this practice even 
if it means elevating a more junior Sol-
dier into a gunner or vehicle-com-
mander position. As long as doing so 
does not professionally disadvantage 
the individual being displaced, this ap-
proach helps posture the unit for the 
maximum level of readiness over a lon-
ger time period.

Also, first sergeants and command ser-
geants major should look to develop 
their Soldiers and NCOs for the long 
term. Upon arrival in an ABCT, many 
cavalry scouts and infantrymen who 
come from light units and have no pre-
vious experience in an armored bri-
gade are intimidated by the transition. 
Some bring with them a desire to stay 

in their comfort zone on the ground all 
the time. They often complain about 
the challenges and time-consuming na-
ture of maintenance – which is, of 
course, the lifeblood of mechanized 
formations. What these attitudes show 
is a lack of understanding of their roles 
as NCOs: they are expected to be ex-
perts in their craft, including the plat-
forms on which they are going to ma-
neuver. These individuals, and the 
leaders in charge of them, should see 
the new assignment as an opportunity.

For example, if a young 19D sergeant 
arrives in a combined-arms battalion 
or cavalry squadron with his only pre-
vious experience being in a light recon-
naissance unit, leaders must avoid the 
temptation to place him back into a 
position that closely resembles his last 
duty assignment. Since this junior NCO 
already has a significant amount of dis-
mounted experience, he now requires 
time as a Bradley gunner to provide 
him with the well-rounded cavalry-
scout skills necessary for promotion 
and professional advancement. More 
importantly, if the unit fails to get this 
NCO armored-vehicle experience, the 
next PCS to another ABCT could possi-
bly find that individual being more of 
a liability than an asset due to his lack 
of knowledge.

By following a practice of developing 
for the long term, leaders at the troop/
company level will help correct an Ar-
my-wide problem.

Once the hard work is done to get the 
right people into the right place within 
the crew roster, keeping them in place 
until it is the right time to make a 
change is critical. “Breaking” a crew 
must be a deliberate decision because 
it is not simply a matter of moving a 
Soldier to a new job – it directly im-
pacts the formation’s overall readiness. 

Squadron/battalion 
commanders decide 
Squadron or battalion commanders, 
advised by the command sergeant ma-
jor, are the decision-makers when it 
comes to breaking a crew once they 
are qualified on Gunnery Table VI. In 
fact, once a crew reaches the “gate to 
live-fire” in the Bradley Advanced 
Training System (BATS) or Advanced 
Gunnery Training System (AGTS), it is 
likely advisable to make moving any 

personnel out of that crew at least re-
portable to the squadron/battalion 
command team (if not already re-
served for approval at that level). 
While the normal cycle of PCS and end-
term-of-service will continue, it’s im-
portant that the team does everything 
it can to mitigate turbulence.

Prioritizing, incentivizing 
performance
If the Army is going to re-establish and 
maintain a gunnery culture, leaders 
have to send a clear signal that gun-
nery is a priority. They must help get 
their subordinate leaders and Soldiers 
excited about shooting the “big bul-
lets.” Friendly competition is a tradi-
tional characteristic of gunnery, but 
many Soldiers today see qualification 
on Table VI as a formality. 

In a previous time, gunnery inspired a 
healthy stress among crews, platoons 
and companies as each competed to 
earn recognition as the “Top Gun.” Pro-
viding incentives for crews who distin-
guish themselves as the best within 
the formation is a great way to nurture 
a healthy sense of competitiveness and 
bring back the right mindset.

Just handing out squadron/battalion 
coins, although a good start, should 
not be the only gesture. When a crew 
distinguishes itself as the best within 
the ranks, emblazoning their names on 
a plaque prominently displayed in the 
unit headquarters is a great way to 
demonstrate that accomplishment’s 
importance. Gunnery streamers for 
guidons provide another highly visible 
symbol to celebrate the team’s 
achievements. Also, commanders can 
award Army Achievement Medals for 
those who score “superior” (800 to 
899 points, with eight or more engage-
ments qualified) and Army Commen-
dation Medals for those who score 
“distinguished” (900 to 1,000 points 
and nine or more engagements quali-
fied) – both of which not only recog-
nize performance but also help with 
promotion points for junior Soldiers. 

Other incentives such as four-day pass-
es can serve as valuable tools to recog-
nize and reward outstanding perfor-
mance on the gunnery range.

Before any recognition can take place, 
the commander has to establish a 
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standardized (and easy-to-understand) 
scoring system so every Soldier in the 
unit knows what must be done to 
prove that his crew or troop/company 
is the best in the formation. In deter-
mining the “Top Gun” crew, a unit 
should begin with the actual score on 
Gunnery Table VI, but if time allows, 
commanders can also use other met-
rics to add a more comprehensive fo-
cus to the gunnery competition such 
as average Army Physical Fitness Test 
scores or personal-weapons qualifica-
tion. To the greatest extent possible, 
the system should be objective. This 
removes ambiguity and any room for 
different interpretations of standards.

Reward what’s most 
important
Whatever scoring system one uses, it 
should reward the things most impor-
tant to the command. These include 
achieving first-time qualification (Q1) 
and scoring distinguished or superior. 
In any event, the system should go be-
yond the calculation of an average 
score on the qualification table.

How the chain of command requires 
Soldiers and leaders to spend their 
time at work also sends a clear mes-
sage about what is really important to 
the unit’s leadership. Mandating that 
crews spend a minimum amount of 
hours conducting sustainment training 
in the BATS/AGTS per month even af-
ter completing crew qualification com-
municates that the importance of gun-
nery does not end with the last round 
fired on Table VI. Also, if a commander 
requires that all NCOs in the unit be 
trained and certified as vehicle crew 
evaluators, the unit will be better pre-
pared to meet the challenging stan-
dards of gunnery because the mem-
bers of the team will better understand 
the importance of every task contained 
in the gunnery-training program.

Certify leaders
As part of preparation for the gunnery-
skills test (GST), the squadron-level 
master gunners should identify and 
certify specific leaders within the for-
mation to evaluate during GST. This will 
ensure that the standards and expec-
tations for this vital testing gate in the 
gunnery-training progression are uni-
form across the formation. With a cad-
re highly proficient and certified 

evaluators in place, the master gun-
ners can focus on spot-checking sta-
tions to ensure testing is being done 
properly. Because they will then be 
able to take a step back and observe 
GST rather than being decisively en-
gaged in the actual testing itself, mas-
ter gunners will be better able to iden-
tify those who excel and show the type 
of aptitude and proficiency that mark 
future gunners, vehicle commanders 
and master-gunner candidates. Ideally, 
being selected to serve as a member of 
the GST cadre should become a sought-
after recognition of a Soldier’s skill.

These techniques also apply to the se-
lection and certification instructor-op-
erators (IOs) for BATS and AGTS. These 
individuals have to fully understand 
the gunnery standards and be disci-
plined enough to refrain from taking 
shortcuts when no one of higher rank 
is watching. The right NCOs acting as 
IOs will be able to coach struggling 
crews through their problems. Identi-
fying these crews ahead of time helps 
decrease even greater difficulties later 
in the gunnery-training cycle. Perhaps 
most importantly, if these leaders en-
force high standards in BATS and AGTS, 
those same high standards will be evi-
dent on the gunnery range later. Good 
habits are built early!

Building ‘bench’
While cohesive and lethal armored ve-
hicle crews are the building blocks of 
readiness in an ABCT, almost every-
thing related to building those teams 
starts with the unit master gunner. 
These school-trained subject-matter 
experts should be involved in the daily 
training and development of crews. A 
master gunner should not just be the 
person crews go to when things break 
– which is often what happens in some 
units – but he should be an expert 
trainer, pulling crewmembers aside at 
every opportunity to provide that ad-
ditional level of technical insight only 
he can provide.

A unit can never have too many mas-
ter gunners, but availability of resourc-
es and qualified personnel constrain 
the number of NCOs who can attend 
the school. Therefore, when an oppor-
tunity arises, units should be ready to 
take advantage of it. This requires ear-
ly identification of young NCOs who 

possess the talent, work ethic and de-
sire to become a master gunner. Since 
there is no one better suited to identi-
fy a promising candidate than one who 
has already completed the school, the 
unit master gunner should constantly 
be on the lookout for suitable individ-
uals. This can be done during daily 
gunnery-skills training, command 
maintenance or in the BATS/AGTS.

Order-of-merit list
Once the master gunner identifies a 
list of candidates, he should work 
closely with the troop/company first 
sergeant and the command sergeant 
major to establish an order-of-merit 
list based on a holistic assessment of 
individuals that includes physical fit-
ness, attitude, leadership ability, disci-
pline and aptitude for the job. 

The unit should be looking for leaders 
who are willing and able to perform 
above their pay grade, put in the effort 
to understand their combat platform 
in the finest detail, and then teach oth-
ers what they learn.

Identification of candidates is only the 
first step. Following that, the unit must 
do everything it can to prepare individ-
uals for the rigors of master-gunner 
school. The course is one of the most 
challenging the Army has to offer. 
Since opportunities to attend the 
school are usually limited, it is vital to 
ensure that those who attend are pos-
tured to meet the high standards and 
graduate.

Once students for the master-gunner 
school are identified, master gunners 
should establish a Master Gunner Can-
didacy Course (MGCC) to further train 
them to succeed in school. The pro-
gram of instruction can include prac-
tice evaluations and, if there is oppor-
tunity, follow the actual master gunner 
through some key aspects of his duties 
at the troop and squadron levels. 

To maximize resources across the for-
mation and ensure visibility from the 
commander and command sergeant 
major, the MGCC should be run at the 
squadron/battalion, but the troop/
company master gunners should be in-
timately involved in the instruction and 
mentorship of candidates. 

Passing the course will allow the com-
mander to have confidence that these 
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leaders will pass the actual master-
gunner course, bringing credit, exper-
tise and lethality to the unit as a whole.

Conclusion
A gunnery culture starts at the top 
with commanders prioritizing these vi-
tal combat skills in their training plans, 
but it will not take root without our 
NCOs’ personal investment. Success 
depends on mutually supporting ef-
forts up and down the chain of com-
mand.

Few of the recommendations outlined 
previously are new. In fact, many of 
these were fairly common among 
mechanized units before the beginning 
of our campaigns in Iraq and Afghani-
stan. However, years of neglect have 
left our Army with a deficit in the tac-
tical and technical skills necessary for 
highly lethal ABCTs. Lots of work has 
been done already to correct this, but 
much more work is needed to bring 
back a gunnery culture.

Security challenges 
demand change
The ever-changing security challenges 
throughout the world now demand a 
return to combined-arms maneuver. 
Getting back to decisive-action train-
ing will ensure our ability to assure our 
allies and deter possible adversaries. 
Gunnery skills are the key to building 
lethal crews and effective, combat-
ready units. 

Restoring a gunnery culture is not 
about merely returning to the “good 
old days.” On the contrary, this effort 
is a matter of the gravest strategic im-
portance to our national security. The 
culture is beginning to shift, but it is up 
to us to keep the momentum!
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Figure 2. A tank from 4-10 Cavalry fires during training.
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Battle of Debal’tseve: the 
Conventional Line of Effort in 

Russia’s Hybrid War in Ukraine
by MAJ Amos C. Fox

While some in the military say that 
Russia provides no direct threat to the 
United States, our political and military 
alliances necessitate an understanding 
and appreciation for the manner in 
which Russia is applying force in its vi-
cinity. U.S. Army Europe’s Strong Eu-
rope campaign, the Atlantic Resolve 
mission and partnered training exercis-
es like Anakonda 16 – which featured 
collaboration between the U.S. Army 
and Eastern European nations – clear-
ly indicate the necessity for clear un-
derstanding and visualization of how 
Russia conducts contemporary opera-
tions. Lastly, the study of emerging 
threats is fundamental to any profes-
sional army or learning organization, 
and therefore a study of contemporary 
Russian military actions is warranted.

Russian military operations in Eastern 
Europe since 2008 illuminate an inno-
vative approach to war that incorpo-
rates Information-Age technology in 
exploiting vulnerabilities in modern 
war. Whether one calls this approach 
to war hybrid warfare, new-generation 
warfare, ambiguous war or any of the 
other number of terms being thrown 
around, Russia has shifted the para-
digm in contemporary war, creating 
new dilemmas and problems for the 
U.S. Army to solve.

The Russo-Ukrainian War’s battlefields 
are not just home to the latest in cyber 
and electronic warfare, nor are they 
exclusively the realm of trailblazing in-
formation operations geared to manip-
ulate the media and society. Just below 
the surface of the dazzling veneer of 
sophisticated cyber, electronic and in-
formation operations resides a conven-
tional campaign that is no less unique 
than the overriding Russia hybrid ap-
proach. Far from the eye of the casual 
observer or mainstream-media outlets 
are battlefields more reminiscent to 
those of World War I than what one 
would expect to find in the 21st Centu-
ry.1

Russo-Ukrainian battlefields are lit-
tered with trenches, razed cities, the 
corpses of destroyed armored vehicles 
and the graves of thousands of Ukrai-
nian soldiers and citizens. Russo-Ukrai-
nian battlefields are characterized by 
the indiscriminate employment of 
rockets and artillery, in which civilian 
casualties are simply a byproduct of 
war. Russo-Ukrainian battlefields are 
characterized by armored warfare in 
open and urban terrain. Lastly, Russo-
Ukrainian battlefields are home to 
modern-day siege warfare.

Many of the battles that embody these 
characteristics are unheard of in the 
U.S. Army. Battles such as Ilovaisk, Do-
netsk Airport, Luhansk Airport, Mariu-
pol, Sloviansk, Debal’tseve and others 
absorbed conventional combat unseen 
in quite some time. This article exam-
ines the Battle of Debal’tseve to glean 
an understanding of the Russian way 
of war lurking just beneath the surface 
of hybrid warfare. Furthermore, this 
article seeks to identify patterns or 
emergent trends in Russian operations 
and to examine those patterns or 
trends in more detail.

The Battle of Debal’tseve was selected 
for study because:
• It is the most recent major battle of 

the Russo-Ukrainian War, where the 
significance is that the battle reflects 
the collective conventional lessons-
learned by the Russian army 
throughout the conflict.

• Similarly, the battle reflects the 
reciprocal nature of Russian reaction 
to Ukrainian action through the 
18-months-plus months of combat 
operations in Ukraine.

• The Battle of Debal’tseve’s salient 
features are the tight coupling of 
Russ ian  reconnaissance with 
assigned indirect-fire capabilities, 
creating a near-instantaneous 
sensor-to-shooter system.

• Also, the battle demonstrates a lack 

of jointness in relation to Russian 
operations, which serves to further 
expedite their sensor-to-shooter 
system by removing the middle layer 
of clearance and approval for fires.

• The battle also demonstrates that 
adjustments in force structure allow 
formations to operate at the tactical 
and operational levels of war.

• Lastly, the Battle of Debal’tseve 
illustrates a re-emergence of siege 
warfare.

Analysis of the Battle of Debal’tseve 
may suggest that “old” forms and 
methods of warfare are being em-
ployed by Russia and, because of this, 
there is little to learn from the battle 
(or a study of any of the conventional 
battles of the Russo-Ukrainian War). 
However, this position – suggesting an 
irrelevance or unimportance to Rus-
sia’s conventional way of war because 
aspects might be received as “old” – is 
superfluous and counterproductive to 
learning organizations such as the U.S. 
Army. The contemporary, conventional 
Russian approach to warfare is impor-
tant to understand because so few 
within the U.S. Army, especially at the 
brigade-combat-team level and below, 
are familiar with such forms and meth-
ods of combat.

Russo-Ukrainian War: 
strategic and 
operational context
Historian Lawrence Freedman, in ana-
lyzing German Field Marshal Helmuth 
von Molkte’s position that political 
leaders must stay out of military ac-
tion, states, “The idea of a military 
strategy separate from a political strat-
egy was not only misleading but also 
dangerous.”2 Lawrence’s position, cor-
rectly rebutting that of Moltke’s, is no 
less applicable today than it was dur-
ing the wars of German unification. 
Therefore, it is instructive to briefly ex-
amine Russian policy, strategy and op-
erational context to help frame the 
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battle in relation to the Russo-Ukraini-
an War.

Historian Sarah Paine, writing about 
Russian policy, states, “Russian strate-
gy had long been to surround itself 
with weak neighbors and to destabilize 
those who threatened to become 
strong. This was a logical strategy for a 
large continental empire.”3 Russian 
policy in regard to the Russo-Ukrainian 
War is debatable, but it appears that 
Russian policy borrows heavily from 
Paine’s position, seeking to weaken 
Ukraine while building a buffer be-
tween Russia and Western Europe. 
Russian action indicates this buffer is 
territorial and weapons-capability 
based.4 Moreover, Russian policy sup-
ports separatist action in the Donbass 
to create breakaway governments, em-
bodied in the Donetsk People’s Repub-
lic (DPR) and the Luhansk People’s Re-
public (LPR).5

Russian strategy in the Russo-Ukraini-
an War focuses on retaining the DPR 
and LPR and defeating Ukrainian forces 
that threaten the territorial integrity 
and/or continued existence of either 
the DPR or LPR. Russia accomplishes 
these aims through the application of 
a limited hybrid war conducted by a 
combination of Russian armed forces 
and proxies.6 Russia is reported to have 
committed upward of 9,000 conven-
tional and unconventional troops to-
ward the accomplishment of its strate-
gic objectives.7 This number does not 
include the cooperation of separatists, 
partisans and other proxy forces.

Russia’s primary operational objective 
is the territorial integrity of the peo-
ple’s republics in Donetsk and Luhansk. 
The retention of critical transportation 
nodes and lines of communication – in-
cluding highways and railroad lines 
that link DPR, LPR and Russia – are sub-
ordinate operational objectives. More 
operational objectives include areas 
within the Donbass that possess infra-
structure (power generation, hydro-
electric, water treatment) that enables 
the people’s republics to operate en-
tirely independent from Ukraine.8 
These operational objectives have re-
sulted in major combat operations at 
locations throughout the Donbass.

Russia’s operational approach vacil-
lates between a strategy of attrition 
and exhaustion. Russian battles focus 
on trapping Ukrainian ground forces 
and slowly bludgeoning them through 
the repetitious employment of indirect 
fire and armored thrusts. The goal of 
protracting the destruction of Ukraini-
an forces – instead of quickly annihilat-
ing them – is that it 1) forces a desper-
ate Ukrainian government to come to 
the bargaining table to broker a deal to 
end the slaughter while 2) it exhausts 
Ukrainian resources as they continue 
to commit forces to protracted battles.

The battles of Ilovaisk (Aug. 7-Sept. 2, 
2014) and Debal’tseve demonstrate 
the effectiveness of this approach as 
they resulted in the Minsk Protocol 
and the Minsk II agreement, respec-
tively.9 Operational reach and culmina-
tion are moot points due to the 

proximity of Russian forces to their lo-
gistics base in Russia and because of 
the retention of lines of communica-
tion to the Southern Military District 
(SMD), which conducts resupply mis-
sions to forward Russian units as re-
quired.10

Russia’s hybrid warfare is deftly articu-
lated in what is known as the Gera-
simov Doctrine. Pundits argue whether 
Gerasimov’s ideas encompass a new 
mental model of warfare or a new ap-
proach to warfare, but Russian action 
indicates the efficacy of the Gerasimov 
Doctrine in driving Russian operational 
art, planning and tactical action.

One of the salient points of the Gera-
simov Doctrine is that levels of war 
have been compressed by contempo-
rary and emerging technology. There-
fore, there is little distance (physical or 
temporal) between the strategic, op-
erational and tactical levels of war (Fig-
ure 1).11 As such, overlap exists be-
tween the levels of war and their asso-
ciated actions on the battlefield. The 
overlap can be observed in Russia’s ac-
tions in the Russo-Ukrainian War as op-
erational art and tactical actions are so 
intertwined that it is often difficult to 
find the seams or distinctions between 
the two.

The Russian army, like many armies in 
recent years, eliminated divisions and 
aligned its expeditionary capability in 
its brigades and regiments.12 SMD 
serves as the field-army headquarters 
in Russia’s current force structure, of 
which Russian brigades are directly 
aligned. The field-army headquarters 
in Russia’s SMD is the primary practi-
tioner of operational art in this model. 
Yet the field army is not alone in the 
exercise of operational art.

Russia altered its force structure to op-
erate within this paradigm, and the 
battalion tactical group (BTG) is the 
physical embodiment of this adjust-
ment (Figure 2). The BTG is a tactical 
formation that possesses operational 
indirect fires and air-defense capabili-
ty, allowing it to have one foot in the 
tactical level of war, while the other 
foot is able to operate in and influence 
the operational level of war.13 The op-
erational indirect fires most often 
found in the Russian BTG are the BM-
21 Grad and the 9A52-4 Tornado, both Figure 1. Gerasimov’s evolution of the levels of war.
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of which are multiple-launch rocket 
systems (MLRSs) that fire 122mm rock-
ets with ranges of more than 20,000 
meters and 90,000 meters, respective-
ly.14

The BTG commander, as a result, is not 
only a tactician but also a practitioner 
of operational art. While this idea is at 
odds with U.S. Army doctrine, which 
states, “A corps headquarters is the Ar-
my’s primary operational-level head-
quarters,” the BTG’s ability to achieve 
operational effects and accomplish op-
erational objectives pull it into the op-
erational level of war.15

The significance of the BTG cannot be 
overlooked. The BTG has demonstrat-
ed its versatility, durability and overall 
utility in the Russo-Ukrainian War and, 
as a result, it has become the exclusive 
warfighting formation employed by 
Russia in Ukraine. In light of the BTG’s 
effectiveness in the Russo-Ukrainian 
War, Russia is doubling down on its in-
vestment in the formation, looking to 
grow the number of BTGs in the Rus-
sian army from 66 to 125 by 2018 and 
exclusively equip BTGs with profession-
al soldiers.16

The BTG, a phenomenon of the Russo-
Ukrainian War, clearly shows its utility 
at Debal’tseve.17

Battle of Debal’tseve
The Battle of Debal’tseve began in the 
blowing snow of a frigid Ukrainian win-
ter Jan. 14, 2015. Ukrainian forces, 
both professional soldiers and volun-
teer battalions, set out to retake con-
trol of Debal’tseve. The city, home to 
25,000 inhabitants, sits on the nexus 
of multiple highway and railroad lines 
that are critically important to both 

sides of the conflict (Figure 3). 
Debal’tseve’s importance lies in it be-
ing the nail that holds both halves of 
the Donbass together while linking 
DPR and LPR with Russia (Figure 4).

Reciprocally, the city is vitally impor-
tant to Ukraine because its possession 
denies Russia and their allies in the 
Donbass a key line of communication. 
Also, possession of the city allows the 
Ukrainian forces freedom of move-
ment into the separatist-held Donbass. 
Lastly, Debal’tseve is a critical line of 
communication between soldiers on 
the front lines of the conflict with the 
Ukrainian forces’ forward tactical 
headquarters in Artemivs’k.18

Russian forces and pro-Russian sepa-
ratists took control of the city during 
the initial phase of Russian’s hybrid 
campaign in April 2014, but their hold 
on the city was tenuous. Ukrainian 
forces retook the city in July 2014 and 
maintained control of the city until 
January 2015, when Russia launched a 
concerted effort to retake the city, de-
stroy the Ukrainian army therein and 
send a message to the locals that the 
Ukrainian government was unable to 
protect them.

Debal’tseve presented a salient into 
separatist-controlled territory while 
under Ukrainian control (Figure 5). 
Russian BTGs, equipped with the latest 
T-80 and T-90 tanks, BMP-2s and BM-
21 Grads, set out with separatist mech-
anized brigades on the morning of Jan. 
14, 2015. They attacked to pinch off 
the salient and destroy Ukrainian forc-
es defending Debal’tseve.19 The attack 
quickly took the form of a siege as Rus-
sian and separatist forces sought to in-
flict a high cost on the Ukrainian army 

and the civi l ian population of 
Debal’tseve in pursuit of the city.

Ukrainian forces, numbering about 
8,000, drawn largely from 128th Mech-
anized Brigade and the volunteer Don-
bass Battalion, were located in trench-
es and battle positions around the city 
while controlling critical infrastructure 
within Debal’tseve.20 In the early hours 
of Jan. 14, Ukrainian soldiers heard the 
ominous buzzing of Russian reconnais-
sance drones overhead just before ar-
tillery and rocket fire impacted their 
positions. Russian armored attacks fol-
lowed on the heels of the artillery and 
rocket strikes. Ukrainian forces sought 
refuge in their trenches while seeking 
to make sense of the situation.

The Russian and separatist attacks per-
sisted in a similar fashion for a week – 
the siege was characterized by indis-
criminant shelling of the city by BM-21 
and 9A52-4 rocket fires, mixed with ar-
tillery fire and armored attacks on 
Ukrainian positions. Russian drones pa-
trolled overhead, looking for targets, 
w h i l e  S p e t s n a z ,  G l a v n o y e 
Razvedyvatel’noye Upravleniye (GRU) 
operators and plain-clothed troops as-
sisted in target acquisition and local re-
connaissance.

Keenly aware of the Ukrainian predica-
ment outside the city, and the impact 
on civilians within the city, Russian 
forces began relentlessly shelling 
Debal’tseve while further constricting 
their grip on the city. Looking to fur-
ther exacerbate the situation, Russian 
and separatist forces cut access to 
electricity, heat and water in and 
around Debal’tseve Jan. 22, resulting 
in a rapid decline in living conditions 
for the city’s civilian population.21 
Within a few days, 8,000 civilians fled 
the city, and another 6,000 civilians 
were killed during the fighting for 
Debal’tseve.22

Russian and separatist forces con-
trol led both shoulders of  the 
Debal’tseve salient and were on the 
verge of pinching off the bulge by Feb. 
1, 2015. The 128th Mechanized Brigade, 
the Donbass Battalion and other Ukrai-
nian forces still had access to their 
higher headquarters and logistics base 
in Artemivs’k, northwest of Debal’tseve 
along Highway M03. Low-level fighting 
persisted from the start of the month 

Figure 2. BTG organization.
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until Feb. 9, when the opposition 
seized Lohvyne, the last remaining sup-
ply route for Ukrainian forces in 
Debal’tseve.23

The battle for Debal’tseve intensified 
between Feb. 10 and the end of the 
battle Feb. 20. On Feb. 10, Russian 
forces launched two concentrated at-
tacks around the city, seeking to close 
the circle around the Ukrainian forces, 
which resulted in 19 Ukrainian troops 
killed in action and 78 wounded in ac-
tion. Ukrainian forces were isolated at 
Debal’tseve.24

Russian forces then denied access to 
Highway M03, the artery from 
Debal’tseve to government-controlled 
territory and the operational head-
quarters in Artemivs’k. Russians 
launched rocket  attacks  from 
Debal’tseve on government and army 
headquarters buildings in Kramatorsk 
Feb. 11. Russian forces dedicated 

multiple-launch rockets and artillery to 
deny Ukrainian forces movement into 
or out of the city. At this point in the 
battle, Ukrainian forces found them-
selves truly isolated and physically un-
able to escape their encirclement.

Russia, seeking to exploit the success 
of their recent offensive actions, de-
ployed two more BTGs from SMD con-
sisting of more than 100 tanks, Boyeva 
Mashina Pekhoty (BMPs) and MLRS on 
the same day. The Minsk II Agreement, 
which was supposed to curtail combat 
operations in Debal’tseve, was reached 
Feb. 12. Nonetheless, Russia ignored 
the agreement, and its forces contin-
ued to ruthlessly attack Ukrainian forc-
es holding their defensive positions 
around Debal’tseve.25

On Feb. 13, Russian forces launched 
rocket attacks from Debal’tseve on 
Ukrainian positions in Artemivs’k. 
While conducting indirect-fire attacks 

outside the city, Russian BTGs and sep-
aratist mechanized brigades and bat-
talions continued to pound away on 
Ukrainian defensive positions. Further-
more, Russian BTGs launched salvo af-
ter salvo of rocket fire into Debal’tseve, 
wrecking the city. Between Feb. 13-17, 
Ukrainian forces attempted small-scale 
breakouts from their encirclement but 
were unable to muster a strong-
enough thrust to punch through Rus-
sian positions. What is more, Russian 
control of Highway M03, which linked 
the Ukrainian forward tactical head-
quarters in Artemivs’k to Debal’tseve, 
denied the Ukrainian government’s 
ability to relieve its encircled forces at 
Debal’tseve.

Russia, sensing the futility of the Ukrai-
nian situation, initiated their coup de 
grâce. Russian forces and their sepa-
ratist allies launched a full-scale as-
sault into the city Feb. 17, 2015. 

Figure 3. Debal’tseve, shown in context to the Donbass region.
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Ukrainian forces, weakened by a 
month of perpetual attack in harsh 
winter conditions, had reached 

culmination and were no longer able 
to maintain their hold on the city. With 
the approval of the Ukrainian 

government, Ukrainian forces began a 
fighting withdrawal from the city. By 
the night of Feb. 18, about 2,500 Ukrai-
nian troops had withdrawn from 
Debal’tseve, leaving about 4,500 sol-
diers still in and around the city. By the 
night of Feb. 19, 90 percent of Ukrai-
nian forces had withdrawn, and by 
mid-day Feb. 20, 2015, Debal’tseve of-
ficially fell to Russia and DPR/LPR.26

The f ight ing withdrawal  f rom 
Debal’tseve was not supposed to be a 
fighting withdrawal but rather a peace-
ful withdrawal along a prearranged 
corridor. In similar fashion to Russian 
action at the Battle of Ilovaisk, Russian 
forces failed to honor the agreement 
for peaceful withdrawal. They instead 
attacked Ukrainian forces along the 
corridor. Ukrainian forces were forced 
to flee from the roads, abandon their 
vehicles and make for safety on foot. 
In the process, Russian forces de-
stroyed innumerable Ukrainian combat 

Figure 4. The Donbass.

Figure 5. Debal’tseve salient.
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vehicles and captured close to 100 
Ukrainian soldiers.

The battle for control of Debal’tseve 
destroyed 128th Mechanized Brigade 
and the Donbass Battalion as fighting 
formations. Ukrainian losses totaled 
300 dead and 700 wounded in combat. 
The Russian and separatist losses are 
far more difficult to define as Russia 
continues to deny any involvement in 
the battle.27

Ruminations on battle
The Russian victory at Debal’tseve is 
important because of what it does for 
Russia. Military analyst Hugo Spauld-
ing writes, “The collapse of the Ukrai-
nian defense at Debal’tseve will leave 
Russia in a stronger position to coordi-
nate future offensive operations, the 
basis of its military strategy in 
Ukraine.”28 Also, the victory solidifies 
the link between the DPR and LPR, en-
suring further cooperation between 
the two polities within the Donbass.

Russian reconnaissance 
Russian operations at the Battle of 
Debal’tseve, and throughout the en-
tirety of the war, illustrate the Russian 
predilection for employing drones, 
Spetsnaz, GRU and partisan forces in 
conjunction with one another for re-
connaissance to support the BTG and 
army headquarters at SMD.29 In speak-
ing on the efficacy of Russian recon-
naissance, military analyst Phillip Kar-
ber states, “The Russians have broken 
the code on reconnaissance-strike 
complex, at least at the tactical and op-
erational level.”30

Once a target has been identified, that 
information is transmitted to the firing 
unit. The unit then delivers the re-
quested ordnance. This sensor-to-
shooter cycle, unencumbered by joint 
air-power considerations, is highly re-
sponsive and extremely effective. The 
Battle of Debal’tseve clearly demon-
strates the Russians’ proclivity for the 
use of rocket and artillery fire; the best 
example is the July 11, 2014, rocket 
strike at Zelenopillya. The strike fea-
tured Russian forces’ blending of re-
connaissance drones and cyber capa-
bilities to identify Ukrainian forma-
tions, disrupt their ability to communi-
cate and then attack with BM-21 Grad 
and 9A52-4 Tornado fire launched from 
SMD.31 The strike, perhaps the apogee 

of Russian rocket and artillery doc-
trine, resulted in 30 Ukrainian soldiers 
killed, more than 100 injured and two 
battalions’ worth of combat power de-
stroyed.32

The Russian model of reconnaissance 
is foreign to that of the U.S. Army. The 
Russian army does not possess recon-
naissance formations similar to U.S. 
cavalry formations, which conduct re-
connaissance for its ground forces. The 
Russian model amalgamates drones, 
special forces and partisan forces to 
conduct deep, operational reconnais-
sance. BTGs employ their organic as-
sets for local, tactical reconnaissance. 
The purpose of this organizational 
structure is to expedite the flow of in-
formation to the formation to which it 
reports.33

Also, it is critical to understand that 
Russian special forces, primarily 
Spetsnaz and GRU, do not operate, nor 
are organized, in the same manner as 
that of U.S. special-operations forces. 
Russia’s special forces are aligned with-
in conventional Russian army forma-
tions and answer directly to the com-
mander of that organization. They do 
not operate in a parallel command 
structure to conventional forces like 
that of the U.S. Army Special Opera-
t i o n s  C o m m a n d .  T h u s ,  t h e 

conventional-force commander directs 
the action of Spetsnaz and GRU, 
achieving a high level of synergy with-
in the Russian ground forces.34

Russian indirect fires
The use of rockets and artillery domi-
nates Russia’s approach to ground war-
fare. The offensive use of artillery and 
rockets is not new to the Russian mili-
tary mind; it’s deeply rooted in the 
Russian way of war. The doctrine of the 
Soviet Army in World War II was built 
around the idea of the “artillery offen-
sive,” in which ground combat forma-
tions such as tank and infantry units 
supported the artillery and rocket of-
fensive by exploiting the success 
achieved through massive salvos. As 
historian John McGrath writes, “The 
artillery fires were designed to destroy 
or suppress enemy defenses, with the 
maneuver forces maneuvering in the 
wake of the fires to occupy the ground 
or otherwise take advantages of the ef-
fects of the fires.”35

What is new about the Russian ap-
proach to rocket and artillery fire is the 
way they identify targets and how they 
flatten the cycle between sensor and 
shooter. The Russian forces’ capability 
to find and fix an opponent beyond the 
range of their adversaries’ ability to do 

Figure 6. The Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe’s Special 
Monitoring Mission to Ukraine monitors the movement of Ukrainian armor in 
eastern Ukraine in March 2015.
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the same cannot be brushed aside, es-
pecially when considering the associ-
ated ability to deliver massive quanti-
ties of rocket and artillery fire almost 
instantaneously.

Absence of joint warfare
A critical point to remember about 
Russian operations in Ukraine is that 
they are not joint – there is no Russian 
air force or army aircraft in the air, ne-
gating a clearance of airspace. This 
means fire-support requests are more 
timely than they would otherwise be. 
While the U.S. military prides itself on 
its jointness, this is of little concern to 
the Russians, at least in relation to 
combat operations in Ukraine.

In the Russo-Ukrainian War, the lack of 
joint operations is a benefit to Russian 
ground forces, as their sensor-to-
shooter system is almost instanta-
neous due to the absence of aircraft in 
the sky to interfere with indirect fires. 
Also, most firing units are organic to 
the BTG.36 This situation is compound-
ed by the fact that Russian forces are 
not concerned with precision applica-
tion of strike capability, nor are they 
concerned with collateral damage.

Siege warfare revisited
Russian forces appear to practice posi-
tional warfare, using tactical action to 
trigger desired responses based on an-
ticipated Ukrainian reactions to stimu-
lus. Many instances during the Russo-
Ukrainian War illustrate this idea; one 
was the Battle of Debal’tseve, but it 
also includes the Battle of Luhansk Air-
port, plus the first and second battles 
of Donetsk Airport and the Battle of Il-
ovaisk. Siege warfare plays into Rus-
sia’s proclivity for offensive indirect 
fires to slowly erode Ukrainian combat 
power and political will, allowing Rus-
sia to obtain its associated operational 
objectives.

The Russian siege also plays into the 
Ukrainian tendency to “seize the initia-
tive” by rapidly committing forces to 
Russian provocation before adequate-
ly assessing the situation to determine 
the best course of action. Ukraine’s 
rapid commitment of forces in re-
sponse to Russian offensive action at 
the Luhansk and Donetsk airports, and 
at Ilovaisk, are examples where Russia 
lured the Ukrainians into inadvertently 
isolating themselves, which Russia 

then exploited through the siege. 
While the conditions that led to the 
Battle of Debal’tseve are somewhat 
different to those at Luhansk, Donetsk 
or Ilovaisk, each battle essentially un-
folded in a similar manner.

The bottom line is that hastily commit-
ting forces in the name of seizing the 
initiative can quickly backfire against 
an adroit enemy looking to capitalize 
on opportunity, which often presents 
itself through an opponent’s missteps 
or through their patterns of action.

Likewise, Russian siege warfare ap-
pears to be tied to its blended opera-
tional approach, focused on attrition 
and exhaustion. In each of the major 
battles in Ukraine, Russian forces pos-
sessed the capability to annihilate 
Ukrainian forces, yet they chose not to. 
Russian forces are not seeking quick, 
decisive victory in Ukraine. Instead, 
they are looking to bleed the Ukrainian 
army white, both in terms of person-
nel and in combat vehicles like tanks, 
infantry fighting vehicles and artillery. 
The purpose of the siege, coupled with 
the ubiquitous use of indirect fire, is to 
slowly destroy Ukrainian equipment 
and personnel. To take it a step further, 
the slow attrition of soldiers likely has 
a psychological impact on the Ukraini-
an people, making them less likely to 
willingly participate or support the 
Ukrainian armed forces or volunteer 
battalions, which have shouldered a 
large amount of the combat in Ukraine.

The Russian siege erodes the public’s 
faith in the government and military’s 
ability to coherently direct a war. Both 
these conditions, when coupled with 
one another, can create national apa-
thy within the Ukrainian populace. This 
strategically weakens the Ukrainian 
government’s ability to influence a 
positive outcome.

Conclusion
The Russian army of today is not the 
same caliber of the Cold War Soviet 
army. However, it is vital to remember 
the Russian army is also not the force 
the U.S. Army met in the deserts of Ku-
wait, Saudi Arabia and Iraq in 1991, or 
in Iraq in 2003. The Russia army is a 
formidable land army that has proven 
its mettle in modern conventional war-
fare. That in itself warrants respect and 
analysis. The Russo-Ukrainian War 

provides insight into current Russian 
army doctrine. The hybrid war in 
Ukraine, with its cyber, electronic and 
information-operations-laden over-
tones, overshadows a very convention-
al campaign being fought just below 
the surface.

The Battle of Debal’tseve represents 
the cumulative experience of the Rus-
sian army through the Russo-Ukrainian 
War. The battle’s salient features, as 
they relate to the Russian army, in-
clude the tight coupling of Russian re-
connaissance with indirect-fire capa-
bilities, creating a highly responsive se-
nor-to-shooter system. Also, the battle 
demonstrates a lack of jointness in re-
lation to Russian operations in the Rus-
so-Ukrainian War, which paradoxically 
makes the Russian army more lethal 
than they might otherwise be.

The battle is another instance of the 
Russian siege, which is used not only 
to erode forces at the tactical and op-
erational level, but to strategically ex-
haust the Ukrainian military and gov-
ernment while scoring major informa-
tion-operations victories in respect to 
the Ukrainian government’s relation-
ship with its people. Lastly, the battle 
demonstrates the BTG’s utility, which 
is the byproduct of thoughtful innova-
tion to find the best mix of capabilities 
at each echelon of command to match 
the type of war being fought.
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BATTLE ANALYSIS
Crusader and Gazala: Why a 
Cohesive Hierarchy Matters

by MAJ Thomas A. Rebuck

Reorganization efforts since the 1930s 
– in particular the pentomic restructur-
ing of the 1950s, Reorganization Objec-
tive Army Division in the early 1960s 
and Modularity’s current “brigade-cen-
tric” force structure – have completed 
the U.S. Army’s rejection of proven or-
ganizational concepts. The first two ini-
tiatives were based on dubious theo-
ries regarding the need for building 
“organizational flexibility” into our 
force structure and modified tables of 
organization and equipment (MTOEs). 
The third sought to create self-con-
tained “plug-and-play” units that were 
capable of rapid deployment without 
extensive task-organization and could 
operate across the full-spectrum of 
military operations.

Many applaud and promote such re-
forms as operationally, logistically and 
administratively logical. History, how-
ever, indicates that the resulting force 
structures encourage the incremental 
employment of units rather than the 
decisive application of force. In addi-
tion, by designing the brigade combat 
team (BCT)  to  handle  every 

conceivable contingency outside of its 
core function as a fighting organiza-
tion, Modularity has created unsus-
tainable organizations at every echelon 
from battalion to division. This is exem-
plified by the expansion of the division 
headquarters into a battalion-sized el-
ement and the inclusion of an engineer 
battalion, field-artillery battalion and 
cavalry reconnaissance squadron into 
the “organic” composition of the BCT.

The psychological and mental para-
digms conditioned by organization can-
not be underestimated. The Army’s 
current configuration is not optimized 
for waging mounted combined-arms 
warfare, nor for that matter, any other 
level, intensity or type of operation. 
Presupposing the need to organically 
organize according to “how we fight,” 
these initiatives ignore the less con-
spicuous, but nevertheless critical, fact 
that units also fight the way they are 
organized. By adopting force structures 
and MTOEs that conform to scientific 
management methods (for example, 
organizational flexibility) rather than 
human psychology (cohesion and unity 
of effort), it has opted for a system 

proven deficient under the conditions 
of fast-paced, mounted, combined-
arms warfare.

Reorganization since ‘30s
In the late 1930s, the Field Artillery 
Branch developed new concepts in fire 
support that resulted in the creation of 
a division-artillery command (DIVAR-
TY), the adoption of separate battal-
ions and the elimination of the regi-
ment as an operational entity. This 
structure was adopted by other 
branches as well. The cavalry transi-
tioned to separate squadrons operat-
ing under cavalry groups. Armored in-
fantry and armor regiments were bro-
ken up, formed into separate battal-
ions and fought task-organized under 
combat commands. The exception to 
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this trend was the Infantry Branch, 
which retained the regiment and used 
it as the basis for building combined-
arms task forces, referring to them as 
regimental combat teams.

This force structure lasted until the late 
1950s, when the Army reorganized un-
der the pentomic concept. Underlying 
the premise of this reorganization was 
the theory that the atomic battlefield 
required units to be organized under a 
system of fives rather than threes. It 
was innovative-sounding and seriously 
flawed: “[GEN] Taylor and the Presi-
dent came up with the idea that, in nu-
clear warfare, the troops must be dis-
persed … more widely than, in their 
view, [was] possible with the triangular 
concept,” LTC Anthony Herbert reflect-
ed. “It was ridiculous. There would be 
no difference in a nuclear battle if 
troops were dispersed [20] yards or 
[1,000]. But it was a good-sounding 
name.

“What the pentomic concept produced 
was one of the chief evils in the U.S. 
Army,” Herbert wrote. “It isolated the 
links in the command chain by enlarg-
ing the spaces between them. By elim-
inating the regiment as a unit, the 
Army ended up with very junior and 
very senior officers commanding at ex-
tremely close levels; the lines of com-
munication [i.e., from company to bat-
talion to regiment] were broken and 
the concept of ‘cover your ass’ was 
nourished.”1

Although it retained the armored cav-
alry regiment as a corps-level recon-
naissance-and-security asset, the pen-
tomic reorganization spelled the end 
of the regiment as a maneuver entity 
in the U.S. Army. When leaders decid-
ed to abandon the pentomic structure, 
instead of returning to the regiment, 
the Army chose to adopt the separate 
battalion/brigade structure of the ar-
mored division’s combat commands.

In theory, the purpose of the separate 
battalion/brigade structure was to fa-
cilitate task-organization by loosening 
the administrative and logistical ties 
that existed within the regiment. Un-
der this system, the brigade should 
function as a tactical headquarters 
only, with no administrative or logisti-
cal responsibilities outside those re-
quired to support the headquarters. 

Not only has this scheme been invali-
dated by the fact that brigades have 
assumed the same level of administra-
tive and logistical responsibilities as 
the regiment, it ignores practical war-
time experience. As Armor Branch his-
torian Dr. Robert S. Cameron said, “For 
most leaders, combat operations failed 
to validate the advantage of the ex-
treme organizational flexibility embed-
ded in the combat-command struc-
ture.”2

Modularity failed to fix these mistakes. 
Not only did it retain the brigade, it ex-
acerbated the situation by transition-
ing the Army to a brigade-centric force 
structure. In essence, it dumped assets 
into brigade MTOEs simply because 
they existed at division level – not be-
cause they directly supported the core 
function of the organization or justified 
the expense of making them organic to 
every brigade. One of the best exam-
ples of this was the replication of the 
DIVARTY at brigade level despite the 
fact that maneuver brigades would 
never control the number of fire-sup-
port assets available to pre-Modularity 
divisions. That this element has since 
been removed underscores its concep-
tual absurdity.

The only substantive effect of these re-
organizations, in whole or in part, has 
been to fragment the Army’s force 
structure and undermine the purpose 
of an echeloned hierarchy: cohesion 
and unity of effort.

Regiment vs. brigade
Our current brigade structure bears 
similarities to the British Army. Al-
though known as a “regimental sys-
tem”3 under the British system, the 
regiment operates as an administrative 
entity with no operational function. Its 
operational elements are comprised of 
affiliated but separate battalions 
brought together and task-organized 
under brigade headquarters. While 
this force structure produces resilient 
units at the battalion level and below, 
when maneuvering in larger forma-
tions against a peer or near-peer op-
ponent, it has proven deficient. This is 
the result of a mental paradigm that 
views battalions, brigades and divi-
sions as all-but-isolated links in the 
command chain and commits them to 
combat accordingly. Even though affil-
iated battalions are sometimes 

brigaded together, the lack of an or-
ganically cohesive relationship (as op-
posed to an administratively and titled 
association) encourages the incremen-
tal and piecemeal deployment of these 
formations into battle.

In contrast to this loose and “flexible” 
force structure, the Germans used the 
regiment as an operational echelon. 
Although based on a regional system 
of depots/home stations much like the 
British, the German regiment was both 
an administrative and operational unit. 
The Germans recognized the human di-
mensions of force structure and orga-
nization. Not only were cohesive teams 
built on the foundation of regimental 
identity, leaders were conditioned to 
conceptualize the maneuver of its var-
ious echelons as an integrated whole, 
not just as affiliated but separate enti-
ties.

In addition, the Germans retained their 
panzer and panzer-grenadier units as 
pure regiments, which had significant 
advantages for both training and main-
tenance: “You have to keep one thing 
in mind, which is repair and mainte-
nance of modern weapons systems, 
and that can only be done in ‘pure 
units.’ The maintenance of the materi-
el is of paramount importance, and it 
is not possible to maintain the materi-
el in one unit where you have a con-
glomeration of different types of ma-
teriel.”4

Yet these apparently rigid structures 
never inhibited the formation or oper-
ation of mounted, combined-arms task 
forces or decentralized operations. 
Why? Because the adaptability and 
proficiency of an army’s leaders are far 
more important to task-force opera-
tions than the perceived advantages of 
organizational flexibility: “That is the 
art of leadership – that you can control 
the various forces but you still main-
tain the pureness of the unit.”5

It is significant to note in the context 
of this article that Sir John Hackett, 
who commanded a British tank squad-
ron (company) in North Africa and ex-
perienced firsthand the effects of Ger-
man cohesion and operational philos-
ophy, hinted at his belief in the superi-
ority of their system. “I do not think we 
have ever made enough use in the Brit-
ish Army of the regiment as an opera-
tional entity,” he wrote.6
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While the U.S. Army displayed its own 
predilection for the piecemeal employ-
ment of its armored divisions and sub-
ordinate combat commands in Africa 
and Northwest Europe, nowhere was 
the disparity between German and Al-
lied organizational and operational phi-
losophy more evident than during the 
North African Campaign of 1941-42. 
Throughout this period, the Germans 
established tactical superiority over 
British and Commonwealth forces in 
the execution of mounted combined-
arms warfare. Although a measure of 
this superiority was attributable to su-
perior equipment, the decisive factor 
was the concentration of cohesive for-
mations at the decisive point.

Operation Crusader
Operation Crusader was launched by 
the British Eighth Army Nov. 18, 1941. 
It had two objectives: “1) to trap and 
destroy the enemy forces in Eastern 
Cyrenaica, and 2) to occupy Tripoli-
tania and drive the enemy out of Afri-
ca. This would also ensure the relief of 
Tobruk.”7 The XIII Corps would hold 
and outflank Axis positions along the 
Halfaya Pass-Sidi Omar Line, while XXX 
Corps would pass to the south and ad-
vance into the Axis rear “either to de-
stroy Rommel’s armor or prevent it 
from interfering with the XIII Corps.”8

Although they outnumbered the Brit-
ish by three divisions, the bulk of the 
Axis units were non-motorized Italian 

divisions which, as 
German Field Mar-
shal Erwin Rom-
mel pointed out, 
“were as good as 
useless in  the 
open desert.”9 In 
addition, “such 
figures give a false 
impression. … The 
British had five 
brigades of armor, 
while Rommel had 
the equivalent of 
two German and 
one Ital ian.  In 
number of tanks, 
the British total 
was 724,  with 
some 200 in re-
serve. … Rommel’s 
strength at the 
start was 414 (in-
cluding 154 Ital-
ian). He had some 
[50] under repair 
but had no reserve 
of new tanks.”10

T h u s ,  7 t h A r-
moured Division 
alone fielded more 
tanks than 15th and 21st Panzer Divi-
sions combined, while the individual 
British armored brigades equaled or 
surpassed the number of tanks in each 
German division (4th Armoured Bri-
gade: 166; 7th Armoured Brigade, 129; 

22nd Armoured Brigade, 158).11 In addi-
tion, this material overmatch was ex-
acerbated by tactical surprise.12

Yet these advantages were wasted. 
Rather than concentrating 7th Ar-
moured Division, its brigades were 
scattered across the desert against 
three widely separated objectives. The 
22nd Armoured Brigade moved against 
the Ariete Armored Division at El Gubi. 
The 7th Armoured Brigade and 7th Sup-
port Group advanced to capture the 
airfield at Sidi Rezegh. The 4th Ar-
moured Brigade remained in the Gabr 
El Selah area to maintain contact with 
XIII Corps during its attacks against the 
Sollum-Sidi Omar Line. This plan “broke 
up the armored concentration at a de-
cisive time and split it into three sepa-
rate parts, each part inferior to the op-
posing tank force and unable to give 
quick assistance to each other.”13

As Rommel later reflected, “What is 
the use of having overall superiority if 
one allows one’s formations to be 
smashed piece by piece by an enemy 
who, in each separate action, is able to 

Figure 1. Operation Crusader opening Nov. 18-19, 1941. (Map by U.S. Marine 
Corps LTC Robert Lamont)

Figure 2. Field Marshal Erwin Rommel confers with an aide 
during the North Africa desert campaign, 1942.
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concentrate superior strength at the 
decisive point?”14

Such dispersion was perpetuated at 
the brigade level as well. Battalions 
were committed piecemeal into the at-
tack at El Gubi and by 7th Armoured Bri-
gade in opposing the initial advance of 
the 15th and 21st Panzer Divisions 
against Sidi Rezegh. This diffusion of 
combat power was replicated by 4th Ar-
moured Brigade, which sent its battal-
ions in divergent directions to locate 
the German armor. In one case, 3rd 
Royal Tank Regiment (RTR) attacked a 
motorized column and pursued it 
across the Trigh Capuzzo 30-40 miles 
north of the brigade main body. In the 
ensuing fight, 3 RTR itself became so 
dispersed that its subordinate squad-
rons (companies) and troops (pla-
toons) were still dribbling into the bri-
gade laager the following day.15

Retribution for such dispersion came 
swiftly. The 15th and 21st Panzer Divi-
sions formed task forces built around 
their panzer regiments and struck the 
fragmented units with massed forma-
tions. “I could see the panzers clearly, 
coming down a broad depression in 
line abreast, 40 to 60 of them,” MAJ 
Robert Crisp wrote in Brazen Chari-
ots.16 This was a common theme 

throughout the battle: “1,200 yards 
ahead of me stretched the array of 
dark brown shapes, 60 or 70 monsters 
in a solid line abreast. ”17 These cohe-
sive, massed attacks hammered British 
and Commonwealth units in succes-
sion.

First came the mauling of 7th Armoured 
Brigade and 7th Support Group at Sidi 
Rezegh. Next in line was 1st South Afri-
can Infantry and its 5th Brigade, which 
by Nov. 24 had ceased to exist.18 After 
delivering more blows against XXX 
Corps, the Germans turned their atten-
tion to 6th New Zealand Brigade, which 
had advanced toward Sidi Rezegh; the 
24th and 26th Battalions were overrun 
and the remnants of 25th Battalion 
were forced to withdraw. These run-
ning battles had also decimated British 
tank strength. By Dec. 4, 4th Armoured 
Brigade fielded 35 Stuarts and 22nd Ar-
moured Brigade about 21 Cruisers. The 
7th Armoured Brigade could only ac-
count for four tanks altogether.19

The turning point of the battle came 
when Rommel decided to make his ill-
fated “dash to the wire.” Presuming 
that an attack into Eighth Army’s rear 
areas would cause the British to break 
and withdraw into Egypt, he launched 
a sweep with his panzer divisions to-

ward the frontier. 
It almost succeed-
ed.

“When a similar 
course was fol-
lowed by panzer 
forces a year be-
fore against the 
Allied armies … 
under more pre-
carious circum-
stances [emphasis 
added], it had pro-
duced the greatest 
victory of modern 
times,” Rommel 
recalled. “Its mis-
carriage, this time 
in Africa, was due 
partly to … human 
factors. … [GEN 
Claude] Auchin-
leck [British com-
mander in chief, 
M i d d l e  E a s t ] 
above all – but it 
w a s  a l s o  a 

demonstration of the big part that 
chance plays in the issues of war.”20

Auchinleck’s refusal to authorize a re-
treat, coupled with the release of pres-
sure on 7th Armoured Division’s shat-
tered brigades, allowed the British to 
reconstitute their forces and continue 
the fight. Eventually Rommel was 
forced to lift the siege of Tobruk and 
withdraw to the area of Agedabia. Nev-
ertheless, with inferior numbers, the 
Germans had not only fought Eighth 
Army to a standstill but brought it to 
the brink of a decisive defeat, pummel-
ing one British and Commonwealth 
formation after another and inflicting 
heavy casualties.

Gazala
Rommel spent little time licking his 
wounds after Crusader; on Jan. 21, 
1942, after consolidating and reorga-
nizing, he launched a counter-offensive 
against the British. Taken by surprise, 
the British withdrew and began forti-
fying the Gazala Line. This position was 
comprised of a string of fortified “box-
es,” each manned by a brigade and sur-
rounded by belts of wire and mines. Al-
though these belts were continuous, 
the “boxes” themselves were too far 
apart to be mutually supporting, and 
patrols were required to maintain ob-
servation over the obstacles between 
the positions.

Once again the Axis forces were out-
numbered in men and material, with 
seven tank battalions (three of them 
Italian) facing off against 14 British bat-
talions.21 The disparity in hitting power 
between the two sides was also in-
creased by the presence of American 
M3 medium tanks. The M3 was 
equipped with a more powerful gun 
(75mm) than the British two-pounder 
or the 37mm weapon found on the M3 
Stuart Light Tank.

The German attack began May 27, 
1942, swinging south of Bir Hakeim. Al-
though the advance had been ob-
served and continuously tracked, it 
was so rapid that it rolled over 8th Hus-
sars of 4th Armoured Brigade and over-
ran the 7th Armoured Division head-
quarters by 8:30 a.m., dispersing 7th 
Motor Brigade in the process. The jug-
gernaut rolled on: “By mid-afternoon 
on the 27th, the Germans had scattered 
7th Armoured and were in position to 

Figure 3. A British Crusader tank passes a burning German 
Panzer IV tank during Operation Crusader Nov. 27, 1941. 
(Photo by Australian armed forces; Photograph E 6751 from 
collections of Imperial War Museums (Collection No. 4700-
32)
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assault the 201st Guards Brigade in the 
Knightsbridge Box,” wrote Robin Neil-
lands.22 One report described the Ger-
man armor as “[a] black mass of tanks, 
beginning in the region of the Knights-
bridge Box and stretching south, as far 
as the eye could see.”23

Despite its initial impetus, the attack 
failed to reach the coast road or Tobruk 
on May 27, and in the running fight, 
contact with 90th Light Division was 
lost. With his supply route around the 
southern end of the Gazala Line ren-
dered impractical, Rommel drew his 
forces into a defensive position and be-
gan clearing paths through the British 
minefields.24 It was in this area, subse-
quently known as “the Cauldron,” that 
Axis forces consolidated, reorganized 
and resupplied. Once he had replen-
ished his formations, Rommel began 

reducing the British boxes.

While the Axis were expanding their 
position, Eighth Army was launching its 
own attacks. On June 2, it launched a 
major operation which “was marked by 
all the usual errors – it was too slow 
and too obvious, with … units attack-
ing piecemeal and being repulsed in 
turn.” [emphasis added]25 As Rommel 
pointed out, “the Eighth Army com-
mander had thrown his armor into the 
battle piecemeal and had thus given us 
the chance of engaging them on each 
separate occasion. … This dispersal of 
the British armored brigades was in-
comprehensible [emphasis added]. … 
The sacrifice of 7th Armoured Division 
south of Bir Harmat served no tactical 
purpose whatsoever, for it was all the 
same to the British whether my armor 
was engaged there or on the Trigh 

Capuzzo, where the rest of the British 
armor (1st Armoured Division) entered 
the battle.”26

On June 12, the Axis began a breakout, 
which led to the fall of Tobruk and 
forced the retreat of Eighth Army to 
the Alamein position.

While Eighth Army managed to eke out 
a victory with Operation Crusader, 
Gazala ended in disaster. Once again 
the margin of victory at Gazala was the 
German use of cohesive formations. 
Their success was facilitated by the 
British preference for fighting brigades 
and battalions as separate entities and 
not as cohesive teams, resulting in 
their piecemeal and incremental em-
ployment into battle.

Conclusion
Reorganization efforts in the U.S. Army 

Figure 4. Situation in “the Cauldron,” May 27, 1942. (Map by U.S. Military Academy’s Department of History, http://www.
dean.usma.edu/history/web03/atlases/ww2%20europe/WWIIEuropeIndex.html (Map 36). Libya, initial dispositions, Ger-
man-Italian Attack, May 26-27, 1942)



58              Winter 2017

since the 1930s have continually re-
jected proven organizational concepts. 
Rather than retaining the regiment, 
our system makes separate battalions 
and brigades the foundation of its 
force structure. The superiority of a 
true regimental organization fighting 
within a division structure was demon-
strated during World War II, where 
panzer divisions operated as cohesive, 
integrated entities. The Allies, on the 
other hand, continually broke up their 
mounted formations and committed 
units incrementally. Subsequent post-
war success of brigade-oriented armies 
has usually, if not universally, been 
against similar force structures (i.e., 
brigades vs. brigades). Significantly, the 
North Vietnamese and Viet Cong used 
regiments effectively as part of their 
insurgent and conventional campaigns 
against South Vietnam.

Figure 5. Rommel’s breakthrough after the Battle of Gazala June 12-13, 1942. (Map by U.S. Military Academy’s Depart-
ment of History, http://www.dean.usma.edu/history/web03/atlases/ww2%20europe/EuropeanTheaterGIF/WWIIEu-
rope37.gif.)

This article does not endorse the Ar-
my’s past or current divisional organi-
zation, which replicates the worst fea-
tures of bureaucracy and inefficiency. 
Some people advocate flattening out 
echelons of command (in the form of 
a brigade/battlegroup-centric Army) 
and eliminating the division to improve 
rapid decision-making and responsive-
ness. However, the problem is not an 
echeloned hierarchy incorporating the 
division but overstaffed headquarters 
and bloated MTOEs. This approach to 
force structure runs counter to combat 
experience, which indicates that al-
though one should mass forces at the 
decisive point, “you should avoid big 
units. It does not matter if it is a com-
pany or an army corps or a division, it 
is easier to have small formations.”27 
Modularity and other proposed 

force-structure initiatives, however, 
continue to promote big and expansive 
organizations like the BCT.

Fragmentation of force structure for 
the purpose of facilitating organiza-
tional flexibility or creating organic, 
self-contained “plug-and-play” units is 
counter-productive. Not only does it 
undermine unit cohesion, it encourag-
es the incremental employment of for-
mations rather than the decisive appli-
cation of force. In addition, effective 
employment of task forces rests more 
on the art of leadership than scientifi-
cally-engineered “flexible” MTOEs. This 
was demonstrated throughout the 
campaign for North Africa. The subse-
quent German defeat was not the re-
sult of inferior organization or opera-
tional concepts but the relegation of 
the theater to a subsidiary status by 
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the high command, which allowed the 
British to outstrip the Axis in the build-
up of forces and supplies.
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Training and Doctrine Command’s 
Big 6+1 Capabilities 

by LTC Corey B. Chassé

Over the last 15 years of combat oper-
ations, and still today, the U.S. Army 
focused on winning against irregular 
adversaries and challenges in Iraq and 
Afghanistan, which has limited the Ar-
my’s capability to focus on moderniz-
ing for future fights. Meanwhile, 
threats, enemies and adversaries con-
tinued to modernize rapidly and be-
come increasingly capable. These con-
ditions point to an emerging future se-
curity environment in which U.S. 
ground forces are increasingly likely to 
face tactical overmatch (meaning to be 
more than a match for; surpass; de-
feat) in some operations.

In addition, decreases to the Army’s 
overall budget during the past years 
have compounded the challenges of 
modernization. Compared to the last 
two drawdowns of the Army (post-
Vietnam and post-Cold War) not only 
has the Army taken a larger percentage 
cut than previously, but those two pre-
vious drawdowns came after the Army 
had already modernized much of the 
force.1 

As a result of increasing enemy capa-
bilities and the reduction in resources 
available for modernization, Soldiers 
and mission are at unacceptable risk 
that may continue to increase.

Capabilities overview
To effectively meet the operational 

Figure 1. Artist’s concept of the Active Protection System (APS).

challenges and emerging threats in 
2030, the Army must develop and fo-
cus on future capabilities to ensure 
overmatch in a multi-domain battle-
field.2 This must include the ability to 
operate freely in the electromagnetic 
spectrum, maintaining secure, reliable 
communications and accurate posi-
tion, navigation and timing capabili-
ties. The Army must develop advanced 
protection systems to protect and de-
fend ground platforms. Conversely, to 
defeat progressively more technologi-
cally advanced-threat protective 

systems, the Army must be prepared 
to advance the capabilities and em-
ployment of directed energy weapons 
along with enhanced conventional ca-
pabilities. Future Army forces will proj-
ect power by applying cross-domain 
capabilities from land to create syner-
gy across all domains, ensuring joint-
force freedom of movement and ac-
tion.

In addition to working throughout mul-
tiple domains, the Army will have to 
develop effective capabilities to pro-
tect friendly forces, information and 
systems; detect adversary threats; re-
act to indications and warnings; and 
restore capabilities when challenged 
by adversary systems or tactics.

Senior-leader 
oversight needed
The Army has identified key capabili-
ties and systems that require senior-
leader oversight to increase the chanc-
es of successful delivery of capabilities. 
The U.S. Army Training and Doctrine 
Command (TRADOC) Big 6+1 Capabili-
ties identified do not represent all the 
capabilities required for our Army but 

Figure 2.          
TRADOC’s Big 
6+1. (Graphic by 
LTC Corey B. 
Chasse’)
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focus on those that allow the Army to 
close critical capability gaps and fight 
in the context of the Army Operating 
Concept (AOC) dated Oct. 31, 2014.3 In 
addition, these capabilities provide a 
framework to enable the Army to focus 
future force development and priori-
tize research, development and acqui-
sition activities.

TRADOC Big 6+1 Capabilities are:
• Future vertical lift;
• Combat vehicles;
• Cross-domain fires;
• Advanced protection;
• Expeditionary mission command/

cyber-electromagnetic;
• Robotics and autonomous systems 

(RAS).

With a cross-cutting capability of Plus 1:
• Soldier and team performance and 

overmatch.

The Army recognizes there are no “sil-
ver bullet” technological solutions. The 
Army retains overmatch through com-
bining technologies and integrating 
them into changes in organizations, 
doctrine, leader development, training 

and personnel policies. The Plus 1 or 
cross-cutting capability of “Soldier and 
team performance and overmatch” re-
quires that focus be placed on funda-
mental capabilities that empower the 
Soldier. The Army must fit machines to 
Soldiers rather than the other way 
around. The Army will pursue advanc-
es in human sciences for cognitive, so-
cial and physical development and em-
phasize engineering psychology and 
human-factors engineering in the de-
sign of weapons and equipment as well 
as training and leader-development ac-
tivities.

Way ahead
TRADOC will continue to refine these 
capabilities using the think-learn-ana-
lyze-implement paradigm. Army lead-
ers must think clearly about future 
armed conflict by considering threats, 
enemies and adversaries; anticipated 
missions; emerging technologies; his-
torical observations and lessons-
learned; and opportunities to use ex-
isting capabilities in new ways. Army 
leaders then learn about the future 
through Force 2025 maneuvers – the 

physical and intellectual activities to 
develop interim solutions to Army 
warfighting challenges (AWfC) first 
codified in the AOC. The Army then an-
alyzes these solutions to establish risk-
based priorities and identifies oppor-
tunities to ensure Army formations 
have the capability and capacity to ac-
complish assigned missions. 

This analysis supports senior-leader 
decisions for the implement step to 
deliver AWfC interim solutions that im-
prove the combat effectiveness of the 
current and future force.

You may find the AOC at http://tradoc.
army.mil/tpubs/pams/TP525-3-1.pdf.

Conclusion     
To ensure these capabilities are deliv-
ered to support the Army’s future 
force, TRADOC Big 6+1 Capabilities will 
require intense Army senior-leader vis-
ibility and oversight. TRADOC will work 
with Headquarters Department of the 
Army in developing the specific man-
agement practices for the TRADOC Big 
6+1 Capabilities identified systems.

Figure 3. Armored brigade combat team capability transition.
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Visit https://www.us.army.mil/suite/
doc/47289745 to see the “Multi-Do-
main Battle, Ensuring Joint Force Free-
dom of Action” video, including TRA-
DOC Big 6+1 Capabilities.
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Figure 4. RAS strategy.
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Figure 5. 196th Infantry Brigade Stryker with APS. (U.S. Army photo by Rodney 
Jackson)

aCronym QuICK-SCan

AMB – ambulance
AMP – advanced multi-purpose 
(120mm)
AMPV – Armored Multi-Purpose 
Vehicle
AOC – Army Operating Concept
APS – Active Protection System
AWfC – Army warfighting capabilities
CP – command post
ECP – engineering change proposal
FA – functional area
FFV – Future Fighting Vehicle
FLIR – forward-looking infrared
FoS – family of systems
GP – general purpose (vehicle)
HHB – headquarters and 
headquarters battery
MAPS – Modular Active Protection 
Systems
MC – mission command
ME – medical equipped
MT – medical transport
PIM – Paladin integrated 
management
RAS – robotics and autonomous 
systems
RDECOM – (U.S. Army) Research, 
Development and Engineering 
Command
S&T – science and technology
SEP – system-enhancement 
program
SIDRA – sustain, improve, develop, 
replace, assess
TRADOC – (U.S. Army) Training and 
Doctrine Command
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Enhancing Shared Understanding within 
the Brigade’s Operations Process

by MAJ Richard Z. Groen 

All too often we have experienced the 
moment when a combined-arms re-
hearsal (CAR) transitions to a “com-
bined-arms wargame.” Amid a terrain 
model, battalion commanders and S-3s 
pause the CAR to discuss a friction 
point or introduce a new perspective 
not identified during the operations 
process. The brigade planner frantical-
ly takes notes, the plan morphs and a 
fragmentary order is published while 
units are crossing the line of departure 
(LD). Shared understanding is not pres-
ent.

Some see this action as the “good-idea 
fairy,” but it is not. The CAR transition-
ing to a combined-arms wargame is an 
indicator that subordinate command-
ers and units do not have shared un-
derstanding of their higher-headquar-
ters commander’s intent, nor an un-
derstanding of key events needed for 
synchronization.1 Nor did they have 
the opportunity to provide input dur-
ing the operations process.

Trickle-down effect
Though battalion commanders and the 
brigade staff walked away from the 
CAR with a better understanding, the 
drastic change to the plan had a trick-
le-down effect in everyone’s planning 
timeline. For example, companies and 
below suffered the consequences of 
losing their promised two-thirds2 time-
line, conducting troop-leading proce-
dures (TLPs) hours before beginning 
operations. The result was a brigade 
frago published as units crossed the 
LD, unavailable to commanders and 
S-3s as they began movement toward 
accomplishing their tactical tasks.

The commander drives from the cen-
ter of the operations process,3 but 
where can the battalion commander 
and staffs (subordinate unit command-
ers and staffs) fit within the process 
and realistically possess enhanced 
shared understanding using the cur-
rent practices of doctrine?

The purpose of this article is twofold:
• First, to discuss the application of 

doctrine at brigade level and below;
• Then, to propose methods to possibly 

enhance shared understanding while 
preserving the planning timeline and 
conducting an effective CAR.

Doctrine vs. practices
Our operations process does a phe-
nomenal job in allowing commanders 
and staffs to dissect a problem set and 
develop appropriate actions. Most im-
portantly, it assists the organization as 
a whole in enhancing overall situation-
al understanding. However, tailoring is 
needed at the brigade level and below. 
Within our organization, the brigade 
and battalions used the military deci-
sion-making process and companies/
troops/batteries used TLPs. Just as 
doctrine lays out, commanders drove 
the operations process, and liaisons 
and liaison officers (LNOs) ensured 
subordinate units understood the situ-
ation. Shared understanding is lost if 
liaisons are not properly resourced or 
mentored, and battalions do not have 
the means to interject viewpoints 
throughout the operations process.

Within Field Manual (FM) 6-0, Com-
mander and Staff Organization and 
Operations, a dedicated chapter focus-
es on the liaisons and their importance 
within the operations process. Our Ar-
my’s doctrine discusses the roles and 
responsibilities of liaisons and LNOs4 
and their expectations when incorpo-
rated into another organization.5 It also 
defines the rank requirements for liai-
sons.6 For example, battalions provide 
a lieutenant as a liaison to their bri-
gade.

Though the use of a liaison is a great 
instrument to increase shared under-
standing throughout the organization, 
battalions may not receive the level of 
shared understanding that doctrine in-
tends because their liaison may not 
possess the proper accreditations.

Liaisons must: 
• Understand how their commander 

thinks and interpret verbal and 
written guidance;

• Convey their commander’s intent, 
planning guidance, mission and 

concept of operations;
• Represent their  commander ’s 

position;
• Know the unit’s mission; tactics, 

te c h n i q u e s  a n d  p ro c e d u re s ; 
organization; capabilities; and 
communications equipment;

• Observe the established channels of 
command and staff functions;

• Be trained in their functional 
responsibilities;

• Be tactful; and
• Possess the necessary language 

expertise.”7 

The question is then raised for most 
battalions: does a lieutenant have the 
professional maturity, expertise and 
experience to represent his or her or-
ganization as an effective liaison? Lim-
ited experience with only a few years 
of military service may prove difficult 
for LNOs when it comes to knowing the 
intricacies of their organization. There-
fore, it can be difficult for them to ar-
ticulate the vision of their battalion 
commander. It may not be fair to 
charge a junior officer with the level of 
responsibility that we typically ask 
from a field-grade officer, especially 
when operating during decisive-action 
operations in austere conditions.

In a decisive-action environment, liai-
sons may have connectivity, but their 
battalions may also be on the move or 
maneuvering while using communica-
tion systems that stretch beyond their 
given email or Secure Voice Over Inter-
net Protocol (SVOIP). Frequently, we 
see the line of liaisons in the rear of 
the brigade’s main command post (CP) 
behind their computers, trying their 
best to answer the battle captain’s 
questions. However, by no fault of 
their own, they cannot clearly convey 
an answer because they do not possess 
a shared understanding, or they do not 
have the appropriate information. For 
example, their unit quickly adjusted 
their plan using acetate, and the liai-
son does not have a copy.

Shared understanding can also be lim-
ited during the operations process if 
battalions are not incorporated early 
and often. Our doctrine defines the 
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role of the commander and staff dur-
ing the operations process, but it does 
not explain where subordinate com-
manders and S-3s fit.8 Despite unde-
fined roles, subordinate units lean for-
ward in parallel planning by attempting 
to use liaisons, interacting with their 
higher unit’s staff and attending brief-
ings during the operations process to 
add their input.

For example, during the planning of 
our first battle period at the National 
Training Center (NTC), battalion com-
manders and S-3s had the opportunity 
to attend the mission-analysis brief, 
course of action (CoA) development 
brief, operation-order brief and CAR. 
They also had the luxury of personally 
interacting with the brigade command-
er and staff. During the second battle 
period, battalions were spread 
throughout the area of operations 
(AO), fighting to maintain an AO while 
establishing connectivity. As a result, 
interaction between battalions and the 
brigade declined dramatically as the 
battlefield stretched. Battalion com-
manders and S-3s were now responsi-
ble for the local security of their AO, 
driving their own operations process 
while trying to interact with their liai-
sons to understand expectations as the 
brigade prepared for transitions. As a 
result, battalion commander and S-3 
participation in the brigade’s opera-
tions process declined during the 
opord brief and CAR.

Overall, shared understanding decreas-
es if liaisons, though energetic, are not 
properly resourced or mentored. Also, 
declining levels of shared understand-
ing mirrored the downward ability of 
battalion commanders and S-3s to in-
teract with the brigade staff during the 
operations process as the battalion 
and brigade headquarters staffs grew 
further apart in geographical distance.

Two possible solutions
Looking back at our NTC experience, 
two possible solutions come to mind 
to improve the overall shared under-
standing for battalions: 1) Develop a 
deliberate plan to empower liaisons 
with information and 2) develop sys-
tems to allow battalion commanders 
and S-3s to be part of the brigade’s op-
erations process. Doctrine defines the 
responsibilities, information require-
ments and necessary equipment for 
the liaisons to send and receive units.9 
However, some of this is a bit over-
whelming for an LNO who is a lieuten-
ant representing his or her battalion. 
Units try to send the “right” officer to 
represent their unit, but due to the 
battalion’s modified table of organiza-
tion and equipment (MTOE), the unit 
may not be able to afford to send 
someone higher in rank than a lieuten-
ant, who lacks expertise.

Solution 1. Develop a liaison training 
program within the gated training 
strategy. Furthermore, in the case of a 

Figure 1. U.S. Army Soldiers with 1st Stryker Brigade Combat Team, 25th Infan-
try Division, conduct a combined-arms rehearsal at NTC. (U.S. Army Combined 
Arms Center photo)

battalion LNO, the brigade executive 
officer, brigade chief of operations 
(CHoPs) or brigade battle captain is re-
sponsible for establishing and resourc-
ing a primary, alternate, contingency and 
emergency (PACE) communications redun-
dancy plan so all liaisons can communi-
cate with their battalions.

As stated earlier, LNOs at the battalion 
level, with limited expertise, may not 
be well versed in all the warfighting 
functions or understand all aspects of 
their organization. Adding a liaison 
training program (or academy) into a 
unit’s gated training strategy would fa-
cilitate a baseline in expectations and 
shared understanding. It could be an 
opportunity for liaisons to meet with 
members of the brigade staff and their 
peers to discuss concerns and friction 
points. Information learned from liai-
son training could allow liaisons to de-
velop a clear vision of what is required 
and how the brigade operates before 
beginning any operations. Also, this is 
a venue for brigade and battalion com-
manders to voice their expectations 
and intents to liaisons before major 
operations.

One aspect of the liaison training 
should focus on a PACE plan: for exam-
ple, primary (SVOIP, telephone), alter-
nate (email), contingency (frequency 
modulation (FM) and high frequency 
(HF)10) and emergency (ground or air 
transport). Under the current MTOE, 
liaison connectivity is usually easy for 
SVOIP and email, but it proves to be 
tricky when it comes to FM/HF and 
transport. However, FM/HF and trans-
port can be the most important means 
of communication when battalions 
don’t have established Upper Tactical 
Internet (TI) or when they are moving 
CPs.

Every two liaisons should have at least 
one radio mount and two sets of radi-
os, antennas and power amplifiers in 
the brigade CP’s designated liaison 
area. This allows liaisons to monitor 
and communicate with their parent 
battalions without disrupting the bri-
gade CP’s current operations or activ-
ity during key moments. Since battal-
ion CPs usually operate within FM/HF 
range from the brigade’s main CP, liai-
sons would have the ability to send 
and receive information quickly.

http://www.bing.com/images/search?q=U.S.+Army+Soldiers&FORM=IDBBCQ
http://www.bing.com/images/search?q=Stryker+Brigade+Combat+Team&FORM=IDBBCQ
http://www.bing.com/images/search?q=Infantry+Division&FORM=IDBBCQ
http://www.bing.com/images/search?q=Infantry+Division&FORM=IDBBCQ
http://www.bing.com/images/search?q=National+Training+Center&FORM=IDBBCQ
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Liaisons need 
transportation
In addition to providing communica-
tion systems, liaisons should have ac-
cess to transportation so they can send 
and receive information. This is espe-
cially needed if battalions predomi-
nately produce orders using acetate 
and printouts. Furthermore, providing 
transportation allows liaisons to attend 
critical battalion-planning events and 
rehearsals. Though providing radios 
and transportation may seem costly in 
time and resources, the benefit is en-
hanced shared understanding and 
planning timeline preservation for 
both battalions and the brigade. Since 
unit MTOEs may not support addition-
al ground transportation for liaisons, 
battalions and brigade staffs may need 
to be creative when requesting air sup-
port to transport liaisons.
Increasing liaison connectivity and mo-
bility to aid shared understanding is 
useless if a liaison does not also have 
a mentor to provide advice or direction 
for mission success. Although the bat-
talion provides the liaison, most of a li-
aison’s interactions are with the bri-
gade staff, particularly the brigade’s 
CHoPs.11 Doctrine mandates that all re-
ceiving units provide their liaisons in-
formation such as battle rhythms and 
standard-operat ing  procedures 
(SOPs),12 but it does not stipulate who 
assumes responsibility for the liaisons 
and essentially takes them under their 
wing. Though this may not be neces-
sary for the brigade and higher liaison, 
battalion liaisons, who are typically 
lieutenants, require mentorship to as-
sist them in mission success.
Since battalion liaisons have more in-
teraction with the brigade on a daily 
basis, the CHoPs should mentor battal-
ion liaisons. Battalions maintain their 
liaisons, but the CHoPs should counsel 
them and provide oversight to ensure 
liaisons have a shared understanding 
of their unit’s operations and how they 
fit within the brigade’s overall opera-
tions. Furthermore, as a mentor, the 
CHoPs should monitor liaison activities 
to ensure they have connectivity with 
their battalions, have access to their 
unit’s products and have the ability to 
attend critical planning activities and 
rehearsals.

Enabling interaction with battalion 

liaisons is just as important as facilitat-
ing shared understanding between the 
brigade staff and battalion leadership. 
As cited earlier, a co-located battalion 
and brigade headquarters facilitated 
the interaction of commanders and 
S-3s with the brigade staff during the 
operations process and allowed for in-
terjections before the CAR. With this 
in mind, access to information should 
not decrease as the geographic dis-
tance grows between the brigade and 
its battalions.

Include battalions 
early, often
Solution 2. To create a better shared 
understanding of the entire operations 
process, I recommend incorporating 
battalions within the systems early and 
often by facilitating multiple means of 
communication, staff coordination and 
parallel planning. Although battalions 
only need to send representatives to 
attend the opord, their presence at 
other planning events could prove to 
be essential to the staff’s productivity. 
Ultimately, having a battalion com-
mander or S-3 attend a mission analy-
sis or CoA brief is optimal, but often it 
is not feasible. Battalions must juggle 
maintaining an AO and preparing for 
their next operation while regenerat-
ing forces. The only acceptable solu-
tion is conducting these briefings via 
other means.

I recommend that brigades develop a 
PACE plan to deliver operations-pro-
cess briefs thusly: primary (Command 
Post of the Future), alternative (SVOIP), 
contingency (FM/HF) and emergency 
(physically present). Units need to be-
come creative in distributing products 
if digital systems are down when con-
ducting these briefings. Brigades need 
an element to distribute products or 
use established systems such as an aer-
ial ring route or logistics package. De-
spite the extra effort, input from the 
battalions during these critical plan-
ning events/briefs will increase overall 
shared understanding while preventing 
the “good idea fairy” at the CAR and 
possibly derailing a plan.

Conclusion
Increasing shared understating within 
an organization is no easy task. Provid-
ing the means to enable liaisons and 

facilitate battalion participation of the 
brigade’s operations process, while 
mentoring liaisons, can prove to be 
taxing for a brigade. However, these 
changes could eventually lead to effec-
tive planning timelines and preserving 
the preparation time of subordinate 
units. These practices would require a 
brigade to relook its planning/CP SOPs 
and allocate equipment toward the li-
aison PACE plan. Also, repetitions dur-
ing a brigade’s gated training strategy 
would make these taxing tasks nothing 
more than a step within the unit’s 
planning SOP.

In resourcing these two possible solu-
tions, the brigade and battalions need 
to remain flexible. While prepared to 
action each of these solutions, time, 
resources and external circumstances 
can sometimes prevent their imple-
mentation. Of these two recommend-
ed solutions, units may only be able to 
accomplish one or a hybrid of both, de-
pending on the situation. For example, 
providing transportation for all battal-
ion LNOs to attend their individual 
unit’s CAR would come at a high ex-
pense, so a battalion could rely more 
on its commander being able to pro-
vide input during a critical planning 
event. In the end, creative solutions to 
enhance what doctrine prescribes will 
ensure enforced planning timelines so 
CARs do not transform into wargaming.

Remember, the indicator a unit needs 
to improve shared understanding is the 
emergence of the “combined-arms 
wargame” instead of the much-needed 
CAR. Hopefully, the preceding recom-
mendations provide insight for increas-
ing and enhancing overall organization-
al shared understanding.
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troop executive officer and scout-pla-
toon leader, Troop D, 9th Cavalry Regi-
ment, 2nd ABCT, 1st Cavalry Division, 
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Notes
1 FM 6-0: Commander and Staff Organi-
zation and Operations, Fort Leavenworth, 

aCronym QuICK-SCan
KS: U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Com-
mand (TRADOC), 2014.
2 Ibid.
3 Army Doctrine Reference Publication 
(ADRP) 5-0, The Operations Process, Fort 
Leavenworth, KS: TRADOC, 2014.
4 FM 6-0.
5 Ibid.
6 Ibid.
7 Ibid.
8 Ibid.
9 Ibid.
10 FM is a frequency for Single-Channel 
Ground and Airborne Radio Systems. HF is 
typically seen in Harris radio systems.
11 Usually a major on the brigade staff 
who manages current operations.
12 FM 6-0.

ABCT – armored brigade combat 
team
AO – area of operation 
CAR – combined-arms rehearsal
CHoPs – brigade chief of operations
CoA – course of action
CP – command post
FM – frequency modulation
HF – high frequency
LD – line of departure
LNO – liaison officer
MTOE – modified table of 
organization and equipment
NTC – National Training Center
PACE – primary, alternate, 
contingency and emergency 
(communications redundancy)
SOP – standard-operating procedure
SVOIP – Secure Voice Over Internet 
Protocol
TI – Tactical Internet.
TLP – troop-leading procedure
TRADOC – (U.S. Army) Training and 
Doctrine Command

Congratulations to the winners of 
the Armor and Cavalry Leadership 
Awards (ACLA), formerly the Draper 
Award, for Fiscal Year 2016:

1st Infantry Division
From Company D, 2-70 Armor: CPT 
Zachary Bailey, CPT Jared Kassulke 
and 1SG Zachary Balancier.

1st Armor Division
From Company B, 1-67 Armor: CPT 
Jacob Donaldson and 1SG Michael 
Aguirre.

3rd Infantry Division
From Company D, 2-7 Infantry: CPT 
Christopher J. Garlick and 1SG Gary 
J. Kurtzhals.
From Troop C, 5-7 Cavalry: CPT Der-
rick D. Jerke and 1SG Thomas L. 
Mentes.

4th Infantry Division
From Company B, 1-68 Armor: CPT 
Joshua Causie and 1SG William 
Staun.
From Troop B, 2-1 Cavalry: CPT Da-
vid Devine, CPT Geoffrey Edmonds 

and 1SG Michael Anderson.

10th Mountain Division
From Troop C, 3-71 Cavalry: CPT Austin 
Forsythe and 1SG Joseph Larson.

82nd Airborne Division
From Troop B, 5-73 Cavalry: CPT Antho-
ny Capozzi and 1SG Geriah McAvin.

101st Airborne Division
From Troop B, 1-32 Cavalry: CPT Kolby 
Bissell and SFC Adolfo Dominguez.

7th Infantry Division
From Troop C, 8-1 Cavalry: CPT Joseph 
Krick and 1SG Sophal Saing.

U.S. Army Alaska
From Troop C, 1-40 Cavalry: CPT Lin-
wood Bubar, 1SG Bryan Laessle and 
1SG Robert Gaumond.

2nd Cavalry Regiment
From Troop I, 3-2 Cavalry: CPT James 
M. Gibbs, CPT William J. Vanderlip and 
1SG Jonathan M. Duncan.

3rd Cavalry Regiment
From Troop M, 4-3 Cavalry: CPT 

Andrew L. Hummel and 1SG Jason 
M. Watson.

11th Armored Cavalry Regi-
ment (ACR)
From Troop C, 1-11 ACR: CPT Mi-
chael N. Gonzalez and 1SG Erik R. 
Helton.

Joint Readiness Training Cen-
ter (JRTC)
From Troop D, 1-509 Parachute In-
fantry Regiment: CPT Kyle T. Daniels 
and 1SG Joshua D. Dumond.

Army National Guard
From Troop B, 2-183 Cavalry: CPT 
Matthew Wright and 1SG Kenneth 
Roland.

From Troop C, 2-108 Cavalry: CPT 
Chad D. Ford, CPT Tommy A. Wynn, 
1SG Michael E. Barrett and 1SG Earl 
W. McGee.

From Troop C, 2-106 Cavalry: CPT 
Brad A. Yakle and 1SG Russell L. Cre-
viston.

Armor and Cavalry Leadership Award Winners
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Applied Combined-Arms Maneuver 
at Company Level

by 1LT James T. Casey

As a tank-platoon leader and executive 
officer in 11th Armored Cavalry Regi-
ment (ACR), I’ve had the opportunity 
to observe first-hand how 20 separate 
brigade combat teams (BCT) (not in-
cluding my own) operate in the deci-
sive-action (DA) training environment. 
During these 20 National Training Cen-
ter (NTC) rotations, I think I’ve seen a 
representative sampling of the Army 
and the current state of its implement-
ed doctrine. Make no mistake, each 
BCT has strengths and weaknesses, 
and they’re all formidable units. What 
I see, however, leads me to think that, 
as maneuver leaders, we are failing to 
properly implement combined-arms 
maneuver (CAM), especially at the 
company-grade-officer level. 

Most officers seem to believe that ma-
neuver warfare is just a term used to 
describe the process of “maneuvering” 
around a battlefield to seize key terrain 
and destroy more of the enemy’s com-
bat power than he destroys of yours.1 
An extension of this belief is that who-
ever has the highest favorable kill ratio 
wins the battle and therefore defeats 
his opponent. “Destroy” and “defeat,” 
however, are only nominally similar. 
Ordering a unit to destroy another im-
plies you’re willfully choosing attrition 
as opposed to using maneuver to de-
feat your enemy.

To avoid confusion and emphasize my 
point, the Army Doctrine Reference 
Publication (ADRP) 1-02, Operational 
Terms and Military Symbols, definition 
of destroy is “a tactical mission task 
that physically renders an enemy force 
combat-ineffective until it is reconsti-
tuted” and defeat is “a tactical mission 
task that occurs when an enemy force 
has temporarily or permanently lost 
the physical means or the will to 
fight.”2 In fact, he who relies upon at-
trition to defeat his enemy has only an 
elementary understanding of maneu-
ver warfare. If the U.S. Army, or any el-
ement thereof, decides attrition is the 
primary means of defeating a near-
peer threat in a DA environment, we’ll 

squander away our inherent advantag-
es and needlessly risk lives and defeat. 
Therefore, deciding to “destroy” your 
enemy instead of applying true maneu-
ver doctrine is akin to setting two ex-
pert heavyweight boxers in a ring and 
letting them whale on each other for 
12 rounds; your pick may win, but he 
may not.

Create unsolvable 
problem for enemy
CAM is the process of seizing the ini-
tiative by creating an unsolvable prob-
lem set for the enemy based on an 
analysis of both friendly and enemy 
strengths and vulnerabilities. By iden-
tifying your own strengths, you can 
plan how to leverage these against 
your opponent’s identified vulnerabili-
ties. By identifying your own vulnera-
bilities, you can consciously determine 
how best to minimize exposure of 
these to your enemy while avoiding 
the enemy’s strengths or advantages.

Leveraging your own strengths against 
an enemy’s perceived critical vulnera-
bility is central to planning your own 
course of action (CoA). Your evaluation 
of friendly and enemy strengths and 
vulnerabilities leads to selection of the 
decisive point of the operation. This is 
how you plan to leverage a defeat 
mechanism to exploit the enemy’s vul-
nerabilities and thereby seize the ini-
tiative.3 This starkly contrasts with the 
attrition-warfare approach to combat, 
which relies on overwhelming firepow-
er and massing combat power in an at-
tempt to destroy your enemy. In a 
near-peer conflict, both combatants 
will possess comparable capability to 
kill and destroy one another, therefore 
attrition does not give either side a 
tactical advantage.

I think one of the most important parts 
of planning an operation, but some-
how one of the least emphasized, is 
the situation paragraph of an opera-
tions order. It’s easily the least sexy, so 
generally it receives little attention, es-
pecially in the era of the pervasive con-
cept of the operation. The friendly and 

enemy situations, however, are critical 
to creating a common operating pic-
ture (COP) at all echelons. Given that 
maneuver leaders in the Army have 
similar training, they make similar de-
cisions if the necessary information is 
accessible. If the task and purpose 
happen to change suddenly, they’ll still 
be making informed decisions in the 
context of a bigger picture.

If the intelligence officer doesn’t offer 
a detailed capability analysis by weap-
on and vehicle type, vis-à-vis enemy 
formation types in the operational en-
vironment (OE), then company-grade 
leaders should prepare their own. By 
tailoring the four-step intelligence 
preparation of the battlefield process 
to what a company is likely to encoun-
ter, the company plan will gain valu-
able insight and result in a better-pre-
pared fighting force.

I think the best way to analyze this at 
any level is by warfighting function 
(WfF). A company’s most important ar-
eas are:
• Fires WfF – weapon systems’ range, 

optics ( i .e. ,  thermal/low-l ight 
capabilities), munitions and the level 
of armor they’re likely able to 
penetrate;

• Maneuver WfF – vehicle types and 
their level of mobility across your OE;

• Protection WfF – ability to withstand 
your weapon systems and the ability 
to carry infantry;

• Mission-command WfF – the combat 
effect iveness  of  a  unit  i f  i ts 
commanding officer or other key 
leader becomes a casualty and how 
the enemy orders’ process affects 
decision-making and adaptation 
while in contact.

Once this is accomplished for both 
friendly (organic and attached compa-
ny assets, adjacent organic battalion 
assets and available brigade assets) 
and enemy forces, you finish by view-
ing these capabilities in the context of 
the enemy’s likely objective and de-
sired endstate. From here, it’s a rela-
tively simple task of assessing the 
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enemy’s likely CoA. Where and how 
will the enemy employ tanks and infan-
try? Will their success require engi-
neers? Where, when and for what end-
state will they employ their close-com-
bat attack (CCA)/close air support/in-
direct fire (IDF)?

Having accomplished this, you should 
now have a broad understanding of 
what your opponent’s scheme of ma-
neuver will be; specifics and timeline 
aren’t necessary as long as you under-
stand the likely sequence of events 
that will unfold. Armed with this 
knowledge of the enemy’s capabilities, 
it’s easier to determine how to exploit 
their vulnerabilities through the use of 
a decisive point (DP) that leverages a 
defeat mechanism.

Destroy or defeat?
I mentioned earlier that “destroying” 
your enemy is not necessarily the best 
way to “defeat” him. Defeat mecha-
nisms are defined in ADRP 3-0, Unified 
Land Operations, as “the method 
through which friendly forces accom-
plish their mission against enemy op-
position.” While this is a fairly broad 
and inclusive definition, it essentially 
lists four methods for neutralizing an 
adversary: destroy, dislocate, disinte-
grate and isolate. In short, the latter 
three are ways to defeat your enemy 
without having to destroy every vehi-
cle or dismounted soldier. Selecting 
which to use to create your DP de-
pends on your company’s tactical task. 

We’ll cover an example of how to se-
lect a defeat mechanism momentarily.

Going back to the boxing analogy, we’ll 
replace one of our champion boxers 
with a Brazilian jiu-jitsu (BJJ) fighter. 
The boxer, comfortable on his feet, 
means to beat his opponent by keep-
ing him at arm’s length and punching 
him. As long as the boxer is on his feet 
with enough space to build full mo-
mentum in his swing, he has an inher-
ent advantage. The BJJ fighter miti-
gates the boxer’s advantage by bring-
ing the fight to the ground. This is an 
example of the “dislocate” mechanism; 
by moving the boxer from his comfort 
zone, he breaks the boxer’s decision-
cycle paradigm. The boxer, who trains 
on his feet, can’t adequately fight back 
once he leaves the condition in which 
he planned to fight. The BJJ fighter’s 
DP is to close the distance to the box-
er, bring the fight to the ground and 
gain a dominant position. Once on the 
ground, the BJJ fighter has the advan-
tage; his technique practices grappling 
on the ground to control his opponent 
and control the tempo to force the 
boxer into an unfamiliar defensive pos-
ture. He has seized the initiative, and 
now the boxer has to react.

Selecting the DP is a crucial part of the 
commander’s plan because the DP 
helps create a COP for subordinates; 
however, I don’t think commanders un-
derstand how to choose or name a DP. 
The most common DP I hear during 

opords is something like “the DP of our 
operation is the destruction of two 
tank platoons. This is decisive because 
it will mean that we have more combat 
power than the enemy.” The problem 
is this isn’t a DP of an operation, it’s a 
key task, or maybe an objective to be 
met; it’s a measure of success. A DP is 
something that will substantially tip 
the scales in your favor; it’s something 
that, if you accomplish it, should guar-
antee that you defeat your enemy.

Accomplishing the DP allows you to 
seize the initiative during an engage-
ment, makes your enemy react to your 
tempo and (ideally) uses your strengths 
to attack or create a critical vulnerabil-
ity in the enemy, thereby creating a de-
feat mechanism in your engagement. 
The achievement of the DP, whereby 
you catch or push your adversary off-
balance and exploit the situation, 
while minimizing your own vulnerabil-
ity, is the essence of maneuver war-
fare.

The DP is the same for all subordinate 
units. If a company identifies and 
names a DP, all platoons in that com-
pany have the same DP. In this way, all 
tank commanders and squad leaders 
know that no matter what their task is 
during the mission, it supports the DP 
for the company. This is why it’s so im-
portant to conduct a thorough threat/
friendly capability analysis.

The COP is vital information for every 
leader in the formation because when 
the battle starts to unfold and the en-
emy doesn’t act in the way you initial-
ly thought he might, subordinate lead-
ers can take initiative while still sup-
porting the company’s DP. And, when 
leaders become incapacitated, radios 
stop working or the enemy is not co-
operating, the COP and a DP can guide 
rapid decision-making to seize and re-
tain the initiative at all levels of lead-
ership.

DP key
Planning the DP of an operation in-
volves creating an unsolvable problem 
for your adversary. I’ll illustrate with an 
example. Figure 1 shows the CoA 
sketch of a previous engagement at 
NTC. A company-team-plus (CO/TM 
(+)) has established a hasty defense on 
a hill, overlooking a high-speed avenue 
of approach, which is your battalion’s Figure 1. CoA sketch of an NTC engagement.
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planned axis of advance. Your compa-
ny’s task and purpose is to seize the 
John Wayne Foothills to prevent mass-
ing of fires against your battalion’s de-
cisive operation. Knowing the enemy’s 
main defense is four to seven kilome-
ters south of the John Wayne Foothills, 
we can guess the enemy’s task is prob-
ably to disrupt your battalion’s ad-
vance south along the avenue of ap-
proach to prevent massing of combat 
power against their own decisive op-
eration. 

We can make a few more assumptions 
at this point as well:
• A CO/TM (+) will have one to two 

mechanized-infantry platoons and 
one to two tank platoons;

• Its desired endstate is to disrupt 
forces  t ravel ing  a long Route 
Budweiser; and

• The CO/TM will probably be arrayed 
in a linear battle position (BP) on the 
east side of the John Wayne Foothills 
oriented east toward the avenue of 
approach.

The obvious place to arrange BPs is on 
the east side of the hill with a main en-
gagement area (EA) centered on the 
high-speed avenue of approach. It also 
makes sense to have an EA north of the 
hill to turn units back toward the road 
and main EA. Looking at the template 
EAs, we assume a platoon or platoon-
minus will cover EA 3, with the rest of 
the CO/TM covering EAs 1 and 2. Thus, 
the enemy is strongest against any 
force to the east. The combined-arms 
composition of this company also 
means the inherent vulnerabilities of a 
tank platoon are covered by the adja-
cent infantry – and vice versa. At-
tempting to destroy the enemy by at-
tacking from open terrain would be 
costly.

The inherent strength of any prepared 
defense is the prepared fighting posi-
tions, coordinated direct-fire-control 
measures, planned implementation of 
all weapon systems and IDF, and the 
psychological security a defender en-
joys as the one occupying a favorable 
relative position. If the attacker fails to 
undermine these advantages, then he 
will be forced to fight on the enemy’s 
terms. The attacker can choose to 
force the defender to dislocate from 
his positions and abandon his carefully 

selected EAs to undermine the defend-
er’s advantage. While the defender is 
adapting to his new situation, his unit 
will have to react to your tempo; he 
has to adapt to the circumstances you 
thrust upon him. Now, you have the 
opportunity to force your own advan-
tage and seize the initiative.

The problem this enemy has is that 
with relatively limited resources, it has 
to defend its own position while simul-
taneously covering EAs 1 and 2. 

The enemy most likely won’t be able to 
defend against a turning movement4 
from the northwest. So, your DP is to 
dislocate the defending enemy CO/TM 
by rapidly seizing the northwest part 
of the hill while simultaneously fixing 
BPs on the east side of the hill. Your DP 
negates the use of his prepared BPs 
and prevents the enemy from reorient-
ing to effectively counter your turning 
movement. 

By fixing his primary BPs and simulta-
neously threatening to flank him from 
the west, you’ve handed the enemy 
commander an unsolvable problem if 
you execute your mission rapidly (i.e., 
faster than he can anticipate what 
you’re attempting and adapt). 

Like the BJJ fighter bringing the boxer 
to the ground, you’ve removed the de-
fending commander’s strength. His 

only options are to stay in place and 
become enveloped, or displace and 
risk getting destroyed while withdraw-
ing.

Leverage strengths
Maneuver warfare is about leveraging 
friendly strengths against an enemy’s 
vulnerability, creating a defeat mecha-
nism. As in the previous example, you 
can achieve this by exploiting weak as-
pects of their disposition to dislocate 
them. Another way to accomplish this 
is by leveraging enablers and combined 
arms. Armor and infantry units have 
unique strengths and weaknesses; 
when operating together, they can pro-
tect each other’s vulnerabilities while 
also exploiting the disadvantages of an 
enemy unit’s composition, as shown in 
Figure 2. It shows a platoon defense of 
a canalized avenue of approach based 
on another engagement at NTC. Each 
vehicle has a turret-down BP. 

Your CO/TM is conducting a move-
ment-to-contact (MTC). The hills on 
the east and south canalize your for-
mation toward the road. Your inherent 
strength is your ability to employ dis-
mounts, armor, aviation and IDF. Your 
vulnerability is a lack of knowledge 
about the terrain and the knowledge 
that you’re moving into an unknown 
enemy situation.

Figure 2. Platoon defense of canalized avenue of approach at NTC.]
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level. This isn’t the point of maneuver 
warfare, however. The goal is to defeat 
your enemy by leveraging your 
strengths against his critical vulnerabil-
ity. When he recognizes his difficult po-
sition, the enemy soldiers may suspect 
their leaders are incompetent, they 
may panic and lose discipline; in short, 
it may cause them to lose the will to 
fight. Even if it doesn’t, by creating a 
critical vulnerability in the enemy, you 
can seize the initiative and fight from 
a relative advantage. I don’t mean to 
suggest that destroying your enemy in 
some situations is irrelevant or unnec-
essary; rather, this should be a byprod-
uct of successfully leveraging a critical 
strength against a critical vulnerability 
to create a complex or unsolvable 
problem to defeat your opponent.

As it currently operates, I don’t think 
the U.S. Army practices maneuver war-
fare adequately, despite what may be 
believed. True maneuver warfare is the 
process of seizing the initiative by cre-
ating an unsolvable problem based on 
an analysis of friendly and enemy 
strengths and vulnerabilities.

The DP of an operation is using a de-
feat mechanism to successfully lever-
age your own strengths against an en-
emy’s critical vulnerability. This will in-
terrupt his decision cycle by creating 
an unsolvable problem set, which will 
either paralyze his decision-making 
process or pressure him to make poor 
tactical decisions in the heat of the 
moment. This will position you to fol-
low through and decisively defeat your 
opponent. Ideally, your successful im-
plementation of these maneuver prin-
ciples will enable you to defeat your 
enemy without the need to destroy 
him in a battle of attrition, where suc-
cess is highly dependent on the rela-
tive size of the two formations and 
their respective reinforcements.

Like in our boxing metaphor, two near-
peer foes are too evenly matched to 
accurately predict the winner when 
they both intend to use attrition as a 
defeat mechanism. When you replace 
one of these boxers with a BJJ fighter 
who leverages his own strength against 
an opponent’s critical vulnerability 
(maneuver against attrition strategy), 
the BJJ fighter is better suited to seize 
the initiative and win the engagement.
Army leaders need to progress beyond 

The enemy armor platoon’s strength is 
his L-shaped anti-vehicle ambush using 
prepared positions. He is highly vulner-
able, however, when infantry and en-
ablers, such as CCA or IDF, are lever-
aged in conjunction with a mechanized 
threat from the road. Granted, you 
don’t necessarily know the enemy’s 
composition lacks integrated infantry 
or air-defense assets during this MTC 
scenario; this is all the more reason to 
leverage your infantry and enablers in 
conjunction with your armored vehi-
cles during your planning.

By studying your map in this scenario, 
you recognize that your formation will 
be necessarily canalized in this area. 
Canalization is a natural vulnerability 
for you, just as it is a strength for your 
adversary. If he is defending in this 
area, his likely DP is to canalize your 
formation and isolate any units in his 
EA. By isolating a formation on or near 
the road, he is limiting your ability to 
mass effects by restricting your ma-
neuver space and options.

With this in mind, your DP is to disin-
tegrate your enemy’s defense by simul-
taneously maintaining pressure on him 
from the area near the road, while 
your infantry establishes an anti-tank 
attack-by-fire position on the hill. If 
you were to do either independently, 
he could react appropriately; against 
infantry and CCA, he moves away from 
the hill, elevates his weapon systems 
and suppresses; against tanks, he fires 
comfortably from his defilade posi-
tions. However, if he is threatened by 
both, he can’t adequately react to ei-
ther because whichever threat he fo-
cuses on first, the other combat arm 
will ensure his destruction. His only op-
tion that potentially allows survival is 
to withdraw under pressure, which 
also risks his annihilation. Similarly, IDF 
will either force him to move out of the 
impact area or button-up in his defi-
lade BPs. This would allow you to de-
stroy him as he withdraws or maneu-
ver on his position if he stays in his cov-
ered positions to avoid IDF. In either 
scenario, you are able to exploit his re-
sponse and seize the initiative.

It’s important to draw a distinction 
here. Successful implementation of the 
appropriate DP can often result in the 
partial or wholesale destruction of 
your enemy, at least at the company 

viewing maneuver warfare as moving 
around the battlefield to assume posi-
tions that enable superior kill-death ra-
tios. Maneuver warfare involves pre-
venting an even contest. Why should a 
fight be a gamble between two evenly 
matched opponents?
1LT James Casey is executive officer of 
Headquarters and Headquarters Troop, 
2nd Squadron, 11th ACR, Fort Irwin, CA. 
Previous assignments include tank-
company executive officer, Company H, 
2nd Squadron, 11th ACR, and tank-pla-
toon leader, Troop G, 2nd Squadron, 11th 
ACR. His military schools include Armor 
Basic Officer Leader Course and Basic 
Airborne Course. 1LT Casey has a bach-
elor’s of arts degree in history from the 
University of Central Oklahoma.

Notes
1 Robert Leonhard, The Art of Maneuver, 
New York: Ballantine Books, 1991.
2 Emphasis is the author’s. 
3 ADRP 1-02, Operational Terms and Mili-
tary Symbols, defines the DP as “A geo-
graphic place, specific key event, critical 
factor or function that, when acted upon, 
allows commanders to gain a marked ad-
vantage over an adversary or contribute 
materially to achieving success.”
4 Turning movement (ADRP 1-02): Form of 
maneuver in which the attacking force 
seeks to avoid the enemy’s principle de-
fensive positions by seizing objectives be-
hind the enemy’s current positions, there-
by causing the enemy force to move out 
of their current positions or divert major 
forces to meet the threat.

aCronym QuICK-SCan

ACR – armored cavalry regiment
ADRP – Army doctrinal reference 
publication
BCT – brigade combat team
BJJ – Brazilian jiu-jitsu
BP – battle position
CAM – combined-arms maneuver
CCA – close-combat attack
CoA – course of action
COP – common operating picture
CO/TM (+) – “shorthand” for 
company/team-plus
DA – decisive action
DP – decisive point
EA – engagement area
IDF – indirect fire
MTC – movement-to-contact
NTC – National Training Center
OE – operational environment
WfF – warfighting function
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Saving Future Gallons: Overview 
of New Field Manual 7-0

by James L. Young Jr.

As the U.S. Army confronts its post-Op-
eration Iraqi Freedom (OIF)/Operation 
Enduring Freedom (OEF) missions, it 
faces a myriad of possible adversaries, 
threats and missions. Whether discuss-
ing the “Pacific Pivot,”1 possible opera-
tions in sub-Saharan Africa or the 
seeming resurrection of the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization’s mission 
against Russian ground forces, it is 
clear the next decade is unlikely to re-
semble the previous 15 years of war-
fare.

Despite being ever more interconnect-
ed, the world remains a complex envi-
ronment that will present the nation’s 
civilian leaders with increasingly more 
dynamic challenges. Many of these sit-
uations will require land forces capable 
of deterring and defeating capable, di-
verse threats. This article will provide 
a short introduction on how the new 
Field Manual (FM) 7-0, Train to Win in 
a Complex World, helps accomplish 
this. With this understanding, unit 
leaders should see why it is imperative 
they read this FM as soon as possible.

Providing combat-
ready units
As the title states, FM 7-0 focuses on 
providing Army leaders at all echelons 
the tools and structure necessary to 
train their formations to “win in a com-
plex world.” With guidance and sug-
gestions from across the entire Army, 
the Training Management Directorate 
(TMD) of the Combined Arms Center–
Training (CAC-T) at Fort Leavenworth, 
KS, wrote the new FM 7-0 with five ma-
jor goals in mind:
• First and foremost, the new FM 7-0 

is designed to provide an easily 
understood and executable process 
for restoring the Army’s training 
culture.

• The previous training proficiency 
ratings of T (trained), P (proficient) 
and U (untrained) have been updated 
to T (fully trained), T- (trained), P 
(practiced), P- (marginally practiced) 
and U (untrained). This change gives 

commanders the ability to make 
evaluations more objective.

• FM 7-0 supplements the Training 
Publication 350-70 series in guiding 
Army proponents as they update 
their collective task and evaluation 
outlines (T&EOs).

• Previously successful  training 
techniques and concepts such as 
“hip-pocket training,” the 8-Step 
Training Model and the band of 
excellence are now revised, fully 
explained and given the authority of 
formal doctrine.

• Finally, to train as Soldiers will fight, 
FM 7-0 addresses how important 
r e p l i c a t i n g  t h e  o p e ra t i o n a l 
environment (OE) is to unit training 
proficiency.

How ready is ‘ready’?
Before this edition of FM 7-0, the Ar-
my’s assessment process was much 
more art than science. Commanders 
were expected to use their knowledge 
of the OE, existent Army doctrine and 
the experience of their unit’s senior of-
ficers and noncommissioned officers 
(NCOs) to determine their unit profi-
ciency (T, P or U) in a given task. With 
the increasing pressure to focus on 
unit deployment, unit leaders often 
made a conscious decision to modify 
or ignore doctrinal standards to pre-
pare for and deploy in support of on-
going operations. This resulted in the 
Army’s gradual loss of its institutional 
knowledge on how to prepare for con-
tingencies in lieu of the focus on de-
ployments in support of OIF and OEF. 
Exacerbating this, most units’ training 
objectives, deployment gates and mis-
sion requirements were determined at 
higher echelons as senior leaders fo-
cused on meeting deployment time-
lines and conducting operational mis-
sions.

These factors, plus a lack of emphasis 
on training doctrine during profession-
al military education, helped create a 
poor home-station training culture in 
the Army during the war on terrorism. 
By 2012, junior leaders and NCOs had 

little or no doctrinally based knowl-
edge about how to plan, prepare, exe-
cute and assess unit training. After dis-
cussions with leaders and personal ob-
servations, the Chief of Staff of the 
Army (CSA) directed successive inspec-
tions by the Inspector General and mo-
bile-training teams to assess the state 
of training across the Army from 2012-
2014. The results confirmed the CSA’s 
belief that the Army had lost much of 
its ability to effectively conduct home-
station training. Subsequently, the CSA 
directed CAC-T to develop and publish 
an updated version of FM 7-0 to rem-
edy these issues.

The new FM 7-0 addresses these issues 
by fully outlining how a commander re-
ceives training guidance from higher 
headquarters and the steps needed to 
perform an objective assessment of a 
unit’s ability to provide the capabilities 
for which it was designed using propo-
nent T&EOs. These newly developed 
T&EOs now contain specific, objective 
evaluation criteria that units apply to 
measure the performance of collective 
tasks. This increased objectivity helps 
ensure units train to, and are evaluat-
ed against, an approved objective stan-
dard. Unlike previous task-proficiency 
guidelines, the updated objective cri-
teria take into account how personnel 
turbulence affects unit readiness. In 
addition, it requires unit leaders to tru-
ly develop a robust OE during the plan-
ning process to facilitate realistic unit 
training.

Figure 1 provides an example of the 
objective task-evaluation criteria ma-
trix that is integral to each T&EO.

Developing proponent T&EOs with this 
matrix removes much of the subjectiv-
ity that previous evaluation methods 
often fell prey to during assessments. 
No matter how well a unit at 80-per-
cent strength performs its task, it can-
not get higher than a T-. Similarly, units 
that do not perform tasks during the 
day and night cannot obtain a T.

Furthermore, with T, T-, P, P- and U ful-
ly defined in the new FM 7-0, there 
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should be little difference between a 
light-infantry battalion’s assessed read-
iness in a Pacific Command division 
compared to that of another unit in 
the continental United States. In this 
manner, staffs at all levels will be able 
to swiftly compare units of the same 
types when determining force struc-
tures for future contingencies.

Home-station training
Since 2001, most home-station train-
ing has been governed by the need to 
provide forces to OEF and OIF. As the 
Army transitions back to a predomi-
nantly home-station training environ-
ment, FM 7-0 provides the framework 
for relearning some of the institutional 
knowledge that has eroded. Rather 
than a distinct theater mission, FM 7-0 

serves as the guide for providing units 
that are as prepared for high-intensity 
operations in the Baltics as they are for 
humanitarian assistance in Micronesia. 
The foundation for this is the “plan-
prepare-execute-assess” training 
framework that relies on the military 
decision-making process (MDMP) and 
troop-leading procedures (TLPs) to 
achieve success. At company-level and 

Figure 1. Objective task-evaluation criteria matrix from FM 7-0.



74              Winter 2017

below, MDMP and TLPs are augmented 
(but not replaced) by the 8-Step Train-
ing Model. Combined, all these serve 
as the initial guidelines that start lead-
ers onto the path for success (even if 
they do not guarantee a positive out-
come).

Plan-prepare-execute-assess is the Ar-
my’s operations process that guides 
leaders in ensuring their subordinates 
are given the tools to succeed. Apply-
ing this to training should not differ 
significantly from the same process 
employed for military operations. In 
both cases, commanders should lever-
age their own experience and that of 
their staff to create training events to 
help ensure unit readiness. FM 7-0 
guides commanders and their staffs on 
how to apply the MDMP to prepare a 
unit training plan. Much as a com-
mander and his/her staff should be 
able to prepare mission orders after 
reading Army Doctrine Reference Pub-
lication (ADRP) 5-0, all Army officers 
and NCOs should have a clear under-
standing of their role in the revised 
training process after reading FM 7-0.

FM 7-0 will also benefit Army officers 
and NCOs when it comes to training ca-
pability, not just as they detail the 
planning process. The new Train to 
Win in a Complex World guides lead-
ers during the concurrent “prepare” 
phase of Army training. With sections 
that detail everything from T-week 
checklists to the 8-Step Training Mod-
el, the new FM 7-0 helps even the most 
inexperienced leader/staff to plan and 
coordinate training resources. There 
are examples in the FM that lend 
themselves to scheduled or impromp-
tu officer professional-development 
programs and sergeants’ time training. 
In this manner, units can begin educat-
ing leaders during the planning phase 
and reinforcing these lessons during 
preparation before execution.

Defining OE
As can be seen from both the example 
T&EO chart and definitions, the path 
to a T assessment is heavily dependent 
on both the opposing force and other 
shifting OE factors. ADRP 5-0 defines 
the OE as “[a] composite of the condi-
tions, circumstances and influences 
that affect the employment of capabil-
ities and bear on the decisions of the 
commander.” FM 7-0 leverages this 

definition and the 7-100 series of man-
uals produced by U.S. Army Training 
and Doctrine Command’s G-2 (intelli-
gence) to ensure units are required to 
craft a truly objective training environ-
ment.

Or, put another way, to be considered 
fully trained, commanders at all levels 
must meet all facets of their intended 
OE. This includes, as a minimum, a 
thinking, adaptive opfor that will chal-
lenge the training audience.

To assist brigade and battalion com-
manders’ processes to replicate an 
adaptive opfor, division and corps 
staffs have to partner with installations 
to determine necessary resources go-
ing forward. The new FM 7-0 facilitates 
this by bringing terms such as “static,” 
“dynamic” and “complex” from esoter-
ic opfor manuals to the forefront of the 
Army’s revitalized training culture. In 
reading FM 7-0, leaders will see that 
these terms are not only critical to 
proper training and employment of op-
erational variables – in other words, 
the political, military, economic, social, 
information, infrastructure, physical 
environment and time variables – but 
they are actually quite easy to apply to 
a thinking, resourced hybrid threat, 
too. Rather than being confronted with 
rote, formulaic opfor to obtain a T, 
Army leaders should have to adapt to, 
outsmart and outmaneuver the same 
level of thinking adversary they are ex-
pected to meet in a contingency.

In all cases, OE changes should be 
made with an eye toward both the 
training environment (live, virtual or 
constructive) and an endstate of fully 
trained companies, battalions and bri-
gades.

Trained-and-ready force
FM 7-0 makes clear that the endstate 
of the execution phase is a trained and 
proficient force. This is achieved by le-
veraging published T&EOs, leader ob-
servations and the after-action-review 
process to develop a plan to ensure 
units become proficient in the objec-
tive, published standards. While as-
sessment occurs concurrently with all 
phases of the plan-prepare-execute cy-
cle, it is critical during execution to en-
sure resources are properly planned 
and coordinated. This goes beyond 
merely conducting long-range planning 

for resources to be available; it also ap-
plies critical thought to using resourc-
es to achieve unit training objectives.

Given the Army’s planned methods for 
evaluating and assessing unit readi-
ness, it makes little sense for a brigade 
to give a maneuver battalion whose 
companies are all at T an extra task it-
eration if a sister combined-arms bat-
talion still has companies at P or T-. 
Conversely, if all the maneuver battal-
ions in a division are assessed at T- in 
“defend,” a division commander antic-
ipating high-intensity operations would 
be prudent to ensure that assigned ar-
tillery battalions can perform counter-
fire tasks to a similar level rather than 
conduct more force-on-force lanes. In 
both cases, leaders’ assessments use a 
combination of experience, knowledge 
of the intended OE and resources at 
hand to facilitate the training process.

Train today to win 
tomorrow
This article is merely a summary of 
what can be found in the new FM 7-0. 
While not a panacea for the training 
atrophy that has occurred during the 
last 15 years of combat, Train to Win 
in a Complex World is a vital first step 
to return the Army to a broad base of 
readiness rather than focusing on a 
specific set of skills. By providing a 
framework to units on how to train, 
the new FM 7-0 helps develop a “com-
mon language” across the Army for 
what correct training looks like. In 
turn, leaders who read it will be able 
to maximize the returns their units re-
ceive for their investment in “training 
sweat.”

If deterrence fails, it will be the sweat 
paid today and in the near future that 
saves Soldiers’ blood in the initial 
phase of the conflicts to come.

James Young is a Department of the 
Army civilian employee who has served 
as a training analyst since 2009 at 
TMD, CAC-T, Fort Leavenworth, KS. Af-
ter graduating from the U.S. Military 
Academy, he served as a platoon lead-
er, company/troop executive officer 
and assistant brigade S-3 (training) in 
Korea, at Fort Lewis, WA, and in Fried-
burg, Germany, from 1997-2003. Cur-
rently helping with production of FM 
7-0, he is a 2010 graduate of military 
intermediate-level education. Mr. 
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Young has a master’s of arts degree in 
history and is completing his doctorate 
in history, both from Kansas State Uni-
versity.

Notes
1 The “Pacific Pivot” refers to President 
Barack Obama’s stated strategic policy of 
focusing on the Pacific Ocean as the Unit-
ed States’ primary focus.

ADRP – Army doctrine reference 
publication
CAC-T – Combined Arms Center-
Training
CSA – Chief of Staff of the Army
FM – field manual
MDMP – military decision-making 
process

aCronym QuICK-SCan

NCO – noncommissioned officer
OE – operational environment
OEF – Operation Enduring Freedom
OIF – Operation Iraqi Freedom
T&EO – task and evaluation outline
TLP – troop-leading procedure
TMD – Training Management 
Directorate

Armor School Book Offers Free 
Professional Development to Individuals, Units

Armor in Battle: Special Edition 
for the Armored Force 75th Anni-
versary offers examples of the 
tactical employment of armored 
combat organizations from the in-
terwar years through Operation 
Iraqi Freedom. 

Based on first-person accounts, 
after-action reports, interviews, 
special studies and other source 
material, this book also includes 
sections devoted to the early de-
velopment of armor, including the 
full text of the orders that estab-
lished the Armored Force. The 
material readily supports profes-
sional development at platoon, 
company and battalion levels. 

Armor in Battle can be ordered 
directly from the Army Publishing 
Directorate by providing the title 
and PIN number (106431-000) to 
either (703) 614-3727 or usarmy.
pentagon.hqda-apd.mbx.custom-
er-service@mail.mil. 

There is no cost to military orga-
nizations.

Students from the Armor Basic Officer Leader’s Course practice tank gun-
nery Feb. 9, 2017, at the Digital Multi-Purpose Range Complex, Harmony 
Church, Fort Benning, GA. The course, administered by 2nd Squadron, 16th 
Cavalry Regiment, trains Armor Branch lieutenants to provide the Army, Ma-
rine Corps and allied nations with confident, competent and agile armor of-
ficers capable of conducting unified land operations as part of a combined-
arms team. (Photo by Patrick A. Albright)
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Audiovisual Support Center and have 
the graphics printed to enable larger, 
tabletop exercises. This allows multiple 
platoon leaders to be engaged and of-
fer a variety of opinions on how and 
why they would accomplish the mis-
sion in a certain way.

For leaders who are unfamiliar with 
employing tactical-decision exercises, 
the Cobra Team has also developed a 
chapter solely dedicated to explaining 
facilitation of the exercises and anoth-
er chapter on conducting after-action 
reviews.

The deliberate thought and detail put 
into this book has made it a unique, 
ready-to-go-out-of-the-box tool that 
can be employed as part of unit’s lead-
er-development or leader-certification 
programs.

CPT JOSHUA T. CHRISTIAN
Course manager, Army Reconnaissance Course

Troop B, 3-16 Cavalry, 316th Cavalry Brigade
Fort Benning, GA

Ramadi Declassified: A Roadmap to 
Peace in the Most Dangerous City in 
Iraq, retired COL Anthony E. Deane, 
Praetorian Books, 2016, 367 pages, 
$28.99 (hard cover).

Many books aspire to reveal the true 
nature of war. Ramadi Declassified ac-
complishes that goal. I deployed three 
times to combat in both Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, and I find that, short of ac-
tually joining a unit in theater, this sto-
ry is as close as a reader can get to de-
ploying to a warzone. Author COL An-
thony Deane, a retired U.S. Army ar-
mor officer, commanded 1st Battalion, 
35th Armor Regiment, and was charged 
to free the city of Ramadi from al-Qa-
eda during the “surge” in Operation 
Iraqi Freedom. Part historical account, 
part leadership study, Ramadi fills a 
long-neglected void in military writing 
– namely the unexplored area between 
the squad on the battlefield and the 
generals commanding the theater.

Ramadi, however, is more than a book 
about combat. With just the right 

Scouts in Contact: Tactical Vignettes 
for Cavalry Leaders, LTC J. Frederick 
Dente and LTC Bradley S. Nelson, Cen-
ter for Army Lessons Learned, 2016, 
135 pages, free download at http://us-
acac.army.mil/organizations/mccoe/
call/publications.

At the Maneuver Warfighter’s Confer-
ence held at Fort Benning, GA, this 
summer, GEN Robert Abrams, Forces 
Command’s commanding general, 
spoke on the use of reconnaissance-
and-security formations in the U.S. 
Army and said that reconnaissance and 
security are beyond broken – these are 
in crisis because our leaders do not un-
derstand our own doctrine. He rein-
forced this message in his command 
training guidance for Fiscal Year 2017 
through his requirement that troop 
commanders attend the Cavalry Lead-
er’s Course and that platoon leaders 
attend the Army Reconnaissance 
Course. GEN Abrams went beyond just 
functional training, though – he direct-
ly challenged units to emphasize their 
leader-certification mechanisms to en-
sure the right individuals were in lead-
ership positions.

Scouts in Contact: Tactical Vignettes 
for Cavalry Leaders is an excellent tool 
for squadron commanders and com-
mand sergeants major to use in their 
leader-certification programs. Scouts 
in Contact is a series of tactical-deci-
sion exercises built from experiences 
observed during Cobra Team’s many 
rotations at the National Training Cen-
ter. The book affords squadron com-
manders a low-cost option for repeti-
tive, effective training that affords 
scout-platoon leaders and platoon ser-
geants the opportunity to develop 
their ability of “how to think” and 
“how to apply principles” in rapidly 
evolving, ambiguous situations.

Included are 12 vignettes, complete 
with a situation paragraph, base graph-
ics, indicators of success, indicators of 
failure and instructions for the exercise 
controller. Units are able to take the 
book to  the i r  loca l  Tra in ing 

BOOK REVIEWS
amount of background material to 
place the Battle of Ramadi into the 
larger Anbar Awakening, readers will 
learn of the challenges found in com-
manding, training, deploying, fighting 
and redeploying a battalion task force.

Deane’s writing mirrors the same style 
of leadership he employed as a com-
mander – direct and occasionally rein-
forced by salty language. The campaign 
to liberate Ramadi from the horrors of 
fundamentalist Islamic terrorism is not 
for the faint-hearted. Deane does not 
shy away from revealing al-Qaeda’s vile 
inhumanity or the cost of warfare in 
U.S. and Iraqi blood. Although clearly 
not what my wife would describe as a 
“feel-good book,” Ramadi does have a 
surprising element of humor. More 
than once I found myself laughing out 
loud at the author’s dry wit in even the 
darkest moments of battle.

Ramadi’s greatest value may be found 
in its author’s analysis on leadership, 
including his own as a battalion com-
mander. Deane is a reflective and hon-
est writer unafraid of examining his 
own successes, failures and growth. 
His insights on leadership alone make 
Ramadi a must-read for the profes-
sional soldier. However, past, present 
and future military leaders will learn 
many other valuable lessons within Ra-
madi’s pages. This book is what the 
Army field manual on counterinsurgen-
cy, Field Manual 3-24, attempted to 
achieve – i.e., a “how to” for military 
leaders to conduct successful counter-
insurgency operations.

Be warned, reading Ramadi is a bit like 
watching the blockbuster movie 
Titanic. We know how this story ends. 
The soldiers of 1-35 Armor achieved 
their mission to “take back Ramadi … 
but don’t make it another Fallujah,” 
but peace in Anbar was short-lived. 
Deane makes a strong argument that 
Shia political hegemony in Baghdad, 
combined with short-sighted U.S. 
foreign policy, doomed the success of 
the Anbar Awakening. U.S. forces 
withdrew from Iraq, leaving an Iraqi 
security apparatus unprepared to 
defeat al-Qaeda and its successor ISIS. 
As of this writing, Ramadi is again in 
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Iraqi government hands but is more 
than 80 percent destroyed. ISIS 

remains a viable, if diminished, threat. 
American Soldiers returned to Iraq. 
And the war continues.

LTC CHRIS HEATHERLY
Professor of Military Science

Washington State University Army ROTC

2017 Gainey Cup
May 1-4

Hosted by the U.S. Army Armor School at Fort Benning, GA
Troopers from across the U.S. Army, U.S. Marine Corps and ally and partner nations will 
compete to determine the “best scout squad.” This competition will physically and men-
tally challenge all troopers by rigorously testing the trooper’s knowledge, tactical compe-
tence and fortitude in the fundamentals of reconnaissance and security operations.

Scout teams will run a gauntlet of tasks to evaluate their cavalry-specific skills such as 
reconnaissance fundamentals, target identification, call for fire, troop-leading procedures, 
day and night live-fire, obstacle courses, observation-post establishment, helicopter-

landing-zone establishment, knowledge 
of weapons, communication devices and 
sensors, and physical endurance.
The purpose of the Gainey Cup is to 
bring cavalrymen from across the world 
together in a healthy, 
competitive environ-
ment while developing 
scout proficiency that 
will extend into both 
the garrison and tacti-
cal environment.
Visit the Website at 
http://www.benning.
army.mil/armor/gainey-
cup/ for more information.
The Gainey Cup is named for retired CSM 

Figure 1. A scout team runs through a reconnaissance lane 
during Day 2 of the inaugural Gainey Cup competition 
March 3, 2013, at Fort Benning, GA. Five-man scout teams 
competed for the right to be called the “best scout 
squad.” (Photo by Ashley Cross, Maneuver Center of Excel-
lence Public Affairs Office photographer)

William J. “Joe” Gainey. Gainey was the 
first senior-enlisted adviser to the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, then a 
newly created position. The position was 
established to advise the chairman on 
professionally developing enlisted per-
sonnel assigned to joint billets.
Gainey began to serve in this position 
Oct. 1, 2005. He retired April 25, 2008, 
after nearly 33 years of service.



15
TH
 CAVALRY REGIMENT

The distinctive unit insignia was originally approved for 15th Caval-
ry April 6, 1935. It was redesignated for 15th Cavalry Reconnais-
sance Squadron (Mechanized) Nov. 10, 1944, and then redesignat-
ed Jan. 21, 1948, for 15th Constabulary Squadron. The insignia was 
redesignated for 15th Cavalry Nov. 28, 1958, then redesignated for 
15th Armor Nov. 13, 1963. The distinctive unit insignia was redes-
ignated for 15th Cavalry Aug. 2, 1968. The insignia was amended to 
correct the description Oct. 4, 2002. The red and white divided shield 
represents the old cavalry guidon. The regiment saw fighting in the 
Philippines as indicated by the crossed kris and kampilan of the 
Moro and Lake Lanao campaigns. In the war with Germany, the reg-
iment was in France in the vicinity of Bordeaux, and the golden lion 
is taken from the arms of that city. The translation of the motto “All 
for one, one for all” is indicative of the spirit that has made the reg-
iment.
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