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fighting at the tactical and operational levels of war; and to support the 
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journal’s hallmark has been a continuing, freewheeling debate and dis-
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try to minimize shading. (We seldom use the illustrations full 
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Battle Handover:
Thoughts for the Future

Major General Terry L. Tucker
 Commanding General
  U.S. Army Armor Center

On 12 October 2005, I will relinquish 
my position as the 40th Chief of Armor 
to Major General Bob Williams, who will 
proudly serve as the 41st Chief of Armor. 
It will be a change in leadership, much 
like we have routinely done since Ma-
jor General (MG) Adna Chaffee, our first 
Chief of Armor, turned over the reigns 
to the 2d Chief of Armor, MG Jacob De-
vers, in 1941. We are fortunate to have a 
great mounted warrior, such as MG Wil-
liams, lead the Armor Force into the next 
phase of our transformation.

As I prepare to leave the office of the 
Chief of Armor and Cavalry, I have been 
reflecting on the many changes that have 
occurred in both the Army and the mount-
ed force over the past few years. A series 
of challenges for our Army and the Ar-
mor branch came to mind. I want to take 
this opportunity to provide future leaders 
of the mounted force my thoughts on a 
few of these challenges.

We have few opportunities and limited 
time and resources to provide institution-
al professional education to our officers 
and noncommissioned officers. During 
this limited time, we must strike a bal-
ance between teaching traditional mount-
ed technical competency and tactical pro-
ficiency while preparing our force for the 
war we are currently fighting. While pre-
paring our Soldiers and leaders for cur-
rent operations, we continue to receive di-
rected “core” requirements that add to our 
already crowded programs of instruction 
and do not contribute to either technical 
competency or tactical proficiency. Many 
of these additions are attempts to fix ad-
ministrative, disciplinary, or cultural chal-
lenges throughout the force by directed 
education of leaders and Soldiers. Every 
hour of time we spend on a “core” re-
quirement comes at the expense of train-
ing proficiency in an existing warfight-
ing task. We have to be careful; while at-
tempting to fix problems in our Army, 

we cannot keep adding to formal educa-
tion courses at the expense of relevant war-
fighting lessons.

One of my responsibilities as the Chief 
of Armor and Cavalry is to be the Train-
ing and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) 
proponent for the Future Combat System 
(FCS). The current plan is to field the first 
FCS-equipped brigade around 2017 and 
take the last Abrams and Bradley out of the 
force some time after 2050. That means
that the grandsons of today’s new privates 
will train and fight in Abrams and Brad-
leys. Therefore, as we transition to FCS-
equipped brigades, we must ensure that 
our Abrams and Bradley fleets remain 
relevant on the battlefield. We must im-
prove both the levels of lethality and sur-
vivability, and we must continue to im-
prove in those areas that enable Abrams 
and Bradleys to operate as integral com-
ponents of the FCS-equipped units. Last 
year, I proposed that we upgrade our en-
tire Abrams fleet so that we have only 
two variants: the M1A2 SEP and M1A1 
AIM. We cannot continue to field, sup-
port, and maintain the nine tank variants 
we currently have in our inventory. By 
the time we build FCS-equipped brigades, 
only the M1A2 SEP will be compatible. 

We must also upgrade our Bradley fleet 
accordingly. Our combined arms battal-
ions in the heavy brigade combat teams 
(HBCTs) are combined arms by design, 
so their tanks and infantry fighting ve-
hicles must be compatible. We have ne-
glected this requirement too long — we 
must match up the M1A2 SEP with the 
M3A3 Bradley and the M1A1 AIM tank 
with the M3A2 ODS Bradley as our two 
combined arms variants. This will be ex-
pensive and difficult, but if we do not 
make this commitment, we risk becom-
ing outdated and irrelevant. The good 
news is that many of our senior leaders 
agree with the need and are now trying to 
resource this requirement.

One of the enduring debates within the 
Army is whether we should have three or 
four tanks per platoon — the longevity 
of the debate is amazing. Our Army has 
conducted study after study that always 
concludes the same thing: the optimal 
number is four. The final analysis always 
shows that the resources saved do not off-
set the loss in capabilities (cheaper is not 
always better). I expect this argument to 
reemerge based on observations about the 
three-vehicle mobile gun system (MGS) 
platoons in the Stryker brigades. We must 
be mindful of drawing parallels between 
MGS platoons and tank platoons. The 
MGS is not a tank; it was not designed to 
be a tank or operate like a tank. The MGS 
is an infantry support vehicle and has no 
better survivability or mobility than any 
other Stryker. It cannot perform the mis-
sion of a tank, should not be used in such 
missions, and we should never try to make 
that comparison.

No one doubted the absolute necessity 
of mounted forces during major combat 
operations in Iraqi’s open terrain and ur-
ban areas during April and May of 2003. 
However, once major combat operations 
ceased, we sent mounted forces to Iraq 
without tanks and Bradleys, based on as-
sessments that we would not need the fire-
power, survivability, or decisive action ar-
mored forces provide. We later realized 
that we were too quick to eliminate ar-
mor’s vital presence on the battlefield and 
have spent the past two years trying to 
“heavy up” all our vehicles, including sup-
port vehicles, that were not designed or 
intended to be armored. The simple fact 
is: current technology does not allow us 
to obtain an Abrams survivability level 
from any other vehicle. Until we can field 
a better vehicle as part of the FCS, there 
is not a more appropriate force mix for 
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operations in Iraq than a combined arms 
team in armored vehicles. Every Soldier 
I’ve ever met wants better mobility and 
greater survivability. Even light infantry 
forces in Iraq routinely operate out of ar-
mored vehicles to improve protection and 
mobility and to increase firepower. While 
we talk a lot about “lightening up” the Ar-
my, our light forces are actually moving 
in the opposite direction. Every light com-
mander in the warfight today is request-
ing more mobility, greater lethality, more 
protection, and greater survivability ca-
pabilities.

The U.S. Army Armor Center recently 
participated in an experiment to help de-
termine whether the optimal mix of bat-
talions in a modular brigade is one re-
connaissance squadron and two maneu-
ver bat   talions, or no dedicated reconnais-
sance squadron and three maneuver bat-
talions with the additional task of perform-
ing reconnaissance and surveillance if the 
maneuver commander determines a need. 
After spending weeks and lots of money, 
we concluded that three maneuver battal-
ions are better than two and hav ing one 
recon squadron is better than having none. 
I could have figured that out with my 
driver over a beer. I bet most of you could 
have done the same. Experiments of this 
nature have become a trend during my 

time at Fort Knox. We are spend ing too 
much time and money on analysis that 
provides inconclusive or non-useful re-
sults, and we are ultimately drawing the 
wrong lessons from them. We must find 
a better, more effective way of testing new 
concepts and organizations.

As I prepare to leave the Armor Center 
and the Army, I leave these and many 
new challenges to the next generation of 
mounted leaders. I have great confidence 
in your ability to continue making the best 
Army in the world even better.

 I will remind you of the incredible sac-
rifice and commitment of our mounted 
warriors in tanks, Bradleys, Strykers, 
HMMWVs, and every other vehicle we 
field to our force. I will remind you of the 
superb leadership of our senior Army lead-
ers who show a balance of pride and hu-
mility that mounted warriors must pos-
sess. I will remind you of the magnifi-
cent noncommissioned officers that lead 
our Army from corps to division, and all 
the way down to crew level. They are the 
finest in the world — our Soldiers are the 
most versatile and agile in this or any oth-
er Army. They are the force that led the 
fight to Baghdad, the force that keeps 
Baghdad green, and the force that will 
be out front the next time our Army is 
placed in harm’s way.

I thank those who contributed thought-
provoking, insightful articles over the past 
three years. Your efforts are the sole rea-
son that ARMOR continues to be the pre-
mier branch journal in the Army. It is the 
envy of all other branches. Today’s bat-
tlefield is changing too rapidly for doc-
trine writers to keep pace. As a result, our 
Army must develop an even greater part-
nership between institutional schools and 
our Soldiers in the field to rapidly devel-
op new tactics, techniques, and proce-
dures. A piece of that partnership is pro-
fessional journals such as ARMOR. In ev-
ery issue, we have articles from young 
leaders about what worked for them in 
Iraq, Afghanistan, the Balkans, or a doz-
en other places. What better forum to 
spread good ideas throughout the mount-
ed force. I encourage not just our Armor 
and Cavalry Soldiers, but everyone who 
has something to share to keep submit-
ting articles to our magazine — help keep 
our mounted force on the cutting edge of 
today’s ever-evolving battlefield.

I will soon end 33 and one half years as 
a Soldier. As I close this chapter of my 
journey, I leave with the confidence that 
the defense of the United States of Amer-
ica remains in good hands — as long as 
the mounted force rumbles.

FORGE THE THUNDERBOLT!



A Modest Proposal to Do Away
With the Armor Branch

by Colonel Timothy Reese and Aubrey Henley

Jonathan Swift’s 1729 literary essay, “A Modest Proposal for 
Preventing the Children of Poor People in Ireland from Being a 
Burthen to Their Parents, or Country, and for Making them 
Beneficial to the Public” (to slaughter Irish children for food), 
was a piece of satire, meant to prick the conscience of British 
landlords over their treatment of Irish tenant farmers.1 Like 
Swift’s essay, this article is intended to stimulate debate and lead 
to positive change.

The armor branch has outlived its usefulness in the structure of 
the U.S. Army; it is time to case the colors of the armor branch. 
We have a historic opportunity to change the Army’s branch 
structure in support of a modular Army, force stabilization, and 
the current operational environment. More importantly, we must 
make this change now or we risk compromising the Army’s ef-
fectiveness as we field and fight with the modular Army.2

Just as Irish parents no doubt gasped in terror and revulsion at 
Swift’s immodest proposal, many armor leaders are likely doing 
the same. But before telephones at the Armor School are cut off 
and memberships in the Armor Association are revoked, read 
on.

In armor’s place should arise a new branch of mounted war-
fare. This branch would combine the battlefield functions of to-
day’s armor, reconnaissance, and mechanized infantry forces 
into a unified whole. Armor, already the most effective branch 
across the full spectrum of conflict, will become even more ver-
satile. In some ways, this hearkens back to the origins of Amer-
ica’s armor.3

The timing of recently released Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) recommendations is fortuitous. By now, everyone has 
seen the initial BRAC recommendation to move the Armor 
School to Fort Benning, Georgia, and create a “Maneuver Cen-
ter of Excellence.”4 Well, if this were a poker game we would 
say, “I’ll see your BRAC recommendation and raise you one.” 
Yes, we support creating a maneuver center and at the same 
time, we support a major redefinition of the roles and missions of 
armor branch — and the infantry branch, but more on that later 
in this article.

Mounted and Dismounted Combat

This change is actually long overdue. Experiences during peace 
and war times have shown that armor and mech infantry units 
train and fight more like one another than do mechanized and 
light infantry units. The combination of tank, cavalry, and mech-
anized infantry units that may be needed in a particular situation 
is ever changing. Their view of and role on the battlefield, how-
ever, is similar — to close with and destroy the enemy using fire-
power, maneuver, and shock effect delivered from mobile, pro-
tected platforms. Whether conducting a screen or guard, or ex-
ecuting a combined mounted and dismounted assault to seize an 
objective and destroy an enemy force, the common thread is the 
speed, protection, and firepower provided by armored vehicles.

For years, tankers and scouts have in good nature chided their 
dismounted infantry brothers as having a map the size of a post 
card and the focus of a soldier leading the five-man stack to 
clear a room. Meanwhile, they consider themselves superior be-
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cause their map resembles an atlas and their platoons measure 
progress by the grid square. I need not mention the “love” our 
dismounted brothers show when referring to tankers and scouts 
as “DATs, tread-heads, and turret plugs,” who could not com-
plete a run around the motor pool much less earn the Expert In-
fantry Badge (EIB) or Ranger Tab.

This friendly banter, however, reflects a deeper truth: mounted 
and dismounted soldiers train and fight differently. Put a scout, 
tanker, and mech infantryman together and they will easily and 
quickly move out in agreement on any tactical situation. One 
would be hard pressed to find a tanker, scout, or a mech infan-
tryman to dispute the fact that one cannot accomplish his mis-
sion without the other. Put a tanker and a light infantryman to-
gether and their attempts to synchronize operations will resem-
ble two porcupines mating. Effective synchronization can be 
done, it can be effective and satisfying to both partners, but it is 
slow and takes an extraordinary amount of effort and caution!

Dismounted infantry operations are different in space and time 
and require training techniques much different than those of 
mounted operations. The skills and discipline needed to conduct 
light infantry operations are extraordinarily difficult. We would 
rightly shudder at the thought of placing an armor captain in 
charge of a dismounted assault conducted by a Ranger compa-
ny — he would be a “fish out of water” in every sense of the ex-
pression. But an armor captain feels at home leading a mounted 
attack of tanks and Bradleys, establishing a support-by-fire po-
sition, and coordinating the dismounted assault of an objective. 
The Ranger officer would be unprepared for this type of opera-
tion. It is time our branch structure conforms to what experience 
and history has refined.

The Modular Army

The structure of the modular Army also encourages these chang-
es. The modular Army will consist of light, heavy, and Stryker 
brigade combat teams (BCTs). By this very design, the modular 
Army argues for dismounted and mounted combat arms branch-
es. This light–heavy dichotomy will begin to have effects across 
all the doctrine, organizations, training, leader development, 
materiel, personnel and facilities (DOTLMPF) factors from 
professional development paths, to include unit manning, doc-
trine, tactics, techniques, and procedures (TTP), and equipment 
and training. One’s “identity” will increasingly become heavy 
and light, not infantry and armor. The Army’s branch structure, 
essentially unchanged since World War II, should more closely 
mirror its emerging modular organizational structure. The re-
vised branch structure will also correspond with the Chief of 
Staff, Army’s guidance to develop depth of experience as officers 
and noncommissioned officers (NCOs) spend their careers be-
coming the masters of either the mounted or dismounted fight.

The combined arms battalions of the heavy brigade combat 
teams (HBCTs) present the most powerful argument for mak-
ing the change. At long last, the Army will have combined arms 
organic to the battalion structure: two tank companies and two 
mech infantry companies. Tankers and mechanized grunts will 
live, train, and fight together during three-year life cycles in the 
combined arms battalions. Soldiers will train and fight in the 
combined arms battalions through repeated life cycles over the 
course of their professional careers. Mixed groups of armor and 
infantry NCOs and officers will serve on the combined arms bat-
talion staff while armor and infantry command sergeants major 
and lieutenant colonels will lead those units. Senior NCOs and 

“...mounted and dismounted soldiers train and fight differently. Put a scout, tanker, and 
mech infantryman together and they will easily and quickly move out in agreement on 
any tactical situation. One would be hard pressed to find a tanker, scout, or a mech in-
fantryman to dispute the fact that one cannot accomplish his mission without the other. 
Put a tanker and a light infantryman together and their attempts to synchronize opera-
tions will resemble two porcupines mating.”



officers at the battalion/squadron level will truly become com-
bined arms experts. Over time, current branch differences will 
erode and a common focus and heritage will take primacy over 
current branch parochialism.5

Soldiers and officers should be assessed, trained, and profes-
sionally developed in an institutional structure that reflects the 
way they will fight. This will generate an institutional training 
base and a professional force of combined arms warriors that 
better supports training, and more importantly, the employment 
of modular BCTs on the battlefield.

Proponency for the light recon squadron in infantry brigade com-
bat teams (IBCTs) should be realigned. The U.S. Army Train-
ing and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) has assigned all recon-
naissance proponency to the armor branch, and there is sound 
argument for keeping doctrinal “purity” in this case.6 However, 
recon and security tasks performed by those squadrons will be 
very different in nature from those tasks performed in support 
of a heavy or Stryker BCT. The troops of light recon squadrons 
will perform missions at the pace of and within the context of 
the dismounted fight of the IBCT.7 The reality of administration, 
training, and operations will also tend to morph those squad-
rons more and more into the dismounted world. Those squad-
rons should therefore be manned and led by infantrymen.

There is certainly a logical case to be made for locating the 
Stryker brigade combat teams (SBCTs) within the branch of 
mounted warfare — their mobility, firepower, and recon capa-
bilities are quite different from a “straight” IBCT.  In some ways, 
they are today’s legacy of the old Cavalry Dragoons. Armor 
branch has proponency for the reconnaissance, surveillance, and 
target acquisition (RSTA) squadron and the mobile gun system 
(MGS) platoons of the SBCT. But the primary purpose of the 
SBCT is the dismounted infantry fight, not mounted combat or 
the mounted assault.8 While both sides of the argument have 
merit, on balance, the SBCT proponency should not change and 
remain with the infantry.

Some Thoughts on How to Make It Happen 

Armor branch should be renamed to reflect this momentous 
change; it will be an emotional, but important, step. Bureaucrat-
ically, the term “Branch of Mounted Warfare” comes to mind, 
but the obvious acronym (BMW) has already been taken! The 
correct approach should be one that appeals to the heart, élan, 
and spirit of mounted combat. Most historical names, such as 
Cataphracts, Sagattarii, Monquidai, Cuirassiers, and Spahis, 
come with too much historical and cultural baggage. The name 
“Dragoons” is a candidate, but its origins lie solely with light 
cavalry formations. Other options are “cavalry” or “mechanized 
cavalry,” which denote both light and heavy mounted units. These 
designations may cause some to look back to pre-World War II 
history at a time when we are looking forward, and these desig-
nations in some ways slight today’s tankers and mech infantry-
men.

 For the purposes of this article, we will use the term “mounted 
maneuver force” (MMF).  While not exactly an exciting etymo-
logical term, it is no less clever than the term “armored force” 
must have seemed back in 1941, when the mechanized cavalry 
and tank infantry were merged to form the armor branch. Yet for 
more than 60 years, “armored force” has been near and dear to 
the heart of every armor soldier. Certainly, there is an opportu-
nity for other good ideas to be presented; and if all else fails, 
there is nothing inherently wrong with keeping the name “ar-

mor branch,” as long as we find other ways to materially and spir-
itually recognize and welcome the change.

The necessary companion to this change is redefining the in-
fantry branch as the branch of dismounted combat — it is al-
ready synonymous with dismounted warfare. Infantry, in our 
view, should retain its name and heritage, and can bring more 
unity to the branch once it focuses exclusively on the dismount-
ed fight.

It will be a Herculean, but not an impossible, task to implement 
this change. The following list outlines just a few of the issues, 
both major and minor, and some initial recommendations:

• The branch insignia of armor should be changed, perhaps 
replacing one or both of its traditional crossed sabers with 
crossed rifles. The famous armor spearhead already con-
tains a blue triangle that can be use to recognize the addition 
of mechanized infantrymen to the branch.

• Regimental lineages will need to be realigned.

• Names for buildings, classrooms, halls and gates, at the new 
maneuver center should be selected to reflect the heritages 
of mechanized infantry, cavalry, and armor.

• Initial military training in the MMF will necessarily train 
new soldiers in one of the three specialties: armor crewman 
(19K), mounted scout (19D), and mechanized trooper 
(19M?).

• Infantry branch should create a military occupational spe-
cialty (MOS) for dismounted scouts, perhaps 11D, to train 
and develop a cadre of professional, dismounted scouts.

• NCOs in the MMF should likely retain their MOS special-
ties through sergeant first class and consolidate into one 
MOS at master sergeant, as is done today.

• MMF soldiers should attend a common one-station unit 
training course, followed by assignment oriented training 
(AOT) courses for particular MOSs. Establishing two branch-
es under a maneuver center may also provide opportunities 
for even more common training between dismounted and 
mounted branches, such as common core training for 11B 
and 19M infantry soldiers, and 11D and 19D scouts, which 
is not without precedent — the German army trains its tank 
crewmen and panzer grenadiers at the same school in Mun-
ster.

• Officer professional development models/career paths would 
be similarly revised: armor (19A), reconnaissance (19C), 
and mechanized troops (19B?).

• Advanced NCO courses and captain career courses should 
be redesigned to train senior NCOs and captains over the 
breadth of the MMF in addition to their branch specialties.

• After company or troop command/platoon sergeant experi-
ence, MMF officers and NCOs should become mounted war-
fare generalists and be assigned to combined arms battal-
ions, heavy recon squadrons, or Stryker RSTA squadrons to 
broaden their experiences, according to the needs of the 
Army. The goal is for master sergeants, sergeants major, 
command sergeants major, S3s, XOs, and battalion/squad-
ron commanders to be interchangeable among combined arms 
battalions and recon/RSTA squadrons.

• All heavy BCTs should be led by MMF colonels and com-
mand sergeants major, and staffed by MMF soldiers with a 
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variety of backgrounds within the MMF branch. IBCTs and 
SBCTs should continue to be led by infantry colonels and 
command sergeants major.

• The MMF branch should be the proponent for all mounted 
maneuver doctrine, training, and combat developments. As 
such, TRADOC Systems Manager (TSM) Bradley, TSM 
Tank, TSM Mounted Warrior, and other mounted systems 
should fall under the MMF branch.

• Mortar (11C) training should move to the field artillery branch 
and the new fires center at Fort Sill, Oklahoma, should con-
solidate indirect fire training and proponency. Mortar pla-
toons should remain organic to the combined arms battal-
ions and infantry units should remain structured as they are 
today. However, the increased integration between tube and 
mortar fires training should provide better fire support to all 
units in the new modular BCTs.

• ARMOR Magazine should be renamed the MMF Journal.

• The MMF Museum could collocate with the Infantry Muse-
um at Fort Benning, much like the military police, chemical, 
and engineer branch museums are currently operating.

• All MMF soldiers, armor, mech and recon, should be eligi-
ble for the Honorable Order of St. George and the Draper 
program awards.  

Concluding Thoughts

Fighting on foot and fighting mounted have been different paths 
within the arms profession since ancient times. Years of training 

experience, the reality of the battlefield, the emerging modular 
Army, and recent BRAC announcements should encourage us 
to abandon some historical baggage and reorganize the armor 
and infantry branches for the future. The Army’s transformation 
has institutionalized this reality and BRAC has now given us 
the opportunity to formally implement it. Reorganizing our cur-
rent infantry and armor branches into dismounted and mounted 
combat branches recognizes that reality.

At the time of writing, it is too early to know the final outcome 
of the BRAC process. If the BRAC recommendations become 
law, then the “Mounted Maneuver Force” and the infantry 
branch could form the “Maneuver Center” at Fort Benning. One 
can easily see an option whereby the Armor School does not 
move to Fort Benning but instead becomes the “Mounted Ma-
neuver Force” after welcoming the mechanized infantry to Fort 
Knox. After all, Fort Knox already has many of the facilities, 
ranges, and training areas needed for mechanized infantry train-
ing, as well as decades of experience with supporting mecha-
nized training. Regardless of the final BRAC outcome, the ar-
mor and infantry branches should be realigned.

This change would also be a step toward aligning the Army for 
fielding the future force.  Whether the day will come where only 
one maneuver branch is needed for the future force remains to 
be seen. Frankly, we are skeptical; but if so, moving now to cre-
ate mounted and dismounted warfare branches is the correct in-
terim step.

While many tankers and cavalryman see the BRAC announce-
ment as a reason for crying in one’s beer (at Fiddler’s Green to 

“There is certainly a logical case to be made for locating the Stryker brigade combat teams (SBCTs) within the branch of mounted warfare — their 
mobility, firepower, and recon capabilities are quite different from a “straight” IBCT.  In some ways, they are today’s legacy of the old Cavalry Dra-
goons. Armor branch has proponency for the reconnaissance, surveillance, and target acquisition (RSTA) squadron and the mobile gun system 
(MGS) platoons of the SBCT. But the primary purpose of the SBCT is the dismounted infantry fight, not mounted combat or the mounted assault.”
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be sure!), we recommend taking counsel of General Patton’s 
well known advice — L’audace, l’audace, toujours l’audace!  
The time to realign the armor and infantry branches along func-
tional battlefield lines is now. Do we have the courage to face the 
challenge?

There are many more suggestions, recommendations, and ideas, 
but this should get the con versation going. 
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The Men Who Put the Arm in Army
by John Wayne
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In light of the changes occurring to cavalry organizations as a result of modularity, I thought this article by 
the great actor John Wayne from the January-February 1951 edition of ARMOR was again timely and ap-
propriate. Under modularity, the division cavalry squadrons that many of us grew up with will be no more. 
The future of the 3d Armored Cavalry Regiment (ACR) in its current form is undecided. In place of these 
organizations, we will now have reconnaissance squadrons at the brigade level, augmented by a series of 
unmanned sensors. As a result, some are saying that “Cav” is dead. I would counter instead that the rest of 
the Army is becoming more “Cav.” With the exception of an aviation squadron, the heavy brigade combat 
teams (HBCTs) look remarkably similar to heavy cavalry regiments. This is no accident. Since divisions will 
no longer have dedicated reconnaissance and security forces, brigade combat team units of action will have 
to fulfill those missions. That means that the combined arms battalions must be prepared and trained to per-
form roles similar to Cav squadrons. Lately, some have been saying that every soldier is a rifleman. I would 
argue that now, every soldier is also a cavalry trooper. John Wayne said that the Cavalry was his favorite 
branch because of the “great tradition of its heroic past.” While cavalry organizations may change, the spir-
it and traditions will remain alive as long as great Soldiers execute their missions with the initiative, dash, 
and panache that for so long have characterized the cavalry. Long live Cavalry élan.

— Major General Terry L. Tucker

They may have changed the Cavalry to Armor, but noth-
ing can ever erase the great tradition of its heroic past. 
And in the midst of change, the Cavalry is living up to its 
famous heritage.

In spite of all the glamour of the name, the Cavalry was 
never just an arm on which the lavender and old lace of 
chivalry could be draped. The American cavalryman has 
always been trained to fight as circumstances demanded. 
He was a first-rate infan tryman when he had to fight on 
foot, and he quickly got the knack of ar tillery. As a mem-
ber of the Armor Branch, the cavalryman is sure to give 
the enemy “hell on wheels.”

What does a movie actor know about the Cavalry? Well, 
you might say I’m a cavalryman by profession: a “veteran” 

dating back to the 1870s. You see, I was a cavalryman in 
“Fort Apache,” “She Wore a Yellow Ribbon,” and recent-
ly in “Rio Grande.”

Actually, I am in a unique position to be able to choose 
my favorite branch of the service. In my film roles, I’ve 
been in the Army, Navy, Air Corps, and Marines. I’ve even 
been a rifleman in the Second Ken tucky Regiment of Civ-
il War days. If anyone were to ask which branch is my 
choice, all I can say is, “give me my boots and saddle.”

It’s no accident that a great pro ducer, such as John Ford, 
chose Cavalry as the subject for great motion pictures at 
least three times. In selecting the Cavalry, he chose a sub-
ject with built-in thrills, and with the drama and spine-tin-
gling action recorded in history by men such as “Light 



Horse Harry” Lee, Francis Marion, “the swamp fox” of 
Revolutionary War fame; men like Jeb Stuart and his Civ-
il War raiders; men like Phil Sher idan and his “Yellow-
leg” troopers of the Army of the West. History has record-
ed them all — Custer, Patton, and all those nameless he-
roes who helped to mold this country’s destiny.

My roles as a cavalryman awoke an interest in this great 
branch of our Armed Forces — an interest which led me 
to a new appreciation of the heroes who fought on horse-
back. Of the Arms which in a modern army are auxiliaries 
charged with the duty of assisting the Infantry in accom-
plish ing its mission, Cavalry is the only one that has a 
military history as a self-sufficient fighting force.

The armies with which the Moslem conquerors, as well 
as Genghis Khan, carved out their empires were composed 
almost exclusively of Cavalry. With the passing of the 
Age of Chiv alry, along with the development of firearms, 
the Cavalry inherited the pride and traditions of the iron-
clad knights. They developed the tech nique of utilizing 
the mobility of Cav alry for surprise, and its shock power 
for disrupting enemy lines. The well-timed Cavalry charge 
against a vulnerable flank or line became the convention-
al knockout punch of com petent commanders.

Even the so-called blitzkrieg is merely the Cavalry tactics 
of the American Civil War, streamlined, and moved by 
machines instead of horsepower; supplied with increased 
firepower, tremendously speeded up, and supported by 
planes.

During World War II, horse Cavalry troops with speed 
and daring carried out vital reconnaissance missions in the 
rugged mountains of Central Italy. They penetrated ra-
vines and reached precipitous mountain peaks inacces-
sible to mechanized troops. They gained information of un-
mapped trails and roads which the infantry used in mov-
ing up to surround and capture objectives.

The Cavalry has been an impor tant part of the U.S. forc-
es since the first dragoons of Washington’s Army. But it 
was in 1832, when the Sacs and Foxes became restive 
along the Upper Mississippi and General Scott was mak-
ing the Army famous for its paci fication measures, that 
the Cavalry really came to the front. After the War of 1812, 
the Cavalry had fallen into the discard. Now, it was reju-
venated with a force of 600 mounted “rangers.” From then 
on, Cavalry grew to its golden age. Cavalry was essential 
to pursue the hard-riding Indians — at first, a full regiment 
of dragoons was drummed to the colors, and then a second 
regiment. 

When the new territories of New Mexico, Arizona, Col-
orado, Nevada, Utah, and California came under the flag, 
with an army of but 8,000 men to cover and protect a vast 
area, the role of the Cavalry was plain.
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The 3rd Dragoons marched 2,500 miles from Leaven-
worth, Kansas, to Oregon, in those days. By 1855, the ar-
my had five regiments of Cavalry to ten of infantry. After 
the Civil War, Indian tribes in the West began again a war 
of extermination against the whites, and it was then that 
the Cavalry came into its own. Ten regi ments, the strik-
ing force of a small but tough and rigidly disciplined 
army, were placed in the field. There were 300,000 Indi-
ans facing General Sheri dan, who had but 1,200 Cavalry 
and 1,400 Infantry when the campaign started.

It was this great era of the Cavalry that John Ford chose 
for his pictures. And somehow, I feel that it was Ford’s 
most recent, “Rio Grande,” that made me a full-fledged 
cavalryman.

In early September 1947, Ford read a story called, “Mis-
sion With No Record,” in the Saturday Evening Post. It
was an amazing and little-known story of a heroic but un-
sung chapter in the colorful history of the U.S. Cavalry 
following the Civil War. Ford bought the rights to the sto-
ry, and then set it aside for a time when he could produce 
a picture based on the event.

The time came when Herbert J. Yates and John Ford signed 
a long-term contract, and Ford chose this thrilling Caval-
ry epic as his first movie for Republic Studios.

The movement of the filming crew and cast to the loca-
tion site resembled a Cavalry and Armored maneuver in 
itself. Thirty-two pieces of equipment transported cam-
era and lighting equip ment. Five horse trucks transported 
twenty-five horses from Hollywood, and 90 more horses 
were obtained from surrounding ranches. The con struc-
tion crew built an entire mammoth Cavalry fort.

Filming “Rio Grande” began on 15 June 1950; and to 
capture some of the thrills and action that are associ ated
with a movie depicting part of the history of the Cavalry, 
$50,000 was spent by Republic on stunts alone.

Months of preliminary research preceded the actual film-
ing of “Rio Grande,” and I spent many fascinat ing hours 
with Ford reading up on Cavalry lore, even the music fa-
vored by cavalrymen of the past.

Back in 1870, for example, when Phil Sheridan’s out-
numbered troopers waged their fierce battles against the 
Apache and Sioux, the ringing notes of “The Girl I Left 
Behind Me,” played by the post band, would be the last 
thing the intrepid “yellow-leg” detachments heard as they 
galloped through stockade gates after the enemy.

But no single historian — least of all a movie actor — 
can put into words the whole thrilling story of the Cav-
alry. No more than any legislation of Con gress can ever 
change the true mean ing of the word Cavalry. They may 
have taken the word out of the Army: but they’ll never take 
it out of our his tory.

“But no single historian — least of all a movie actor — can put into words the whole 
thrilling story of the Cavalry. No more than any legislation of Con gress can ever 
change the true mean ing of the word Cavalry. They may have taken the word out 
of the Army: but they’ll never take it out of our his tory.”



Learning and Transformation 
by Major David Culkin

Colonel Naughton enjoyed being with 
his exuberant, young staff: the young 
chemical corps officer straight out of Re-
serve Officers Training Corps (ROTC); 
the experienced XO who had seen time 
in the Gulf; and the aviation assault com-
pany commander who was thinking of get-
ting flight time instead of further wargam-
ing, were all dedicated professionals who, 
despite varied levels of tactical experi-
ence and backgrounds, had a working 
knowledge of the military decision mak-
ing process (MDMP). Why then, in the 
con temporary environment, did they con-
sistently resort to abbreviating the plan-
ning process? Why did planning prod-
ucts lack substance, such as the analysis 
needed for a commander to make a deci-
sion?

 The commander, having served as an 
observer at a training center had seen 
units of all experience levels and types, 
from National Guard and active duty 
divisional brigades to brigade combat 
teams, turned to shortcuts to meet mis-
sion time lines. He was acutely aware of 
how little time the unit had before de-
ploying to its area of operations (AO), 
where the staff would be expected to plan 
full-spectrum operations that were flexi-
bly responsive in a joint and multination-
al environment.

While they were able to accomplish the 
current mission, the commander soon re-
alized he had more questions than an-
swers about how leaders make decisions, 

for example: could the unit perform the 
mission better than the staff had planned; 
if the staff routinely condenses the MDMP, 
is there a flaw in the “standard” format; 
is the MDMP so detailed that it is cum-
bersome to all but experienced staff plan-
ners; does iterative experience with the 
MDMP, as doctrinally outlined, enhance 
staff planning and battlefield perfor-
mance; how much of a role does staff ex-
perience and cohesion play in military 
decisionmaking; are we asking the right 
questions in the mission analysis process; 
and is a change required to doctrine or 
just to tactics, techniques, procedures 
(TTP) that may offer a new way of look-
ing at the same process? 

The Issue of Leader Development

The characteristics of the modern bat-
tlespace are increasingly challenging. To-
morrow’s military leaders must be pre-
pared to think and act flexibly to respond 
to fluid scenarios, ambiguous problems, 
and scarce resources. The U.S. Army has 
come a long way in transformation. While 
Army leaders have implemented several 
superficial reforms in the past decade, 
such as the black beret, the Stryker pro-
gram, and personnel stabilization, an un-
derlying thread that links such changes 
together is absent. Some maintain the re-
sult has been “buzzword politics,” rather 
than true transformation. External actors 
in an increasingly lethal world have forced 
the United States’ premier land forces to 
address tough, introspective concerns — 

in particular, the Army’s ability to im-
prove its existing doctrine, structure, and 
culture to create an Army that is more flex-
ibly responsive to an ever dynamic secu-
rity environment.

Army doctrine provides a comprehen-
sive overview of leader development. 
U.S. Army Field Manual (FM) 22-100, 
Army Leadership, defines leadership as a 
process of influencing people in a way 
that improves an organization, “Leader-
ship is influencing people — by providing 
purpose, direction, and motivation — 
while operating to accomplish the mis-
sion and improving the organization.”1 

Leader development is a process by which 
an organization produces leaders who can 
solve its current and future problems. The 
doctrinal manual describes the process of 
developing leaders with certain personal 
values by providing them a breadth of ex-
periences through institutional learning 
and field assignments.2 Training and edu-
cation — building blocks of learning — 
constitute the forum with which the Army 
can most effectively mold leaders along 
standard expectations and requirements 
(see Figure 1). To determine the neces-
sary attributes for future leaders, the Army 
must first analyze the contemporary en-
vironment.

There is little doubt the world is a dan-
gerous place — ambiguity grows every 
day in international relations. With more 
fluid environs, how can a staff adapt to 
respond more flexibly to contemporary 
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challenges? There is a need for institu-
tional change in military leadership edu-
cation that starts with how we grow lead-
ers and teach them to think critically. As 
Figure 1 illustrates, the Army’s future 
leaders require skills in critical and cre-
ative thinking, self-reliance, and compe-
tence to confront the dynamics of the con-
temporary battlespace. If innovative, self-
reliant, and agile leaders are what this 
nation expects, how do current leaders 
identify obstacles to that development, 
determine the end product, and encour-
age new ways of thinking? There are three 
factors that address this introspective pro-
cess: expectations and the modern secu-
rity environment; the Army as a learning 
organization; and institutional learning 
that provides a necessary link between 
personal field experience and leader de-
velopment. Learning is the nexus where 
the U.S. military can most effectively in-
fluence how future leaders think and 
therefore act. This tenet has significant 
implications for institutional reform.

Expectations and the 
Modern Security Environment

The U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) 
has expended tremendous amounts of en-
ergy in developing theories to explain the 
characteristics of the battlespace not only 
of today, but of tomorrow as well. The 
result is a conglomeration of observa-
tions and recommendations from dispa-
rate disciplines and agencies. While the 
effort, largely energized by the Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS), 
continues, current publications clearly 
indicate trends for future developments. 
Future military operations will tend to 
require a military that operates jointly, 
collaborates with other agencies and na-
tions, and flexibly exploits capabilities 
through agile thinking.

The context in which nation-states have 
conducted affairs has become a very flu-
id environment. Michael Evans discuss-
es how the international arena has dra-
matically changed from the traditional 
Westphalian nation-state system to one 
with far more non-state and trans-state 

actors than ever before. In this highly 
charged environment, he believes future 
forces must employ adaptive strategy, an-
alyze vulnerabilities and consequences, 
use “diplomatic cooperation,” and apply 
“new norms of international law” that 
would allow preemptive operations.3 He 
observes, “To meet the challenges of to-
morrow’s wars, Western countries will 
need highly mobile, well equipped, and 
versatile forces capable of multidimen-
sional coalition missions and ‘mastery of 
violence’ across a complex spectrum of 
conflict.”4 A military operating in this 
highly charged environment will need to 
be increasingly flexible, able to respond 
to various situations — sometimes simul-
taneously. Organizations, such as the joint 
staff, have considered how military forc-
es must morph in response to this dyna-
mism.

In An Evolving Joint Perspective: U.S. 
Joint Warfare and Crisis Resolution in 
the 21st Century, the joint staff and DoD 
have tried to better understand the skill 
sets that the contemporary military must 
possess. This publication highlights key 
characteristics and capabilities that the 
U.S. military will require to face chal-
lenges in the security environment. It ini-
tially outlines the characteristics and ca-
pabilities of the joint force in the 21st cen-
tury, which include: synergistic employ-
ment of all services from both Reserve 
and Active Components; key employment 
of forces at the operational level; leaders 
leveraging service capabilities for a uni-
fied effort; “incorporating necessary ca-
pability redundancy with minimal dupli-
cation;” synchronizing with interagency 
and integrating with multinational part-
ners.5 Specifically, joint teams will have 

TRAINING & EDUCATION:
• Rational & intuitive decisionmaking
• Simulations
• Scenario training
• Critical thinking
• Focus on problem definition & causality
• Analyze complex systems
• Broad database

FUTURE LEADERS:
• Innovative operators
• Self-reliant
• Agile, critical thinkers

EXPERIENCE:
• Training
• Jobs
• Combat

PERSONAL
ATTRIBUTES

Focus of this
article

Figure 1

“The U.S. Army has come a long way 
in transformation. While Army leaders 
have implemented several superficial 
reforms in the past decade, such as 
the black beret, the Stryker program, 
and personnel stabilization, an under-
lying thread that links such changes 
together is absent. Some maintain the 
result has been “buzzword politics,” 
rather than true transformation.”
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to respond to crises and conduct forcible 
entry, global projection sustainment for 
extended periods, synchronized opera-
tions in which different units employ uni-
ty of effort, and continuous command, 
control, communications, computers, in-
telligence, surveillance, and reconnais-
sance (C4ISR).6 An Evolving Joint Per-
spective notes that cultural change is re-
quired to effect the “‘expeditionary and 
joint team mindset:’ this mindset must 
permeate all aspects of future joint and 
Service force design, doctrine, capabili-
ties, organization, training, equipment, 
deployment, employment, and sustain-
ment.”7 As a result of tailored forces with 
more dynamic commitments, future joint 
forces may increasingly rely on the re-
sources of sister services to accomplish 
missions.

The U.S. Joint Forces Command (US-
JFCOM) has developed a theory that con-
siders the various threats the U.S. will 
face and the capabilities it needs to neu-
tralize them. The document, The Joint 
Operational Environment—Into the Fu-
ture, outlines the joint staff’s theory of the 
future security environment and its ex-
pected challenges. The analysis coher-
ently summarizes key characteristics of 
future military operations in the joint en-
vironment, which include increased op-
erations in complex terrain, maritime op-
erations in the littorals, amplified infor-
mation operations and warfare, wide-
spread space operations, vulnerabilities 
of air power to widely proliferated sur-
face-to-air missile (SAM) systems, in-
tense struggle for access to areas of op-
eration, continued political limitations 

on force employment, increasingly frac-
tious coalitions and alliances, difficulty 
in match ing rules of engagement to varied 
areas of responsibility, diverse and global 
media interaction, and asymmetric threats 
to friendly vulnerabilities.8 These char-
acteristics help provide a framework on 
which national security policy can build. 
The 9/11 Commission attempted to make 
recommendations that would aid this pro-
cess.

The 9/11 Commission recently had to 
contend with some of the persistent is-
sues of bureaucratic consolidation. While 
centralized planning and authority may 
result in a more flexible structure, it also 
may result in “too much power in one 
place.”9 The commission concludes that 
institutional reforms will not eliminate in-
teragency conflict or the continued need 
for collaboration. Perhaps this is a good 
thing in that friction — the very thing 
consolidation would attempt to mitigate 
— tends to guarantee checks and balanc-
es. Reforms that result in consolidation, 
while not erasing department identities, 
may allow the government to respond to 
contemporary challenges with adequate 
levels of efficiency. The commission rec-
ognizes the difficulty of implementing 
such reform, but it acknowledges that the 
United States has conducted significant 
transformation before and during wars, 
much like the defense reforms at the end 
of World War II and during the Korean 
Conflict. “Countering transnational Islam-
ist terrorism will test whether the U.S. 
Government can fashion more flexible 
models of management needed to deal 
with the twenty-first century world.”10 In 

short, there are costs and benefits to in-
stitutional reform that must be assessed 
prior to implementation. Only open-mind-
ed dialogue and a critical thought pro-
cess can produce flexible leaders who can 
confront future challenges.

The Army as a Learning Organization

The Army must face these challenges to-
day by developing a unified, strategic vi-
sion for future leader development. Two 
elements that will foster progress are vi-
sion and leadership. Conversely, perhaps 
the greatest obstacle will be sociocen-
trism — the tendency to perceive and as-
sess issues in an Army-only view, with-
out regard for other worldviews. The dan-
ger comes when an organization deceives 
itself with the rightness of its agenda, un-
able to reform before irreparable damage 
occurs. The question then becomes: “How 
can an institution fight sociocentrism?” 
One way is through adopting a policy that 
encourages constructive reform and self-
awareness.

Vision and leadership help define the 
environment of conflict among actors, 
whether they are states, coalitions, or non-
government organizations. Vision links 
strategic policy to tactical actions; lead-
ership relates to training the next genera-
tion of military personnel. The less vision 
and leadership are honed, the longer the 
conflict, which increases the chance for 
negative consequences. Personal traits of 
character, free will, and initiative all fac-
tor into the quality of individual troops. 
Disciplined training — fostered by esprit 
de corps — provided by motivated lead-
ers translates into professional and effec-
tive units. As du Picq argues, the individ-
ual soldier — the product of quality lead-
ership, training, and discipline — is the 
most valuable weapon on the battlefield.11 
Thus, any reform the Army pursues will 
be ineffective if it does not develop bet-
ter soldiers and leaders, which is the key 
to this process.

The Army has learned several hard les-
sons through organizational change, to 
include:

• Change is neutral; individuals decide 
to attach positive or negative meanings to 
change.

• Good change is good — the reform 
complies with common sense and social-
ly accepted moral codes.

• Change for the sake of change is not a 
sufficient reason to implement reform. 
Using change as a rationale often be-
comes a battle cry for the self-serving re-
former; change is not a need.

• Learn from past experiences, most in-
stitutions have some form of systemic ar-

“An Evolving Joint Perspective notes that cultural change is required to effect the “‘expeditionary 
and joint team mindset:’ this mindset must permeate all aspects of future joint and Service force 
design, doctrine, capabilities, organization, training, equipment, deployment, employment, and 
sustainment.” As a result of tailored forces with more dynamic commitments, future joint forces 
may increasingly rely on the resources of sister services to accomplish missions.”
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chiving. After-action reviews (AARs) are 
designed to capture event objectives, par-
ticipants, actions, and recommendations 
for improvement and sustainment. This 
process is culturally ingrained at all lev-
els of leadership. It really works, if mem-
bers are disciplined and actually do it, and 
provides planners useful feedback for fu-
ture operations. 

• Finally, leaders of change must respect 
themselves and the organization. Let peo-
ple do their jobs; demonstrate trust in their 
abilities and an aversion to smothery mi-
cromanagement.

When leaders take reasonable time to 
implement reforms, they recognize there 
may be a good reason for current proce-
dures. By questioning causal links and 
anticipating consequences of decisions 
taken, leaders can make a significant and 
positive impact on an organization. Sub-
ordinates who see a humble leader who 
makes rational decisions will tend to re-
spect more fully the “new regime.”

If military organizations and leaders are 
to adapt to changing environments, they 
must elect to learn. While the classroom 
may vary from a sterile room to a blood-
soaked muddy hole, the lessons of prac-
tical experience can be actively applied 
to learning. Eliot Cohen and John Gooch, 
in Military Misfortunes:  The Anatomy of 
Failure in War, argue that military orga-
nizations and their leaders need to be 
learners, “some things can be learned in 
peacetime, and others only in war, and 
… if the military are to make the most of 
their opportunities when war comes they 
must be organizationally prepared to learn. 
…Military organizations should inculcate 
in their members a relentless empiricism, 
a disdain for a priori theorizing if they are 
to succeed.”12 The Army, already in mo-

tion during transformation, will self derail 
if it fails to learn.

Training and Education Linkages 
in Leader Development

How can a learning organization, such 
as the Army, transform for the future? 
The answer may lie in a cultural shift 
that prioritizes the learning process as an 
investment in leader development. As pre-
viously discussed, training and educa-
tion help link experience and personal at-
tributes to form future leaders. Education 
and training are different, yet critical, 
aspects of learning.  James Schneider de-
scribes learn ing as a process in which stu-
dents must apply both their education and 

training to develop, “learning takes place 
along a spectrum: at one end is the kind 
of learning that occurs through training; 
this learn ing is largely reflexive and rote 
in nature. At the other extreme is educa-
tion, which is mostly reflective and self-
reinforcing. Together, the trained mind 
and the educated mind embrace new pro-
fessionally relevant experiences to pro-
duce wisdom.”13 Institutional schooling is 
a part of the learning process. For exam-
ple, the U.S. Army’s Advanced Military 
Studies Program (AMSP) at Fort Leav-
enworth, Kanasas, espouses critical think-
ing in complex problemsolving. For more 
than two decades, the program has pro-
duced leaders, grounded in history, theo-
ry, and doctrine, who are recognized as 
critical thinkers, possessing unparalleled 
complex problemsolving skills. Increased 
integration of professional education is 
paramount. This implies introducing offi-
cers and battle staff noncommissioned 
officers (NCOs), from both Active and Re-
serve Components, who will work togeth-
er in capstone exercises similar to how 
they will work together in command posts. 
Additionally, integration refers to greater 
inclusion of multinational and interagen-
cy action officers during planning pro-
cesses. Only in this manner will the U.S. 
Army begin to train as it fights at opera-
tional and strategic levels. The reform of 
training begins with changes in how an 
organization’s members perceive inher-
ent problems.

A major challenge confronting the Army 
is shifting its mental model from being 
focused on the mission (what to do) to 

Learning

Education Training

�How to Think
�Reflective
�Anticipative
�Educate for the Future
�Execution

�What to Think
�Reflexive
�Adaptive
�Train for the Present
�Planning 

Source:  Schneider Class, JAN ’05

Figure 2

“Disciplined training — fostered by esprit de corps — provided by motivated leaders translates into 
professional and effective units. As du Picq argues, the individual soldier — the product of quality 
leadership, training, and discipline — is the most valuable weapon on the battlefield. Thus, any re-
form the Army pursues will be ineffective if it does not develop better soldiers and leaders, which 
is the key to this process.”
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first defining the problem (what is the is-
sue). Define the problem before the mis-
sion. A fundamental skill in military 
decisionmaking is, ironically, often over-
looked. The second step in the military 
decisionmaking process (MDMP), mis-
sion analysis, may be more aptly labeled, 
“problem analysis,” because adequately 
defining the bounds of a problem is es-
sential for developing a unit mission that 
addresses the problem. In fact, defining 
the problem for subordinates in time-con-
strained circumstances may be more im-
portant than deducing a mission.

Subordinate leaders are generally closer 
to tactical problems and are often in bet-
ter positions to know more about a situa-
tion and how to respond to a given situa-
tion. Research into operational planning 
during World War II indicates that, as the 
war progressed and staffs became more 
experienced, the “degree of detail in the 
written plans decreased.”14 In determin-
ing why British Cold War planning doc-
uments for NATO missions were “one-
third the length of those issued by U.S. 
NATO commanders in equivalent com-
mands,” observers found that British 
staffs focused on problem-bounding: “the 
mission(s) were offered to subordinates 
as problems, but much less detail was of-
fered about how they would be solved.”15 
U.S. staff officers should “bound” the 
problem set before they decide what to do 
about it.

Flexible planning in complex environ-
ments requires deductive reasoning to de-
rive mission statements from ambiguity. 
The rationalistic decisionmaking models 
currently in use leave little room for cre-
ative and intuitive problemsolving. The 
MDMP, for example, presents a linear 
and sequential approach to problemsolv-
ing. Mistakenly used as a checklist, it an-

alyzes problems by reducing them to 
components, sometimes neglecting key 
relationships among them. The exigen-
cies of small-unit combat, such as in Iraq 
and Afghanistan, against irregular forces 
evoke the individual leadership values of 
initiative, self-reliance, and mental agil-
ity. In combat scenarios, it is through tri-
al and error that leaders come to know 
the particular properties of the various 
actors. Learning institutions can apply 
this knowledge to future operations and 
thereby enhance an organization’s under-
standing and experience. Military histo-
ry, education, experience, and personal 
judgment help fill the gaps which are left 
by institutional learning. Theory helps 
provide the insight into future experimen-
tation to learn more lessons.

The application of lessons learned, of-
ten during real-world missions, links for-
mal education to experience. This syn-
thesis is critical in leader development 
and more important than creativity. Gary 
Klein, in Sources of Power: How People 
Make Decisions, claims that problem def-
inition remains the key skill in planning, 
“In most domains, we need not off-the-
wall creative options but a clear under-
standing of the goals.”16 Maintaining this 
sense of purpose, derived from analyzing 
lessons learned, then becomes the prima-
ry focus of a successful military organi-
zation. Unfortunately, this task is easier 
said than done.

Bureaucrats have found that it is easier 
to fix technology than reform people and 
patterns of thought and behavior. Perhaps 
it is human nature to reach for what is 
readily available to address poignant is-
sues, but throwing money at defense prob-
lems has not resulted in long-term solu-
tions. While new technology can enhance 
soldiers’ lives and assist in mission ac-

complishment, only air-breathing individ-
uals can decide what and how that tech-
nology will be employed. Human thought 
and behavior, however, do not formulate 
along the lines of product life cycles and 
budget projections. They are developed 
over time through formal (institutional 
schooling) and informal (mentorship, les-
sons learned, field experience) learning. 
Dietrich Dorner, a noted psychologist, 
explains that simulations can provide a 
valuable medium to train people to learn 
from their mistakes in complex situations, 
“what is often called ‘systemic thinking’ 
cannot be regarded as a single unit. …It 
is instead a bundle of capabilities, and at 
the heart of it is the ability to apply our 
normal thought processes, our common 
sense, to the circumstances of a given sit-
uation. The circumstances are always dif-
ferent! At one time this component will 
be crucial, at another time that compo-
nent. But we can learn to deal with dif-
ferent situations that place different de-
mands on us. And we can teach this skill, 
too — by putting people into one situa-
tion, then into another, and discussing 
with them their behavior and, most im-
portant, their mistakes. The real world 
gives us no chance to do this.”17  Through 
repeated exposure to situations of vary-
ing intensity, context, and decisions, pro-
fessionals can evolve to become flexible 
leaders.

Decision TTP — An Example

Dorner invites us to ponder a fundamen-
tal issue in military education: is it what 
future leaders learn or how they learn? Is 
it both? If the MDMP, a linear, rational 
decisionmaking model, is too complicat-
ed to facilitate problemsolving in the con-
temporary operational environment, then 
does it need to change? Conversely, if 
there is a questionable pedagogy in mili-
tary education, can leaders update it? 
While this issue merits continued debate, 
tomorrow’s military leaders require ade-
quate training and education now. Chang-
ing the doctrine of planning and decision-
making would be an involved and lengthy 
process. The process would take too long 
to effectively influence contemporary 
leader development — altering how lead-
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soldiers’ lives and assist in mission ac-
complishment, only air-breathing indi-
viduals can decide what and how that 
technology will be employed. Human 
thought and behavior, however, do not 
formulate along the lines of product life 
cycles and budget projections. They 
are developed over time through for-
mal (institutional schooling) and infor-
mal (mentorship, lessons learned, field 
experience) learning.”



ers currently regard the process of subor-
dinate development may have purpose.

Staff organizations that foster open-
minded environments and creative prob-
lemsolving help develop innovative lead-
ers. Junior leaders can effectively learn 
through repeated exposure to ambiguous 
scenarios that challenge their knowledge 
of doctrine, their assessment of current 
capabilities, and their ability to develop 
and communicate coherent plans. The 
staff training exercise is an example of a 
self-directed staff exercise that, based on 
individual abilities, would require mini-
mal resources other than time and men-
tal energy (see Figure 3). The long-term 
payback, if integrated into a long-range, 
self-assessed training program, would be 
immeasurable — agile thinkers who can 
effectively lead military forces to coun-
ter any challenge.

The necessary end state of transforma-
tion is developing joint leaders who are 
critical thinkers and agile problemsolv-
ers. Their learning will entail exposure to 
rational decisionmaking models, such as 
the MDMP, as well as to scenario-driv-
en, intuitive training with simulations and 
contingency planning. The collective ex-
perience and learning will naturally trans-
mit to generations of adaptive leaders. 

Current leaders can help develop inno-
vative, mentally agile, and self-reliant 
leaders of the future through profession-
al learning. Transformation must occur 
in the way the institution’s personnel 
think and behave — that is, more open-
mindedly and innovatively. In a world of 
increasingly scarce resources and greater 
demands on the U.S. military, develop-
ing expert learners is critical. Three fac-
tors were identified that address this in-
trospective process: expectations and the 
modern security environment; the Army 
as a learning organization; and institu-
tional education providing a necessary 
link between personal experience and 
leader development. 

Learning is the nexus where the U.S. 
military can most effectively influence 
how leaders think, decide, and act. This 
has significant implications for institu-
tional reform: 

� Critical thinking is a key skill set. Crit-
ical thinking, a process of rationally ap-
plying the logical analysis of facts, effec-
tively links creativity to realistic lessons 
learned to develop innovative leaders. The 
military education system must nurture 
this skill along with a problem-bounding 
approach in future leaders.
� A joint education system must em-

phasize service capabilities rather than 

separate roles. The integration of repre-
sentatives from Active and Reserve com-
ponents, officer and noncommissioned 
corps, and from other agencies is essen-
tial for realistic education and training 
to occur. The resultant interaction would 
serve as an operational model for allied 
and coalition participation.
� Increase the emphasis on transform-

ing patterns of thought rather than tech-
nology. Once the former is accomplished, 
the latter can follow; the reverse poses a 
more difficult path.
� Do not forget common sense!  It ap-

plies a layer of perspective on problems.
One result of service transformation has 

been the widely advertised expansion of 

technological development and its doctri-
nal implications. Another, more difficult, 
and slowly gestating reform will incor-
porate that of human behavior and pat-
terns of thought. In that realm, the U.S. 
Army would best invest in learning, a 
means to an essential end.

Notes
1U.S. Army Field Manual (FM) 22-100,  Army Leadership, 

U.S. Government Printing Office (GPO), Washington, DC, 
August 1999, p. 1-4. 

2 Ibid., p. 5-14, paragraphs 5-75 and 5-76. Figure 1 also re-
flects Figure 5-4 in the manual.
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Staff Training Exercise:

Purpose: To help assigned officers/NCOs develop critical thinking skills while 
practicing military planning for upper-echelon staff work.

Concept: This exercise provides young staff officers and NCOs (working together) 
an opportunity to practice military planning, decisionmaking, and critical thinking in 
an historical context. The exercise takes no longer than 10 hours and involves no for-
mal products. The emphasis is on the critical thinking process — what staff person-
nel get paid to do. The exercise agenda, outlined below, can take place over 1 or up 
to 3 days, depending on time available.

References:  Attached articles and scenario. Attach an article or extract that de-
scribes a realistic problem that needs to be solved at the appropriate level. Exam-
ples could be river crossings, humanitarian assistance, moral dilemmas, and am-
bushes. There are several situations that junior leaders today face in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan that challenge their courage, knowledge, and limited materiel. For Army 
MDMP, use FM 5-0, Army Planning and Orders Production; and FM 3-0, Operations. 
For Joint Operations Planning Execution System (JOPES) crisis action planning, 
use Joint Publication (JP) 5-0, Doctrine for Planning and Joint Operations; and JP 
3-0, Doctrine for Joint Operations.18 For further development, see Richard Paul and 
Linda Elder’s Critical Thinking.19 

Agenda:

Day 1 (2 hours). Issue practical exercise to immediate staff. Have them read the sce-
nario and answer critical questions, such as what went wrong with leaders’ situation-
al understanding; what were the leaders’ expectations and why; did the enemy 
change their initial plan, if so, why; and what was the status of other available resourc-
es? Discuss results. Discuss situational awareness, branches, and sequels. Discuss 
MDMP/crisis action plan ning (CAP). Assign a participant to get basic history of the 
subject campaign. 

Day 2 (4 hours). Give the staff a sample order from higher headquarters (unclassi-
fied).

Conduct MDMP/CAP, as appropriate, to give an oral brief — no slides, but butcher 
block is fine — during the last hour. The object is to limit the planning and briefing 
time to focus on the process, not products, and avoid getting mired in details. En-
courage the group to consider branches. The instructor will remain with the group to 
answer requests for information and to elicit lessons learned from experience.

Day 3 (3 hours). Makeup training; one-hour tactical problem. Assign a student leader 
and observer; do not constrain with a specific planning process. The task is to solve 
the problem in a time-constrained environment. In what additional ways can staff 
leaders get the guidance they need from higher headquarters? Lesson learned: 
thinking under pressure in a team is a key skill. AAR-type feedback, disseminate to 
participants, and file in continuity book.

Figure 3

Continued on Page 49



Route Ownership versus Route Concession
by Captain Robert B. Gillespie

Logistics operations are simultaneous-
ly the least sexy, yet most fundamental, 
of combat operations. Without the effi-
cient and rapid movement of supplies and 
combat service support (CSS) elements 
throughout a theater of operations, the 
U.S. Army would be incapable of even 
the simplest tactical operation. Yet, com-
bat arms leaders often place secondary 
emphasis on planning and executing lo-
gistics operations. From the curriculums 
of the Armor Officers Basic and Armor 
Captains Career Courses onward, logis-
tics are given only cursory attention in 
comparison to the intense focus given to 
tactical combat arms operations. The end 
result of this shortchanging of logistics 
planning is poorly executed CSS opera-
tions that constrain friendly tactical op-
erations to a far greater degree than do 
the effects of enemy action. This is espe-
cially true on the nonlinear battlefields we 
see in Iraq and Afghanistan, where sup-
port units are as much on the front lines 
as combat arms elements. There are ef-
fective methods for conducting CSS op-
erations in these high-risk areas that of-
ten go unused. We must own the routes 
we decide to use and view CSS opera-
tions in the same light we view com bat 
operations: with the goal of maintaining 

the initiative and friendly freedom of 
maneuver.

As the executive officer (XO) of A Troop, 
1st Squadron, 17th Cavalry, 82d Airborne 
Division, during Operation Iraqi Free-
dom, one of my unit’s primary missions 
was convoy security in the Al-Anbar re-
gion. Our forward operating base (FOB) 
also served as the 82d Airborne Divi-
sion’s rear command post (D-Rear) and 
we completed over 150 missions in sup-
port of D-Rear, averaging over 10,000 
miles per high mobility, multipurpose 
wheeled vehicle (HMMWV).

While our platoons routinely traveled to 
the Jordanian border crossing in the west 
and to Baghdad in the east, our primary 
security concern was the area between the 
cities of Ramadi and Fallujah in the heart 
of the Sunni Triangle. All of our enemy 
contact took place between Ramadi and 
Baghdad, and the overwhelming majori-
ty solely between Ramadi and Fallujah, 
a distance of less than 40km by highway. 
Despite the best intentions, we had fun-
damental failures in the division’s plan-
ning and execution of CSS operations. 
We had an underlying defensive and re-
active mindset that granted the enemy a 
steady stream of psychological victories 

and allowed him to gradually restrict our 
movement throughout our area of opera-
tion (AO). We conceded our routes instead 
of owning them, a mistake from which 
other units can learn.

Once established in our AO, we con-
ducted a thorough pattern analysis of the 
main supply routes (MSRs) and alternate 
supply routes (ASRs) throughout our AO, 
dividing each route into distinct segments 
between villages or key intersections. We 
then assessed each segment as green, am-
ber, or red, based on the number of inci-
dents of enemy contact that had occurred 
along that segment in the past week. Any 
convoy was authorized to travel a green 
route, while amber routes required a con-
voy to have an armed security element. 
Only authorized combat arms units on spe-
cific missions, such as patrols, cordon and 
searches, or raids, were permitted to trav-
el red routes; CSS convoys were not au-
thorized. This system was designed to 
minimize the risk of CSS convoys mak-
ing enemy contact.

This seemingly simple process had one 
fatal fallacy. Since only combat arms el-
ements could travel a red route, and most 
combat forces remained in the cities where 
their FOBs were located, there was virtu-
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ally no coalition presence on a red route, 
as long as it was red. With no friendly 
forces traveling the route, no enemy con-
tact was possible and none was reported; 
therefore, the route would automatically 
revert back to amber within a week of its 
turning red. Yet nothing in terms of ene-
my locations or activity changed; only 
our traffic on the route. The result was 
that problematic routes would constantly 
alternate between amber and red. Once 
we had changed a route’s status back to 
amber due to a lack of recent enemy con-
tact (while no one was traveling on it), the 
first several convoys to take the route 
would frequently encounter improvised 
explosive devices (IEDs) that had been 
emplaced while the route was red. The 
route would revert back to red and the cy-
cle would repeat.

The key routes between Ramadi and 
Fallujah continuously alternated between 
red and amber due to the sustained level 
of insurgent activity in the Al-Anbar re-
gion. In a search for green routes between 
the two cities, we planned new routes that 
would be green by default as they had 
never before been used. Instead of con-
tinuing to travel through known hostile 
areas, we shifted our routes to areas that 
were seemingly free of enemy activity. 
Unlike relatively well-built Highways 1 
and 10 that easily handled heavy vehi-
cles and minimized travel distance be-
tween cities, these new routes were usu-
ally rural two-lane roads that were often 
not paved, adding considerably to travel 
distance and time. For example, travel-
ing the highway that ran between the ad-
jacent towns of Habbaniyah and Ramadi 
took less than 30 minutes. The replace-
ment route involved traveling broken-up 
pipeline roads that more than tripled the 
distance, increasing travel time to over 
two hours.

Traffic between Ramadi and Baghdad 
that had originally taken the highway di-
rectly between the two cities was forced 
to go southeast to Iskandariyah and then 
north to Baghdad. This again not only 
increased the distance, but took convoys 
over some very poor-quality roads. The 
M915-series tractor-trailers and their ci-
vilian contracted equivalents had a diffi-
cult time over many of these new routes. 
These new routes increased travel time 
for convoys and increased class-III and 
maintenance requirements from the in-
creased dis tances and more austere roads. 
More seriously, these routes increased the 
amount of time that soldiers were exposed 
to enemy contact.

Even a cursory consideration of the en-
emy could have predicted these results. 
The number of attacks on these new routes 

quickly matched the levels seen on the 
old routes, despite the onerous increases 
in distance and travel time, as well as the 
additional hazard of taking heavy trucks 
down narrow, poor-quality roads. This led 
to a continuous cycle of new routes, each 
longer and more detoured than the last, 
in search of a route that would remain 
free of attacks. Yet, every new route would 
only remain green for a few weeks be-
fore the number of enemy contacts re-
turned to previous levels. We were fac-
ing a highly mobile and decentralized en-
emy whose task was to locate and attack 
soft targets — CSS elements.

It was obvious that insurgents would 
quickly identify new logistics routes by 
the sudden surge in supply convoy traffic 
and shift their attacks accordingly. The 
enemy would move to where he could be 
most effective — where he could find a 
large number of exposed CSS elements. 
The new routes only served to take con-
voys further away from the FOBs and in-
crease the amount of time they spent trav-
eling through seldom-patrolled areas. We 
had collected a great amount of data 
about what the enemy was doing, but we 
never conducted the fourth step of IPB 
— determining the threat courses of ac-
tion. We failed to factor in the enemy’s 
objectives and desired endstate.1 His ob-
vious endstate was to deny us access to 
the areas in which he was active — and 
we let him achieve it. We did not think 
realistically about how the enemy would 

fight, and this omission resulted in us cre-
ating new routes that unintentionally in-
creased the risk to our soldiers.

Our mission statement emphasized of-
fensive operations to create a secure en-
vironment, yet our CSS operations con-
tinuously served to give the enemy the 
initiative. We encouraged and motivated 
the enemy to further attack our logistics 
convoys by allowing ourselves to be re-
peatedly “chased” off of supply routes. As 
the enemy saw his efforts being reward-
ed by our routes being displaced further 
out into rural areas, he could do nothing 
but view his attacks as being successful 
and having tangible effects on coalition 
operations. We allowed the insurgents to 
determine where we went, instead of im-
posing our will on them. We gave them 
the initiative and they used it to deny us 
access to highways and major arteries. It 
was obvious to local inhabitants (sympa-
thetic or otherwise) that we were not in 
control — insurgents owned these areas. 
Without local confidence in coalition forc-
es, our ability to collect intelligence and 
improve security in these areas was se-
verely limited. Morale throughout the 
troop sank as even the lowest-ranking sol-
diers could discern why the routes they 
were driving were changing, which caused 
frustration to grow, knowing that we 
were giving in to the insurgents’ goal of 
denying us use of the MSRs. We could 
not maintain freedom of maneuver in our 
own AO.

“Our mission statement emphasized offensive operations to create a secure environment, yet our 
CSS operations continuously served to give the enemy the initiative. We encouraged and moti-
vated the enemy to further attack our logistics convoys by allowing ourselves to be repeatedly 
“chased” off of supply routes. As the enemy saw his efforts being rewarded by our routes being dis-
placed further out into rural areas, he could do nothing but view his attacks as being successful 
and having tangible effects on coalition operations.”
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In retrospect, the methods A Troop used 
would have been much different. We 
would have conducted a continuous route 
security operation over key routes. Dur-
ing several screening missions, we ob-
served that it takes several hours to em-
place an IED; a well-executed route se-
curity mission would prevent that oppor-
tunity. U.S. Army Field Manual 17-95 
discusses in detail how a cavalry squad-
ron should conduct such a mission.2

Due to lack of available maneuver forc-
es, a squadron-sized security element may 
not be feasible in many situations. A troop-
sized element could secure a short, but 
critical, route segment, such as Highways 
1 and 10, which ran between Ramadi 
and Fallujah, assuming another unit pro-
vided a sufficient (company-sized) reac-
tion force. Engineer support is invalu-
able for clearing and grading road shoul-
ders. Improving road shoulders makes 
rapidly identifying IEDs much easier, 
since it is difficult to mask the distur-
bance of graded sand or mud that occurs 
during IED emplacement. Troop scout 
pla toons would have continuously pa-
trolled the route, preventing the emplace-
ment of IEDs and maintaining freedom 
of maneuver over the extent of the MSR. 
When we were able to conduct a route re-
connaissance mission prior to convoys 
passing over a route, our platoons found 
IEDs emplaced on the route each time and 
secured those locations prior to a convoy 
striking them. The constant combat arms 
presence on the route would deny IED 
placement opportunities.

A sound pattern analysis of attempted 
and successful IED emplacement would 

route security a priority; not an after-
thought to the “sexier” missions they 
would prefer to perform. This offensive 
approach to CSS operations ensures units 
maintain freedom of maneuver in their 
AO.  It minimizes exposing support units 
to enemy contact. It gives local coalition 
sympathizers confidence that we control 
the terrain in which we operate, and there-
fore enhances intelligence collection. In 
conjunction with properly executed IPB, 
to include an honest look at the situa-
tion from the enemy’s perspective, this 
is a powerful, yet simple, paradigm for 
ensuring the security of CSS convoys. It 
works; it saves lives and sends the right 
message to the enemy.

Notes
1U.S. Army Field Manual (FM) 34-130, Intelligence Prepa-

ration of the Battlefield, Department of the Army, U.S. Gov-
ernment Printing Office (GPO), Washington D.C., 8 July 1994, 
p. 2-40.

2FM 17-95, Cavalry Operations, Department of the Army, 
U.S. GPO, Washington D.C., 24 December 1996, p. 4-46.
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“It was obvious that insurgents would quickly identify new logistics routes 
by the sudden surge in supply convoy traffic and shift their attacks accord-
ingly. The enemy would move to where he could be most effective — where 
he could find a large number of exposed CSS elements. The new routes 
only served to take convoys further away from the FOBs and increase the 
amount of time they spent traveling through seldom-patrolled areas.”
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identify where and when to most effec-
tively conduct cordon and search or am-
bush operations. The troop would em-
place observation posts (OPs) overwatch-
ing key intersections, cloverleafs, or ar-
eas of frequent or likely IED activity. The 
sniper teams organic to Stryker and light 
brigade combat team (BCT) reconnais-
sance, surveillance, and target acquisi-
tion (RSTA) squadrons are ideal assets 
for this mission. While making a stand on 
a route might temporarily spike insurgent 
activity, persistence in maintaining the 
route would pressure insurgents to find a 
more vulnerable target. Proactively en-
suring freedom of maneuver along an en-
tire route is more effective than reactive-
ly protecting individual convoys. The end 
result would be coalition forces main-
taining the initiative, sending a signal to 
local nationals (both friendly and hostile) 
that we have both the will and means to 
control routes in our AO. CSS elements 
would be free to move rapidly from FOB 
to FOB along high-quality roads free 
from IED threats. Soldier morale and con-
fidence would be stronger and insurgents 
would not be encouraged by our appar-
ent retreat from areas in which they op-
erate.

From A Troop’s collective experience, 
the only effective means to secure lines of 
communications in an area of heavy in-
sur gent activity is to actively secure the 
route, using screens, patrols, OPs, cordon 
and searches, and ambushes as appro-
priate. MSRs and ASRs must be seen to 
be key terrain, and securing them from 
enemy interdiction must be made a pri-
ority when allocating forces to various 
missions. Combat arms units must make 



Establishing an Arab Democracy: 
Lessons Learned from the Six-Day War
by Captain Daniel Ganci

On 1 May 2003, President George W. 
Bush declared the end to major combat 
operations in Iraq. Since then, the United 
States and its allies have engaged in a 
cost ly fight with a growing insurgent 
force. Today’s political and military situ-
ation in the Middle East represents the 
latest rendition of an old and sadly famil-
iar story. On 10 June 1967, Israel’s Prime 
Minister announced the end of what 
would be known as the Six-Day War only 
to begin a war against insurgents that is 
still fought today.

 The Six-Day War in June of 1967 shaped, 
and continues to influence, politics in the 
Middle East. The war pitted the young na-
tion of Israel against the Arab armies of 
Egypt, Syria, and Jordan, as well as other 
Arab countries. The conduct of the war 
provides insight into Israeli and Arab cul-
tures and the political effects of ongoing 
insurgent and terrorist acts, resulting in 

global implications. The war legitimized 
Israel as a nation and regional power. It 
highlighted the difficulties that existed 
between the Arab States of the Middle 
East and demonstrated the advantages of 
democracy over monarchy.

The effects of the Six-Day War also in-
fluence and, in some ways, mirror the 
United States’ current involvement in Iraq. 
In both cases, a democratic or western na-
tion dominates the Arabs militarily and 
then undertakes an ongoing period of un-
conventional fighting. There are also sim-
ilarities on the operational and tactical 
levels between the Six-Day War and Op-
eration Iraqi Freedom (OIF). 

This article provides insight on the cur-
rent situation in Iraq and its future. This 
article analyzes the Six-Day War using 
the nine principles of war and assesses 
whether the Israelis won the war or the 
Arabs lost it. 

Nine Principles of War

Before an effective analysis of the Six-
Day War can be conducted, the criteria 
must be defined. The nine principles of 
war provide general guidance for con-
ducting war at all levels. They are not a 
checklist and do not apply the same in 
every situation. However, they summa-
rize the characteristics of successful op-
erations and serve as a powerful analyti-
cal tool.1 The principles are: objective, of-
fensive, mass, economy of force, maneu-
ver, unity of command, security, surprise 
and simplicity. 

Objective. The objective principle of war 
is important at all levels of war and should 
drive military activity. Commanders need 
a clear understanding of the expected out-
come and impact of every mission.2 When 
developing objectives at the strategic lev-
el, political considerations and even glob-
al opinion need to be considered. The 



Arab coalition of Egypt, Syria, and Jor-
dan, and the Israelis had clear strategic 
objectives. The Arabs wanted the total de-
struction of Israel as a nation, while Isra-
el wanted to create a secure nation-state. 
Both of these objectives could only be 
achieved through a mix of political and 
military actions. 

The Arab coalition wanted Israel to 
strike first, appearing as the aggressor in 
the eyes of the world and justifying an 
overwhelming military response. They at-
tempted to achieve this in May 1967 by 
massing forces in the Sinai and on the Jor-
danian and Syrian borders; they also 
closed the Straits of Tiran, effectively cut-
ting off a major supply line for Israel. 
These actions created an untenable situa-
tion, both politically and militarily, for 
Israel without firing a shot. The Israelis, 
aware of the danger, but not wanting to 
win the military war only to lose the peace 
politically, exercised restraint while des-
perately trying to get the United Nations/
United States to peacefully intervene. In 
the end, Israel demonstrated to the Unit-
ed States and the world that their nation 
was under attack and needed to act to 
survive in support of their strategic ob-
jectives.

Israel wanted to create a secure state, 
one that the Arab world officially recog-
nized. They achieved this mission by 
demonstrating to the world that their na-
tional security was at risk and action was 
needed. Israel also understood that “their 
success would be judged not on the num-
ber of tanks destroyed, but on the size of 
territory seized.”3 Israel’s plan was to not 
only cripple the Arab armies, but also gain 
valuable land. The land allowed for de-
fense in depth and could also serve as a 

bargaining tool for peace treaties when 
the fighting stopped.

The differences in these supporting ob-
jectives help us begin to understand how 
a nation outnumbered almost three to one 
was able to achieve a decisive victory so 
quickly. Arab political leaders never es-
tablished military objectives for their 
armies. Egypt’s plan was to wait in the Si-
nai for Israel to attack and then destroy 
them with a counterattack. However, even 
this broad objective was never clearly es-
tablished. Lieutenant General Anwar al-
Qadi, chief of operations on the Egyptian
general staff, testified that their headquar-
ters knew nothing about any planning or 
strategic objectives.4 Another Egyptian 
general stated that even as forces were 
moving out of Cairo into the Sinai (to 
unfinished defensive positions) the high-
est army leaders were asking, “What is 
our mission?”5 Even the Egyptian foreign 
ministry was forced to operate without 
any briefings or appraisals.6 This lack of 
focus plagued all levels of the Arab co-
alition, as well as provides a great deal of 
insight into the reasons for their failure.

The Arabs may not have had supporting 
objectives, but Israel was forced to come 
up with new ones throughout the war as 
they quickly achieved the original ones. 
When the war started, Israel focused on 
destroying the Arab air force by gain-
ing air superiority and quickly knocking 
Egypt out of the war, forcing the other 
Arab states to reconsider attacking. The 
first objective was achieved in the open-
ing hours of the war. It is estimated that 
400 Arab planes were destroyed with 
minimal losses to Israel. The second ob-
jective was essentially achieved by the 
end of the second day when “Egyptian 

leaders ordered a wholesale and disorga-
nized retreat of the Sinai.”7 Once Egypt 
was no longer a threat, Israel focused on 
seizing Jerusalem and the West Bank 
from Jordan. When that objective was 
achieved, Israel turned its attention to the 
Golan Heights in Syria. Israel’s ability to 
establish clear and attainable objectives 
for its military helped focus their efforts 
and achieve victory.

Offensive. The offensive principle of 
war is key for achieving decisive results.8
Offensive actions are taken to dictate the 
nature, scope, and tempo of operations. 
Offensive operations force the enemy to 
react.9 The Arab coalition initially demon-
strated offensive intentions in the months 
leading up to June 1967. In May, they 
moved forces into attack positions along 
Israel’s border and they closed the Straits 
of Tiran, isolating Israel from essential 
supplies. The highest Arab leaders pub-
licly condemned the existence of Israel 
and talked about the coming day when the 
Arab world would drive the Jews into the 
sea. However, the Arab army lost the ini-
tiative when Israel attacked first and nev-
er stopped attacking. Israel planned to 
start their offensive “with a surprise at-
tack against Egypt and then fight Syria 
and Jordan as necessary.”10 The Israelis 
pressed the attack for six days; shifting 
forces around the battlefield to open new 
fronts, pushing their air force to fly sortie 
after sortie in support of ground attacks, 
constantly attacking and seizing ground. 
This intense pressure created havoc with 
the Arab’s attack plans and forced them 
to react to Israel’s every move. The Arab 
coalition was unable to conduct effective 
offensive operations once the war began.

Mass. The mass principle is achieved 
when a unit concentrates effects of com-
bat power at a decisive place and time.11

This is another principle of war that Isra-
el performed better than the Arabs. Isra-
el’s theater-level battle plans focused on 
isolating small sections of the Arabs’ 
large and complex defensive positions 

“The effects of the Six-Day War 
also influence and, in some ways, 
mirror the United States’ current 
involvement in Iraq. In both cases, 
a democratic or western nation 
dominates the Arabs militarily and 
then undertakes an ongoing peri-
od of unconventional fighting. 
There are also similarities on the 
operational and tactical levels be-
tween the Six-Day War and Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom (OIF).”

 All photos courtesy Eshel Dramit Ltd.
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and then defeating the fixed enemy in 
detail. This plan of attack is clearly dem-
onstrated by Arik Sharon’s attack on the 
Umm Qatef’s defenses. This was a small 
portion of a much larger defense in the 
Sinai. Sharon used field artillery and para-
troopers to attack from the rear, cutting 
off reinforcements and isolating the out-
post. He then attacked the isolated de-
fense with infantry and armor from dif-
ferent axes. This pattern of attack allowed 
the Israeli army to bring numerous piec-
es of combat power to bear on isolated 
pockets of Arab units.

The Arabs, even with superior numbers, 
were unable to mass the effects of Isra-
el’s combat power. This is not to say that 
their soldiers did not fight. The complex 
defenses on each of the fronts were well 
defended and exacted a heavy price from 
Israel’s soldiers. It appeared that Arab mil-
itary leaders could not focus their efforts. 
The tempo of war was the biggest factor 
that prevented them from massing. The 
Arabs had anticipated a slow, drawn-out 
slugging match, not the lightning-quick 
modern war that Israel conducted. There 
are also examples of the Arabs ignoring 

the importance of massing forces before 
the war even started. When setting the de-
fenses along the Jordanian-Israeli border, 
“nine of eleven brigades were spread out 
in villages and towns.”12 This deploy-
ment was driven by politics rather than 
military considerations and cost the Jor-
danians dearly when Israel focused their 
attack on the West Bank and Holy City.

Economy of force. The fourth principle, 
economy of force, is the reciprocal of 
mass. The principle is achieved when 
commanders accept prudent risk on one 
area to achieve superiority in another 
more decisive area.13 It appears that econ-
omy of force was never a consideration 
for the Arab coalition. They enjoyed al-
most a three-to-one ratio over Israel in 
terms of equipment and manpower. There 
were three separate armies (Egyptian, 
Syrian, and Jordanian) as well as exter-
nal military support from numerous oth-
er Arab countries (Lebanon and Iraq) that 
combined to make up the larger Arab 
army. 

The Arab’s plan called for supporting 
attacks in three different places for differ-

ent objectives, with the different air forces 
supporting ground attacks. The Arab ar-
my’s main effort was with Egypt in the 
Sinai, but Egypt had the largest army and 
additional support from other allies was 
not needed or was unwanted. Israel, on 
the other hand, was forced to make diffi-
cult decisions on the commitment of mil-
itary units. Israeli leaders decided that the 
Sinai was the decisive front and commit-
ted the majority of their forces (including 
ammunition) there, leaving the central and 
northern front practically defenseless. Is-
rael defended the Tel Aviv area with only 
50 Sherman tanks and 36 cannons against 
the entire Jordanian army. General Narkiss 
told an Israel Defense Force (IDF) re-
view board that “the security of the cen-
tral sector was based on miracles.”14

As the Sinai campaign developed far bet-
ter than expected, units were shifted from 
the south to the central and then north-
ern fronts. Israeli leaders were forced to 
make economy-of-force decisions. They 
took a tremendous gamble on the north-
ern and central zones, but the gamble paid 
off when a quick victory in the south al-
lowed military commanders the freedom

“Israel also understood that “their success would be judged not on the number of tanks 
destroyed, but on the size of territory seized.” Israel’s plan was to not only cripple the 
Arab armies, but also gain valuable land. The land allowed for defense in depth and 
could also serve as a bargaining tool for peace treaties when the fighting stopped.”
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to redirect units to other fronts as the war 
developed and the decisive point changed.

Maneuver. The maneuver principle in-
volves placing the enemy at a disadvan-
tage through flexible application of com-
bat power.15 Maneuver happens at all lev-
els of war and is conducted by the lowest 
platoon to the highest army. The Arabs 
demonstrated their ability to conduct ma-
neuver when Egypt remilitarized the Si-
nai. This action placed Israel in a very dif-
ficult position, because Egypt could now 
dictate the time and place of confronta-
tion while simultaneously limiting Isra-
el’s power of deterrence.16 This was a bril-
liant political and military move by the 
Arabs.

To survive, Israel needed to strike first, 
regardless of political consequences, and 
the Arabs were now in an excellent posi-
tion to counterattack. However, Israel out-
maneuvered the Arabs, both politically 
and strategically, by portraying Egypt as 
the aggressor. They gained permission 
(though not open approval) from the UN 
and U.S. to attack in self-defense. Once 
the war started, Israel dominated the Ar-
abs consistently, placing them at a disad-
vantage.

The tremendous success of the air cam-
paign set the conditions for a successful 
ground campaign and placed the Arab 
armies at a distinct disadvantage. The 
ground campaign focused on seizing key 
locations in the rear areas of defensive 
positions while avoiding frontal assaults 
whenever possible. In the Sinai, there are 
numerous accounts of the Israeli army 
moving through terrain that the Arabs 
thought was impassable and attacking 
and isolating enemy positions. While in 
the central and northern zones, Israeli 
forces bypassed fortified areas and seized 
terrain that allowed them to dominate op-
erations in the area by cutting off rein-
forcements and fixing the enemy in their 
initial defensive positions.17 The Arabs 
“were ill prepared for Israel’s unconven-
tional approach from the sea and through 
the sands.”18 Once the war began, Israel 
seized the initiative, putting its strengths 
against the Arabs’ weaknesses and forc-
ing the Arab coalition to deal with numer-
ous unforeseen dilemmas.

Unity of command. The importance of 
the unity of command principle was clear-
ly demonstrated during the Six-Day War. 
This principle is achieved when there is 
one clear commander for every objective. 
This is important because unity of com-
mand allows for unity of effort.19 The Ar-
abs made some effort to achieve this prin-

ciple. Jordan and Egypt worked closely 
together before the war and Jordan al-
lowed an Egyptian commander to lead its 
army; however, Syria refused to coordi-
nate with Egypt.20 This lack of coordina-
tion would handicap the Arab coalition 
throughout the war, but Syria was not the 
only country at fault.

Egypt’s military commander altered the 
command structure in the Sinai. This new 
structure essentially created six new lev-
els of military bureaucracy through which 
orders and reports needed to filter.21 The 
new structure was a result of a power 
struggle between Egypt’s political and 
military leaders. Israel, on the other hand, 
had a clearly defined chain of command 
from top to bottom. This streamlined hi-
erarchy provided Israel with flexibility 
and speed of execution. The Arab system 
created mass confusion at all levels in its 
army (units would receive different and 
conflicting orders) and between allies 
(leaders were telling outrageous lies about 
their achievements for two days).

The lack of unity in the Arab army is not 
surprising when you look at the individ-
ual governments. Each Arab nation was a 
monarchy or dictatorship. In this form of 
government, a unified army, run by intel-
ligent and independent people, represents 
a clear threat to the ruling party’s power. 

This situation was compounded by a gen-
eral distrust between the Arab leaders. 
The Arab army lost its ability to unite 
long before the war started and the ef-
fects on the battlefield were devastating.

Security and surprise. The principles 
of security and surprise worked hand-in-
hand for this war. Security is accom-
plished when commanders deny the en-
emy the ability to acquire an unexpected 
advantage.22 Surprise is achieved when 
commanders strike the enemy in a time, 
place, or manner for which they are un-
prepared.23 Both sides initially failed to 
achieve security. Israel took a tremendous 
(albeit necessary) risk by leaving the cen-
tral and northern zones essentially de-
fenseless to focus on the southern zone. 
The Israelis compensated for this securi-
ty failure by attacking first and never re-
linquishing control of the war.

The Arabs sacrificed their security when 
they failed to acknowledge the threat of 
an Israeli surprise attack and take actions 
to protect themselves. This lack of prep-
aration cost the Arabs their air force and 
the ability to control the war. The planes 
were left in range of Israel’s air force and 
parked on open runways, rather than in 
protective hangers. In fact, there was no 
effort to even hide the planes; Israel knew 
the exact location of the enemy air force, 

“Who won or lost the Six-Day war is a difficult fact to establish. At first glance, Israel appears the 
clear victor — the Israeli army seized key terrain on all fronts, providing the nation with security; it 
occupied ancient holy cities that were important to its people; and crushed the conventional armies
of its Arab neighbors, establishing Israel as a legitimate power in the region. Israel inflicted a tre-
mendous blow to the Arab world in terms of manpower and military equipment with far less self-
damage than it had any right to expect.”
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down to individual jets.24 These blatant 
security failures are incredible, consider-
ing that the initial intent of the Arab army 
was to force Israel to strike first.

When Israel began its air campaign, the 
Arab air force was completely surprised 
and most of their planes were destroyed 
on the ground. Israel also achieved sur-
prise during the ground campaign. Prior 
to the war, Israel conducted numerous 
deception operations, which caused con-
fusion in the Arab ranks. When the war 
started, key Arab leaders and ground com-
manders were away from their posts, and 
there are several accounts from all fronts 
of Israeli armored columns attacking 
through terrain that the Arabs had con-
sidered impassable and therefore ig-
nored.25 Both sides took dangerous gam-
bles with security, but only Israel took 
advantage of the situation by maximiz-
ing effects of surprise. Israel’s ability to 
continually surprise the Arab army on all 
fronts prevented them from taking ad-
vantage of Israel’s security shortfalls in 
the northern and central zones.

Simplicity. The ninth principle, simplic-
ity, is achieved through clear, uncompli-
cated plans and concise orders that all 
units can understand.26 Israel achieved 
simplicity because of its streamlined com-
mand structure and preplanned operations 
for each front. Even as the war progressed 
and objectives changed, the Israeli army 
reacted quickly because of training, good 
situational awareness, and an understand-
ing of desired objectives at all levels.

The Arab coalition ignored the impor-
tance of simplicity from the very begin-
ning. Arab political leaders had difficulty 
working together and even misled each 
other on numerous occasions about the 
military situation. The chain of command 
was complex and would have caused con-
fusion under the best circumstances — 
units would receive conflicting orders, 
higher headquarters was unaware of de-
veloping situations, and there was little to 
no coordination across the different fronts. 
The apparent lack of clarity on all levels 
of the Arab army handicapped its ability 
to adapt to the fluid style of fighting that 
Israel used and that characterizes 20th-
century mounted warfare.

The Outcome

Who won or lost the Six-Day War is a 
difficult fact to establish. At first glance, 
Israel appears the clear victor — the Is-
raeli army seized key terrain on all fronts, 
providing the nation with security; it oc-
cupied ancient holy cities that were im-

portant to its people; and crushed the con-
ventional armies of its Arab neighbors, 
establishing Israel as a legitimate power 
in the region. Israel inflicted a tremen-
dous blow to the Arab world in terms of 
manpower and military equipment with 
far less self-damage than it had any right 
to expect. The victory was so astounding 
that the IDF ignored many of its short-
comings and credited itself with achieve-
ments that were more the result of Arab 
negligence, lack of coordination, and poor 
command.27 Israel fought a good fight 
and demonstrated a better application of 
the principles of war than did the Arabs. 
However, things would have been very 
different if the Arabs had not overesti-
mated their own strengths and underesti-
mated Israel’s ability to defend itself. 
The Arabs learned from these mistakes 
and attempted to make changes. This is 
clearly seen in the opening phases of the 
1973 War where the Arabs gain a quick 
advantage because Israel underestimat-
ed them.28

The Middle East Today

The world continues to feel the effects 
of the Six-Day War. This war legitimized 
Israel as a nation, but at the same time, 
spurred the rise of the Palestinian nation-
al movement in the form of the Palestin-
ian Liberation Organization (PLO).29 The 
PLO understood that it could not fight Is-
rael conventionally, so it embarked on an 
unconventional/insurgent campaign that 
continues today.30 The Six-Day War also 
redefined the Arab’s perception of the 
western world. Until this war, the Arabs 
considered the western world to be Eu-
rope, particularly Britain.

During the war, there was a tremendous 
amount of anti-U.S. sentiment, which was 
caused in part by a lie that Arab leaders 
spread throughout the region about U.S. 
aid to Israel; it did however, represent a 
new understanding of the United States’ 
growing power in the world.31 Today, the 
United States is seen as the “Great Satan,” 
an exploiter and seducer of Arab life, and 
is forever linked in Arab minds to the 
abomination that Israel represents.32 This 
perception creates an incredibly challeng-
ing political and military situation be-
tween the U.S. and the Middle East.

The war between the United States and 
Iraq and the resulting insurgent attacks 
have many similarities with the conduct 
and aftereffects of the Six-Day War. On 
an operational level, Israel’s attack on 
Umm Qatef and the United States’ attack 
on Baghdad, share many of the same 
characteristics. In both cases, you have 

a mobile army massing and maneuvering 
against static defensive positions. The Is-
raelis attacked Egyptians relying on in-
tensely fortified battle positions in the Si-
nai, and the United States attacked Iraqi 
Republican Guard units entrenched in an 
urban environment.

The IDF in 1967 and the U.S. coalition 
in 2003 countered these defenses by iso-
lating the enemy and then massing effects 
of combat power from numerous direc-
tions. The IDF and U.S. forces used para-
troopers to prevent enemy forces from re-
positioning and then used a combination 
of armor, infantry, and field artillery to 
close with and destroy respective ene-
mies. There are also similarities in the Is-
raeli and U.S. air campaign. Both sides 
established total air superiority early in 
the war. This air superiority allowed re-
spective air forces to focus efforts on as-
sisting the ground campaign. Total air su-
periority played a pivotal role in Israel’s 
success in 1967 and provided a combat 
multiplier to the U.S. coalition in Iraq in 
2003.

There are many tactical lessons that can 
be learned from Israel’s conduct of the 
Six-Day War. However, today’s concern 
is focused on how to fight an unconven-
tional enemy using conventional forces. 
Israel has fought an unconventional ene-
my for over 40 years and has learned 
many hard lessons. One of the more im-
portant lessons is using armor in an ur-
ban environment. The idea of bringing a 
tank into a city was taboo in the U.S. 
Army for years. It is true that a pure tank 
force in an urban environment faces some 
severe limitations. However, the Israelis 
have used armor in urban environments 
from the beginning of their war with in-
surgents. The Israelis even created a tank 
(Merkava) specifically designed for urban 
fighting.

The U.S. Army needs to learn that the 
advantages of survivability, shock effect, 
and firepower that come from using an 
armored force correctly in an urban envi-
ronment far outweigh the dangers. Anoth-
er tactical lesson that we can learn from 
Israel’s experience with insurgents is the 
close cooperation between infantry and 
armor units at the lowest levels.

Urban fighting is the most difficult type 
of fighting today. It is characterized by 
quick, violent, and close fights with long 
periods of intense stress. The urban fight 
is predominately an infantry fight; how-
ever, there are ways to increase the odds 

Continued on Page 49
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The Law of War: The Rules 
by Lieutenant Colonel David P. Cavaleri (Retired)

“This [the Global War on Terrorism] is a fight for the very 
ideas at the foundation of our society, the way of life those ideas 
enable, and the freedoms we enjoy.”1

In their paper titled, “Serving a Nation at War: A Campaign 
Quality Army with Joint and Expeditionary Capabilities,” coau-
thors R.L. Brownlee, former acting Secretary of the Army, and 
General Peter J. Schoomaker, Chief of Staff, Army, make two 
points quite clear — they believe the Global War on Terrorism 

(GWOT) is a fight for Western values, and the current opera-
tional environment (COE) is driving the Army to make evolu-
tionary changes.2 One might argue those Western values de-
serve to be transformed.3 Prominent among them is the collec-
tion of principles embodied in the Law of War.

The Law of War was written by theologians, jurists, academi-
cians, diplomats, and others for use as a framework, a distinctly 
Western moral compass, as it were. Because the GWOT repre-
sents a cultural clash of global proportions, a troubling disparity 
about combatant conduct is emerging, prompting some to ques-
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Have Not Yet Changed
tion the continued application of current Law of War principles. 
On 7 February 2002, President George W. Bush issued a mem-
orandum in which he stated: “The war against terrorism ushers 
in a new paradigm. …Our nation recognizes that this new para-
digm — ushered in not by us, but by terrorists — requires new 
thinking in the Law of War, but thinking that should neverthe-
less be consistent with the principles of Geneva.”

Former Secretary of Defense, James Schlesinger, offered this 
recommendation from the Final Report of the Independent Pan-
el to Review DoD Detention Operations: “The United States 

needs to redefine its approach to customary and treaty interna-
tional humanitarian law, which must be adapted to the realities 
of the nature of conflict in the 21st Century. In doing so, the Unit-
ed States should emphasize the standard of reciprocity, in spite 
of the low probability that such will be extended to United States 
Forces by some adversaries, and the preservation of United States 
societal values and international image that flows from adher-
ence to recognized humanitarian standards.”4

One should take the time to address several questions before 
joining this controversial debate.
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Understanding the Law of War

“It can only be the earnest desire of all men of good will to en-
sure that this Convention is made to work in accordance with its 
tenor.”5

This quote refers to the Geneva Convention Relative to the Pro-
tection of Civilian Persons in Time of War, more commonly 
known as the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949, or “GC.” It 
might seem antithetical to expect combatants to conduct them-
selves as “men of goodwill” and adhere to humanitarian princi-
ples, and yet that was, and remains, the expectation upheld by a 
majority of nation-states. The current popularity of the topic re-
quires the reader to address several basic questions. For exam-
ple: why regulate war; assuming intent to regulate war, then 
what is the Law of War; what is the purpose of the Law of War 
and what are its unifying themes; and finally, how is the Law of 
War triggered?

This article is designed to help the reader draw conclusions 
about the Law of War’s applicability in the face of contempo-
rary challenges presented by the Taliban in Afghanistan, Ba’ath 
Party remnants and disaffected civilians in Iraq, the global al-
Qaeda network, and the COE at large.

Why Regulate War?

Given the ramifications of a decision to wage war, is it not pru-
dent to undertake it as violently, as efficiently, as horrifically as 
possible, applying, as it were, an “ends justifies the means” ap-
proach? Why did the Law of War ever evolve at all, since going 
to war is recognized as an accepted means of resolving con-

flicts? Perhaps because man is, at his very core, a rational being, 
and over time, he acknowledged the need to balance tactical mil-
itary capabilities with strategic social harmony. Historian Peter 
Paret notes that 16th- and 17th-century writings on the subject 
of war generally fall into two categories: a collection of what he 
calls “pioneer” works in the field of international law and “pio-
neer” works detailing advances in military technology.6 Before 
this period, conflict was generally characterized as unregulated 
warfare, subsequently embodied in what Paret characterized as 
Francis Bacon’s “unabashed advocacy of unrestricted war.”7 But 
the societal backlash resulting from the Thirty Years War led to 
the advent of a group of men opposed to the unregulated destruc-
tiveness that typified war on the continent.

These men, the most famous being the Dutchman Hugo Gro-
tius, advocated measures intended to protect private persons and 
their rights. They believed the law of nature contained funda-
mental precepts suited to how nations should be governed, and 
their works collectively endorsed one central principle described 
by Paret as being “that nations ought to do to one another in 
peace, the most good, and in war, the least possible evil.”8

According to the U.S. Army’s Judge Advocate General (JAG) 
School, efforts to formally regulate war can:

• Motivate the enemy to observe the same rules.

• Motivate the enemy to surrender.

• Guard against acts that violate basic tenets of civilization, 
such as protecting against unnecessary suffering/safeguarding 
cer tain fundamental human rights.

“It might seem antithetical to expect combatants to conduct themselves 
as “men of goodwill” and adhere to humanitarian principles, and yet that 
was, and remains, the expectation upheld by a majority of nation-states.”
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• Provide advance notice of the accepted limits of warfare.

• Reduce confusion and make identifying violations more ef-
ficient.

• Help restore peace.9

The Law of War

In Handbook on the Law of War for Armed Forces, author Fred-
erick DeMulinen describes the Law of War as a collection of 
“international prescriptions on the conduct of combat and the 
protection of victims of combat.”10 Dr. Michael Walzer, Institute 
of Advanced Study at Princeton, refers to a “set of articulated 
norms, customs, professional codes, legal precepts, religious 
and philosophical principles, and reciprocal arrangements.”11 
And the Department of Defense defines it as “That part of inter-
national law that regulates the conduct of armed hostilities. The 
Law of War encompasses all international law … including 
treaties and international agreements … and applicable custom-
ary law.”12

The Law of War is derived from two distinct sources: it is based 
on unwritten rules that, over time, have come to be known as 
“customary international law,” plus a collection of rules known 
as “conventional international law.” The former are rules of 
conduct that bind all members of the community of nations, 
while the latter are codified rules that are binding as a result of 
express consent. To quote the U.S. Army JAG School, “Many 
principles of the Law of War fall into this [customary interna-
tional law] category,” while the term treaty (also convention, 
protocol, annexed regulation) “best captures this concept [con-
ventional international law].” Analysis reveals three very impor-
tant points. First, the Law of War consists of two distinct com-
ponents. Second, the Law of War owes its current form and force 
to the evolution of custom and convention. And third, the cus-
tomary aspect of the Law of War is equally essential to the over-
all construct as is its conventional aspect, because “once a prin-
ciple attains the status of customary international law, it is bind-
ing on all nations, not just treaty signatories.”13

Customary international law is defined by one source as a body 
of law resulting from a “general and consistent practice of States 
that is followed by them from a sense of legal obligation.”14 Ma-
jor Timothy Bulman, writing in the Military Law Review, indi-
cates that customary international law is formed by states fol-
lowing a “general and consistent practice, which is motivated 
by the conviction that international law requires that conduct.” 
He further identifies two criteria that must be met: there must be 
an act or actual practice and states must believe they are acting 
under a legal obligation.15 The important points concerning this 
source of the Law of War are: the body of customary interna-
tional law consists primarily of generally recognized practices 
and cultural norms that exist in an unwritten form; there are two 
components of the test (the act and the belief) that determine cus-
tomary international law; and a state cannot renege on its obli-
gation to uphold customary international law.

The derivation of customary law is subjective and could poten-
tially take a long time to mature. The key to this process hinges 
on the distinctions between “custom” and “usage.” A custom re-
fers to an identifiable habit or practice that is conducted “under 
the conviction that they are obligatory under international law,” 
while usage refers to certain acts without the conviction regard-
ing legal obligation.16 For example, acknowledging the inviola-
bility of a white truce flag began as a practical usage for con-
ducting battlefield negotiations and only over time became rec-
ognized as a custom. Once recognized by the community of 
states as a practice with associated legal obligations, it evolved 

into customary international law and hence is now recognized 
as an element of the Law of War.17 In U.S. Army Field Manual 
(FM) 27-10, The Law of Land Warfare, written in 1956 and re-
vised in 1976, the United States codifies its position that cus-
tomary Law of War is binding on all nations and indicates all 
U.S. forces would strictly observe it.18

The second source of the Law of War, conventional interna-
tional law, consists of a voluminous collection of laws, conven-
tions, declarations, and protocols spanning generations. It is eas-
ier than customary international law to comprehend, but per-
haps more difficult to derive. For example, conventional inter-
national law codes address specific proscriptions on conduct 
during armed conflict, yet an international convention of jurists 
and political leaders must agree on these laws before they can 
exercise the full force of international law. To further compli-
cate matters, this body of materials generally evolved only in re-
sponse to a global event that revealed, after the fact, pre-existing 
inadequacies in Law of War codes.

The Law of War imposes constraints on armed conflict in two 
particular areas: behavior of combatants in action and behavior 
toward and treatment of persons and objects in war, especially 
victims in war.19 The most widely recognized collection of these 
laws is contained in two groups of treaties — the Hague and Ge-
neva Conventions. The Hague Conventions consist of two pri-
mary conventions focused on hostilities in general and combat-
ant conduct, while the Geneva Conventions, contained in a col-
lection of four distinct conventions and two protocols, address 
protective provisions relating to civilians and prisoners of war.20 
The Hague Conventions, in particular, acknowledge the inabil-
ity of conventional international law to address or even antici-
pate all possible regulatory requirements, and consequently 
mandated that in the absence of applicable treaty law, civilians 
and combatants remain under the protection and proscriptions 
of customary international law.21 Any discussion of this topic 
routinely identifies three foundation documents: The Hague 
Convention of 1907, with its focus on regulating the methods and 
means of warfare, the four Geneva Conventions of 1949 and 
their establishment of inviolable protections for specific catego-
ries of war victims, and the 1977 Protocols to the Geneva Con-
ventions of 1949, which augment the 1949 convention.22

What is the Purpose of the Law of War?

In the words of one source, the Law of War “aims at limiting 
and alleviating as much as possible the calamities of war. [It] con-
ciliates military needs and requirements of humanity … thus 
[making] the distinction between what is permitted and what is 
not permitted.”23 Another source asserts the Law of War inte-
grates humanity into war and that application of the Law of War 
can serve as a tactical multiplier.24 FM 27-10 indicates the Law 
of War, inspired by the “desire to diminish the evils of war,” ex-
ists to protect combatants and noncombatants, safeguard human 
rights, and facilitate the eventual return to peace.25 In summary, 
the purpose of the Law of War is to safeguard the rights of all 
parties to a conflict, empower international judicial bodies, reg-
ulate combatant conduct to mitigate suffering, and facilitate the 
eventual return to peace.

What are the Unifying Themes of the Law of War?

There are two distinct unifying themes associated with the Law 
of War. The first theme is identified by the phrase “jus ad bel-
lum,” a legal and philosophical term that describes those aspects 
of the Law of War intended to prevent armed conflict and, fail-
ing prevention, to justify war — in other words, to clarify when 
to wage war. The second theme, identified by the phrase “jus in 
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bello,” describes those aspects of the Law of War intended to 
regulate or control combatant conduct — it qualifies how to wage 
war. The two themes complement each other by offering what 
University of Tennessee-Martin historian Alex Mosely describes 
as “a set of moral guidelines for waging war that are neither un-
restricted nor too restrictive.”26

Jus ad bellum, the older of the two themes, defines the circum-
stances under which the use of military power is legally and mor-
ally justified.27 Early societies focused their angst over armed 
conflict on developing rules for the legitimate use of force and 
devoted little if any intellectual effort to suitably regulating the 
actual application of that force. Recognized international law 
expert and former legal advisor to the International Committee 
of the Red Cross, Dr. Robert Kolb, states that “man has for a long 
time and for a variety of reasons sought a legal framework by 
which he could reconcile ‘might’ with ‘right.’”28 Kolb places 
man’s conduct of war in the context of a response to unprovoked 
aggression that restores a right that had been vi-
olated. He further explains that man has histori-
cally justified armed conflict with four material 
causes (defense, repossession of property, re-
covery of debts, and punishment), and under-
standing them helps illuminate why any society 
would go to the expense and sacrifice of war.29 
In another example, Michael Walzer defines a 
just war as a “limited war” whose conduct is gov-
erned by a set of rules “designed to bar, so far as 
possible, the use of violence and coercion against 
noncombatant populations.”30 In other words, be-
cause armed con flict was considered valid if it 
met specific criteria, no need existed to regulate 
conduct in a just war — the ends were sanc-
tioned or blessed by the highest authority and, 
hence, the means were already justified. This ap-
proach eventually led to the development of the 

second unifying theme, jus in bello, but not until Western civi-
lization had showcased man at his very worst.31

In the first century B.C., Cicero wrote, that war should never 
be undertaken by a state “except in defense of its honor or safe-
ty.” He further stipulated several conditions that had to be met 
to justify war: war had to be declared by a proper authority; the 
antagonist had to be notified of the declaration of war; and the 
antagonist had to be provided an opportunity to negotiate a peace-
ful settlement before the onset of hostilities.32 This effort to cod-
ify justification criteria probably represented the first formal at-
tempt, at least in the Western World, at developing a universally 
accepted approach to initiating war — if you will, the first glim-
mers of jus ad bellum.

As the Roman Empire expanded, the grounds for justifying war 
became more complex and open to interpretation, causing the 
emerging Christian Church to evaluate its pacifist stance in light 

of the practical demands for survival against in-
vading barbarians. Early Christian scholars, such 
as Saint Augustine and Saint Thomas Aquinas, 
worked to reconcile church doctrine with politi-
cal pragmatism by replacing the Roman legal 
criteria for justifying war with a moral or reli-
gious perspective, wherein the forces of good 
waged war against the forces of evil, ultimately 
invoking God’s blessing for, in the case of the 
Empire, just wars of survival.33

For 12 centuries following the fall of the West-
ern Roman Empire, the influence of Church 
theologians permeated Western society, to in-
clude political theory. Saint Augustine, writing 
in the 5th century, melded the Roman political 
perspective on just war with emerging Christian 
theology and the practical reality of survival in 
the face of internal and external secular threats, 
subsequently developing a political theory of 

“The Law of War imposes constraints on armed conflict in two particular areas: behav-
ior of combatants in action and behavior toward and treatment of persons and objects 
in war, especially victims in war. The most widely recognized collection of these laws is 
contained in two groups of treaties — the Hague and Geneva Conventions. The Hague 
Conventions consist of two primary conventions focused on hostilities in general and 
combatant conduct, while the Geneva Conventions, contained in a collection of four 
distinct conventions and two protocols, address protective provisions relating to civil-
ians and prisoners of war.”

“...the Law of War, inspired by the “desire to diminish the evils of war,” exists to protect 
combatants and noncombatants, safeguard human rights, and facilitate the eventual 
return to peace. In summary, the purpose of the Law of War is to safeguard the rights 
of all parties to a conflict, empower international judicial bodies, regulate combatant 
conduct to mitigate suffering, and facilitate the eventual return to peace.”
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just war with a uniquely religious twist. He acknowledged Ci-
cero’s three principles of a just war, but for Augustine, war 
served one fundamental purpose: it was the means by which 
God either punished man or absolved him of his sins. Based on 
this premise, Augustine postulated that any war ordained by 
God was, by default, just. “Beginning with Augustine,” says just-
war theorist Paul Christopher, “war … became more than just a 
legal remedy for injustice; it became a moral imperative.”34

Saint Thomas Aquinas further defined and codified jus ad bel-
lum principles. His theories established a theoretical foundation 
grounded in Christian morality, resulting in what Frederick Rus-
sell describes as “perhaps the best compromise between aggres-
sion and Christian pacifism that the Church could devise.”35 Ac-
cording to Aquinas, war existed for two basic reasons: to punish 
sin and right a wrong that detracted from the common good.”36 
Of special note was his postulate that any war that satisfied the 
basic criteria (declared by proper authority and fought for just 
cause) could be deemed unjust if not prosecuted with the right 
intentions.37 His codification of these jus ad bellum principles 
stood for 300 years and served as a start point for the next note-
worthy Law of War theorist, Hugo Grotius. To appreciate his im-
pact, it is necessary to understand his environment — a Europe 
devastated by the Thirty Years War.

This conflict raged across the European landscape between 
1618 and 1648. Ignited by the flames of religious intolerance, it 
also owed its existence to hegemonic aspirations of the great 
houses of Europe and the tenuous political network that reflect-
ed the state of the Holy Roman Empire. This war redrew the po-
litical landscape of Europe and placed into sharp relief the fun-
damental differences between Protestants and Catholics, but 
much more significant is this conflict’s catastrophic impact on 
the population, economies, and social fabric of Europe that gave 
rise to thinkers and advocates inclined to further the concepts of 
conflict regulation.

As many as 10 million people may have died during this peri-
od due to the sword, famine, disease, and murder. Germany be-
gan the conflict with a population of around 16 million; at war’s 
end, its death toll stood at four million. Bohemia lost two mil-
lion — 60 percent — of its prewar population. The city of Mag-
deburg, called by some historians the “Hiroshima of the Thirty 
Years War,” was decimated when over 80 percent of its popula-
tion was eliminated by invading troops.38 “For weeks,” says one 
historical analysis, “mutilated, charred corpses floated down the 
Elbe to the North Sea.”39 This conflict forced Europeans to learn 
many lessons, among them, says historian Larry Addington, the 
realization that “lack of restraint could be destructive to the in-
terests of all sides,” a lesson that subsequently helped “to in-
spire some of the first modern efforts at establishing ‘internation-
al law’ governing the conduct of military forces and their treat-
ment of civilians.”40

Hugo Grotius led the vanguard of those efforts. He was a 17th-
century jurist and humanist, perhaps best known for capturing 
his perspective on international law in the three volume De Jure 
Belli ac Pacis Libri Tres (The Law of War and Peace). He used 
these words to describe the Europe of his day: “Throughout the 

Christian world, I observed a lack of restraint in relations to 
war, such as even barbarous races should be ashamed of; I ob-
served that men rush to arms for slight causes, or no cause at all, 
and that when arms have once been taken up, there is no longer 
any respect for law, divine or human; it is as if, in accordance 
with a general decree, frenzy had openly been let loose for the 
committing of all crimes.41

Grotius noted the reluctance of the Church to intervene in what 
he perceived to be overt violations of basic natural law and so 
he devoted considerable energy to devising a replacement for 
the ineffective ecclesiastical-based system of international law 
in force during the Thirty Years War. Paul Christopher describes 
Grotius’ focus in this manner: “Grotius’ objective was to sup-
plant the impotent and corrupt ecclesiastical authority with an 
external, objective, secular authority that the competing politi-
cal interests would accept — a corpus of international laws.”42 
In his own words, Grotius became “fully convinced … that there 
is a common law among nations, which is valid alike for war and 
in war.”43 Throughout his writing, one central theme appears: in-
ternational relations should be governed according to the same 
natural principles, laws, and morals that govern individual rela-
tionships.44

Grotius added the following five elements to Aquinas’ list of 
three just-war principles. It is clear his primary objective was to 
prevent war if at all possible and, failing that, to mitigate its im-
pact:

• War must contain an aspect of ‘proportionality,’ meaning the 
ultimate aim of the war is proportional to the impact (damage) 
the war will have on society.

• War must be fought with a reasonable chance of success.

• War must be publicly declared.

• War must be conducted only as a measure of last resort.

• War must be fought ‘justly.’ [Note: this particular element, 
while not specifically cited by Grotius, is referenced by him on 
Chapter 25, page 18 of the prologue to The Law of War and 
Peace. With this, Grotius sets the stage for the evolution of the 
second (jus in bello) unifying theme of the Law of War].45

Grotius’ theory that natural law bound all people and commu-
nities meant that, by its very nature, natural law was superior to 
even canon law.46 Consequently, secular rulers throughout Eu-
rope quickly acknowledged his justification principles as the 
guidelines best suited to international diplomacy (and their in-
dividual interests). By replacing church influence with a code 
based on natural law, Grotius hoped to eliminate the specter of 
a war fought solely for religious reasons. Wars could still be 

“For 12 centuries following the fall of the Western Roman 
Empire, the influence of Church theologians permeated 
Western society, to include political theory. Saint Augustine, 
writing in the 5th century, melded the Roman political per-
spective on just war with emerging Christian theology and 
the practical reality of survival in the face of internal and 
external secular threats, subsequently developing a politi-
cal theory of just war with a uniquely religious twist.” 
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waged, but the checklist justifying them was now more objec-
tive and open to international scrutiny. This list of eight custom-
ary jus ad bellum principles, together with the four legitimate 
causes for waging a just war (defense, repossession of property, 
recovery of debts, and punishment), guided the international com-
munity for over 375 years.

The U.S. Army JAG School defines jus in bello, the second 
Law of War unifying theme, as the collection of legal and moral 
restraints that apply to the conduct of waging war. This body of 
law, sometimes referred to as Regulation of Hostilities Law, or 
Hague/Geneva Law, traces its roots back at least 24 centuries. 
Its lineage traversed several of history’s great civilizations, to 
include the Babylonians, Chinese, and Greeks, but once again, 
it was Hugo Grotius who, in addition to his significant contribu-
tions to the evolution of jus ad bellum theory, proposed a rudi-
mentary collection of regulatory criteria intended to guide com-
batant conduct.47

Grotius proffered three questions intended to serve as regula-
tory jus in bello guidelines: who could be lawfully attacked, 
what means could be employed to do so, and how best to treat 
prisoners?48 These guiding principles continued to evolve over 
the subsequent four centuries. For example, Dr. Francis Lieber 
in 1863 referred to “justice,” “faith,” and “honor” in writing Gen-
eral Orders No. 100,  Instructions for the Government of Armies 
of the United States in the Field; one U.S. Army Law of War 
publication in force during World War I referenced the need to 
apply the principles of “necessity,” “humility,” and “chivalry” 
during combat; and present-day Law of War doctrine recogniz-
es the three principles of “discrimination,” proportionality,” and 
“responsibility” as the foundation on which combatants must 
base their actions.49

This is an appropriate juncture to introduce the dilemma rep-
resented by the tension between the notion of military necessity 
and the regulation of combatant conduct. One of the definitions 
of the word “necessity,” found in Webster’s Dictionary reads 
“pressure of circumstance,” while another makes reference to 
“physical or moral compulsion.” The concept of military neces-
sity is unique, however, in that it pertains to a specific environ-
ment — armed conflict. The concept embodies a principle that 
justifies measures deemed indispensable to secure military suc-
cess, yet not explicitly forbidden by the Law of War.50

Dr. Lieber addressed the dilemma in 1863, and subsequent it-
erations of U.S. Law of War regulations continued the theme in 
the effort to balance what often appeared to be diametrically op-
posed concepts.51 Paul Christopher defines the term as one that 
“specifically addresses the tension inherent in attempting to 
minimize suffering through rules while at the same time employ-
ing a method (violence) that necessarily causes suffering.”52 And 
Douglas Lackey, Professor of Philosophy at City University of 
New York, acknowledges the destruction of life and property as 
“inherently bad, therefore military forces should cause no more 
destruction than strictly necessary to achieve their objectives.”53 
The dilemma is made all the more problematic by subjective, of-
ten collective, interpretation.

How is the Law of War Triggered?

The Law of War has a direct, but temporary, impact on a na-
tion’s sovereignty. Webster’s Dictionary defines a sovereign as 
“one that exercises supreme authority within a limited sphere” 
acting with “freedom from external control.” The legal commu-
nity views domestic law as a “barrier of sovereignty” that func-
tions to protect a state from external interference with its inter-
nal affairs; in certain situations, however, international law can 

displace domestic law. International maritime law is an exam-
ple of such a displacement, and the Law of War is likewise ca-
pable of piercing the barrier of sovereignty and displacing do-
mestic law under the right circumstances. Once triggered, the 
Law of War displaces a state’s domestic law for the duration of 
a conflict to an extent contingent on the nature of said conflict 
— in other words, the predominant status of a nation’s domes-
tic law is restored once the conflict is resolved and the need for 
the application of the Law of War is terminated.54

The Law of War is triggered by a conflict, either international 
or internal in nature, regardless of whether the conflict is recog-
nized by all parties. The following excerpt from Article 2 (com-
mon to all four 1949 Geneva Conventions) clearly outlines this 
standard, and answers the quid pro quo, or reciprocity, issue al-
luded to by Secretary Schlesinger as well:” The present Con-
vention shall apply to all cases of declared war or of any other 
armed conflict which may arise between two or more of the 
High Contracting Parties, even if the state of war is not recog-
nized by one of them. Although one of the Powers in conflict 
may not be a party to the present Convention, the Powers who 
are parties thereto shall remain bound by it in their mutual rela-
tions.”55

The GWOT represents a case where the triggering standard has 
been met, and therein lies the real issue at the heart of the ongo-
ing debate. How do you enforce jus in bello standards when one 
of the combatants refuses to acknowledge customary and con-
ventional international law? Does one abandon all attempts to 
regulate combatant conduct in pursuit of a tactical advantage, or 
does one enforce standards of combatant conduct unilaterally, 
embrace a higher moral purpose, and risk yielding a tactical ad-
vantage? Is there, as some would advocate, a middle ground 
that better reflects the complexity of the COE?

The Law of War Rules Have Not Changed

“No country which relies on the law of the land to regulate the 
lives of its citizens can afford to see that law flouted by its own 
government, even in an insurgency situation. In other words, ev-
erything done by a government and its agents in combating in-
surgency must be legal.”56

The time is right for the international community to review the 
Law of War in light of the GWOT. Without doubt, this review 
will arrive at two findings: Law of War violations are neither ne-
cessary nor excusable for successful prosecution of military op-
erations in any environment; and the Law of War in its current 
form is adequate to the task. Without question, the disciplined 
application of the Law of War at the expense of military neces-
sity has proven challenging, but it is a challenge that our mili-
tary, our political leaders, and all members of the international 
community must address head on. It exists to rigorously frame 
justification for war in the hopes of preventing it, and failing 
that, to regulate combatant conduct by interjecting humanity 
into a violent activity; to be effective, it must be professionally 
taught, enthusiastically trained, and rigorously enforced. Most 
importantly, the Law of War should not be creatively interpret-
ed by any party to a conflict. The decision to comply or violate 
is black or white, right or wrong, legal or illegal; there can be no 
room for equivocation.

Personal opinion aside, the simple truth is this: until Congress 
ratifies an internationally sanctioned revision to the Law of War, 
the rules have not yet changed, and Geneva 1949 remains the le-
gal baseline standard of conduct for all U.S. Armed Forces, re-
gardless of the operational environment. As General Schoomak-
er stated, “We’re going to have to [change] some of the things 
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that made us the best Army in the world. Our values are sacro-
sanct … everything else is on the table.”57

Remaining true to both the letter of conventional international 
law and the spirit of customary international law is without ques-
tion the road less traveled, but as events in Afghanistan, Guan-
tanamo Bay, and Iraq have shown, the alternative carries with it 
significant political implications as well as the potential for near-
irrevocable damage to our country’s international reputation and 
strategic goals.
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In Support of the Military Decisionmaking Process:
A Relevant Tactical Planning Tool for Today and Tomorrow
by Major Bret P. Van Poppel

“[It is] essential that all leaders — from 
subaltern to commanding general — fa-
miliarize themselves with the art of clear, 
logical thinking. It is more valuable to be 
able to analyze one battle situation cor-
rectly, recognize its decisive elements and 
devise a simple, workable solution for it, 
than to memorize all the erudition ever 
written of war.”1

As the modern and future battlefields 
grow more complex and technologically 
based, it will be essential for command-
ers and staffs to plan, decide, and com-
municate effectively. Command and con-
trol will continue to be a key component 
in planning, synchronizing, and project-
ing combat power. Joint Vision 2020 ex-
plains that, “In the joint force of the fu-
ture, command and control will remain 
the primary integrating and coordination 
function for operational capabilities.”2 In 
this vein, the effective and efficient use 
of any planning or decisionmaking mod-
el will be critical to successful battle com-
mand on tomorrow’s battlefield.

To guide planning, the U.S. Army em-
ploys an analytical problemsolving mod-

el: the military decisionmaking process 
(MDMP). The MDMP is U.S. Army doc-
trine and is addressed in detail in FM 5-0, 
Staff Organization and Operations, which 
describes the deliberate form of MDMP 
as a prescriptive process and analytical 
tool. It consists of nine principal steps (in-
cluding rehearsal, and execution and as-
sessment), and encompasses command-
er and staff planning and decisionmak-
ing activities from receipt of mission 
through execution (see Figure 1).3 Com-
manders may also use an abbreviated form 
of the MDMP to accommodate time-lim-
ited planning situations.4

Many opponents criticize the MDMP as 
overly rigid, not adaptable for the future 
force, and contradictory to experienced 
decisionmaking. Nevertheless, the MDMP 
is an effective planning guide for large-
unit staffs and a practical problemsolving 
tool that is relevant on the modern battle-
field. It can be used as prescribed in U.S. 
Army doctrine, or it can be modified by 
employing field-tested enhancements that 
accentuate the staffs’ strengths, mitigate 
risks, and accommodate operational con-

ditions. This article summarizes some of 
the advantages of the MDMP and high-
lights some common improvements that 
commanders and staffs employ to tailor 
the process.

Advantages of the MDMP

As a planning guide, the MDMP is a 
straightforward, analytical model that 
clearly — indeed, in the deliberate form, 
prescriptively — guides planning. FM 
5-0 cites many advantages of the MDMP 
such as analysis of multiple courses of ac-
tion (COAs), and coordination, integra-
tion, and synchronization of an operations 
plan.5 There are several other advantages 
of the MDMP:

• The process blends rigorous struc-
ture and opportunities for critical anal-
ysis to accentuate staff officers’ expe-
rience.

• The model and process are well-in-
tegrated with U.S. Army doctrine. 

• The wargame’s detailed analysis 
aids in synchronizing battlefield oper-
ating sys tems.
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The flexibility of the MDMP accentu-
ates the experience and skills of individ-
ual staff officers. FM 5-0 specifies a mul-
titude of subordinate tasks and staff out-
puts for the deliberate form of MDMP.6 
For the inexperienced staff officer, this de-
gree of rigor can be appropriate and help-
ful. Even for an experienced staff officer, 
the well-defined format of the deliberate 
MDMP provides solid guidance for con-
tinual staff estimates and efficient op-
portunities for critical analysis. For ex-
ample, the mission analysis step dictates 
many staff products, yet it also requires 
critical staff analysis to accurately de-
fine and frame the tactical problem.

Another advantage of the MDMP is its 
strong integration with U.S. Army doc-
trinal manuals. The proceduralized meth-
odology of the MDMP provides a degree 
of process uniformity throughout the Ar-
my. While individual staffs usually tailor 
the MDMP to accentuate their strengths, 
the basic process is common throughout 
all levels of command. For the new staff 
of ficer or commander, the deliberate 
MDMP is a recognizable format. Addi-
tionally, FM 5-0-1, Operational Terms, 
Symbols and Graphics, provides the 
MDMP with consistent doctrinal symbol-
ogy and terminology. This common lan-
guage mitigates some of the confusion 
that would exist without such strong doc-
trine-process linkage.

Wargaming subjects the staff’s COAs to 
a rigorous analysis. The wargame is both 
an analysis tool and a preliminary rehears-
al of the plan and its synchronization. FM 
5-0 ex plains that the wargame helps the 
commander and staff maximize and de-
liver synchronized combat power against 
the enemy, clarify battlefield vision, and 
focus intelligence preparation of the bat-
tlefield (IPB) appropriately.8 The war-
game can also illustrate resource short-
falls and necessary coordinating instruc-
tions between units. COAs that are not 
feasible may be eliminated or substan-
tially revised as a result of the war game. 
When the staff harvests time by employ-
ing an abbreviated process, a single COA 
can be wargamed against multiple ene-
my COAs to optimize flexibility, synchro-
nization, and effectiveness.

Beyond the Manual: Enhancing MDMP

There are many techniques that can be 
used to improve the MDMP and its ap-
plication. Some techniques that are strong-
ly recommended by authors, as well as 
Army training centers, include:

• Tailoring the MDMP to accommo-
date operational conditions.

• Early and active participation by 
the commander.9

• Blending conceptual and analytical 
COAs.

• Focused COA development (also 
known as “directed COA develop-
ment”), especially in the abbreviated 
form of MDMP.10

One of the most important factors in 
high-quality planning is the application of 
the planning model. The commander and 
chief of staff proactively seek to align the 
planning process with the staff’s strengths 
and operational conditions. During time-
limited situations, the MDMP can be ab-
breviated to meet mission and planning 
timelines without significantly sacrific-
ing the plan’s quality. A recent example 
of tailoring the MDMP comes from the 

Preparation

Step 1: Receipt of 
Mission

Execution

Assess
Plan

Execute

PrepareNote 1: A star depicts commander 
activities or decisions. 

Note 2: Rehearsals and backbriefs 
occur during preparation and ensure 
an orderly transition between planning 
and execution. 

Note 3: Preparation and execution, 
while not part of the MDMP, are 
shown to highlight the importance of 
continuous planning throughout the 
operations process. 
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Figure 1: Military Decisionmaking Process7
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101st Airborne Division’s after action re-
view (AAR) of combat operations during 
Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF): “Through 
an abbreviated MDMP, subordinate units 
were provided a task and purpose, task 
organization, commander’s intent, and 
simple graphics. Particularly, when sub-
ordinate units were able to conduct par-
allel planning, this streamlined process 
allowed the division to maintain an oper-
ational tempo that outpaced the enemy’s 
ability to adjust and react.”11

The commander’s input is critical in lead-
ing the planning process. Indeed, he is 
the decisionmaker and must provide in-
sightful, persuasive, and timely guidance 
to direct the staff. FM 3-0, Operations, 
links the commander’s role in the plan-



ning and decisionmaking processes 
with battle command — the art of com-
mand against a hostile and thinking 
enemy.12 Effective battle command re-
quires that commanders visualize their 
operational battlespace, describe their 
operational intent, and direct opera-
tions of subordinate elements.13 Com-
manders can provide this guidance by 
visualizing battlespace and clearly de-
scribing this vision through com mand-
er’s intent and planning guidance.

The commander can improve the 
plan ning and decisionmaking process-
es by developing a separate COA. In 
doing so, the commander can take ad-
vantage of the opportunity to develop 
a conceptual COA using a “top-down” 
approach that leverages his experience 
and intuition.14 Comparatively, staff-
produced COAs are generally “bot-
tom-up” plans that are crafted after de-
composing and analyzing the mis sion. 
Comparing the staff’s “analytical” 
COA and the commander’s “concep-
tual” COA can illuminate potential 
flaws in one or both plans — a stark 
contrast may be an indicator of poor 
planning, poor guidance, or both. Ad-
ditionally, blending analytical and con-
ceptual plans may provide an optimal 
COA.

Focused COA development is a field-
tested technique that can improve the 
MDMP. Instead of developing multiple 
COAs, the staff develops one detailed 
COA. The commander may provide a sec-
ond COA for comparison or a conceptu-
al COA for the staff to refine concomi-
tantly with a staff-generated COA. The 
focused COA technique is often recom-
mended for battalion task forces and bri-
gade combat teams at the Joint Readi-
ness Training Center. More significantly, 
units conducting combat operations in Op-
eration Iraqi Freedom (OIF) employed 
this technique very effectively. For ex-
ample, to deny enemy interdiction of the 
3d Infantry Division’s drive to Baghdad, 
the 101st Airborne Division successfully 
employed a focused COA technique to 
quickly plan and execute the clearing of 
three critical towns in the Karbala Gap: 
“The division was forced into a very com-
pressed MDMP sequence, given only a 
mission order and a hasty revised task or-
ganization to augment the assault battal-
ions with a battalion task force of armor. 
The division was able to move quickly 
into these towns due, in large part, to a 
focused course of action, a future opera-
tions (FRAGO) cell, situational aware-
ness through Eagle JCP and Blue Force 
Tracker, and a rapid dissemination of the 
orders through TACSAT and Eagle.”15

Focused COA development eliminates 
the tendency for staffs to artificially gen-
erate “throw-away” COAs for the pur-
pose of meeting the rigid comparison re-
quirements of the MDMP. A single COA 
does not suggest that the staff fails to con-
sider relevant planning factors. Rather, 
the single COA can be used as a point of 
departure for detailed planning to initial-
ly focus the staff. A single COA may also 
save time that could be reallocated to en-
hance other steps of the MDMP such as 
the wargame.

The MDMP is an effective tactical plan-
ning tool that is relevant on the modern 
battlefield. The process is a proven mod-
el that coordinates and synchronizes op-
erations. Its prescriptive nature provides 
adequate structure for an inexperienced 
staff officer as well as opportunities for 
critical analysis for the seasoned staff of-
ficer or commander. The MDMP’s strong 
doctrinal base ensures process and lan-
guage commonality throughout the Ar-
my. COA analysis and the wargame can 
also improve a plan’s synchronization and 
integration. The 326th Engineer Battalion 
explains the effectiveness of the MDMP 
from its experience during OIF: “The 
MDMP is a tool that works both in com-
bat and when planning future operations. 
It is a continuous process that cannot be 

overdone and has proved to be essen-
tial in war.”16

More so than the process itself, the 
appropriate application of the MDMP 
is critical to planning and decision-
making. Units that successfully em-
ploy the MDMP modify the doctrinal 
process commensurate with the staff’s 
collective skills and operational con-
ditions. Just like any collective task, 
planning requires dedicated and high-
quality training. With battle-focused 
staff training that incorporates rele-
vant lessons from recent operations, 
the MDMP can be a key component in 
synchronizing and projecting combat 
power on tomorrow’s battlefield.
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The Unit Field Ordering Officer in Iraq 
by Captain Michael L. Burgoyne

Units deploying to Iraq may find a short 
write-up in their deployment standard op-
erating procedures (SOP) regarding the 
Class A agent and the field ordering offi-
cer (FOO). These personnel receive cash 
funds for critical supply purchases and 
can be a powerful asset in supply acqui-
sition. With limited supply and transpor-
tation available, deployed units are often 
forced to work with the local economy to 
meet their needs.  However, most logistics 
officers (S4s) and senior supply noncom-
missioned officers (NCOs) have little ex-
perience or working knowledge on the 
common tasks, purposes, and capabilities 
of a Class A agent and FOO. In an under-
developed theater, the FOO can often be 
the only source of supply for certain items 
and faces numerous challenges includ-
ing bureaucracy, availability, and combat 
operations. His ability to overcome these 
obstacles can greatly aid his unit in mis-
sion accomplishment.

Bureaucracy

There are several players involved in 
field ordering operations, including the 
FOO, the Class A agent, the finance of-

fice, resource management personnel, 
contracting personnel, and the unit com-
mander. Successfully navigating through 
a maze of personnel with diverse back-
grounds and motivations is a daunting 
task. Patience, flexibility, and creativity 
are required to reach the ultimate goal — 
supplying soldiers with essential items.

The FOO is a soldier or Department of 
the Army civilian authorized to purchase 
items valued less than $2,500 under the 
supervision of a contracting officer. This 
allows the unit representative to make 
small purchases for a deployed unit when 
a local merchant does not accept credit 
cards. Note: NIPRNET connections and 
DHL delivery allow units to use govern-
ment purchase cards in Iraq; do not de-
stroy government purchase cards, bring 
them. In essence, the FOO is an officer, 
usually the S4, appointed by the com-
mander to buy critical items on the econ-
omy with cash.

The Class A agent is a sergeant first 
class (SFC) or higher, who maintains con-
trol of the funds authorized to the FOO. 
The Class A agent is responsible for 

making payments and keeping track of 
the funds.

The finance office performs a vital role 
in the process — they have the money. Fi-
nance will train and appoint the Class A 
agent and issue him funds. Most finance 
offices will assist FOO teams by provid-
ing extra hours or appointment times sep-
arate from normal operating hours.

Resource management (RM) is a sub-
unit of a division or corps G4 staff. These 
soldiers, warrant officers, and civilians 
control and manage budgeting for their 
organizations. The FOO submits a DA 
Form 3953, “Purchase Request and Com-
mitment Form,” to the RM office, who 
completes the form with funding autho-
rizations and documents expenditures af-
ter they have been spent. The RM should 
be treated with respect and reverence, as 
they determine how much cash the unit 
will receive.

Contracting officers, similar to purchas-
ing officers, have two chains of com-
mand: a contracting finance chain and a 
tactical command chain. Contracting of-
ficers can be found at division, corps, and 
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in some cases, at the separate brigade-
sized unit level. FOOs receive training and 
appointment orders from the contracting 
office. The contractor approves or disap-
proves the purchases made by the FOO. 
In addition, contracting officers can make 
larger purchases for items over $2,500, 
which requires the S4 to submit a DA 
Form 3953 to the contracting office.

The battalion commander is in charge of 
conducting operations in a combat envi-
ronment. He, his staff, and his command-
ers will generate multiple requirements 
for supplies and services. It is the duty of 
the FOO to fill those requirements to the 
best of his ability to allow the command-
er to successfully complete his missions.

Becoming a functional field ordering 
team is a complicated and painful pro-
cess. It is in the best interest of any de-
ploying unit to accomplish as much of the 
paperwork and training as possible prior 
to reaching theater.

The FOO and Class A agent must initial-
ly be appointed in writing by the battalion 
commander. Once that is complete, the 
Class A agent can receive training from 
the servicing finance unit and receive ap-
pointment orders from the finance office. 
The FOO receives training from the con-
tracting officer and receives a memo an-
notating he has completed the training. 
With training memos and appointment 
orders in hand, the field ordering team 

meets with RM, who will need copies of 
appointment orders for the FOO and Class 
A agent, a signature card from the bat-
talion commander, completion of train-
ing documentation from contracting and 
finance, and the DA Form 3953. Note: 
The field ordering team should come pre-
pared, thus avoiding the perils of “the 
copy machine is not for customers” men-
talities. Once RM has approved a fund-
ing limit, usually $10,000 for a battalion, 
the field ordering team returns to con-
tracting to receive orders for the FOO and 
get document numbers for Standard Form 
(SF) 44s. The SF44 works like a receipt 
and is used to track purchases. After re-
ceiving that document, the whole file of 
certifications, forms, and memos is taken 
to finance and the FOO team receives the 
cash.

Once purchases are complete, the FOO 
clears his purchases with contracting and 
receives a memo clearing the SF44s. The 
Class A agent clears finance and the field 
ordering team clears RM. Throughout the 
clearing process, the team replicates the 
initial appointment process as they reach 
each location. Field ordering teams should 
keep extra copies of all documentation in 
case it must be resubmitted.

This process is confusing, frustrating, 
and even more complicated when moving 
over hundreds of miles on dangerous 
main supply routes. Adding to the confu-

sion is the constant changeover of person-
nel and procedures. Over the course of a 
deployment, a FOO can expect to see nu-
merous ‘correct’ methods for filling out 
the SF44 and DA3953. Much of the frus-
tration can be averted through the use of 
digital nonsecure voice terminal (DNVT) 
calls and e-mail. Having a scanner and 
SIPRNET/NIPRNET access to send doc-
uments can limit face-to-face time and 
often eliminates the need for high-risk 
convoy operations. Prior to deployment, 
field ordering teams should coordinate 
with their supporting agencies and deter-
mine exactly how the process will be or-
ganized.

Availability

Preparing for deployment and opera-
tions is the key to success; however, even 
the best units are unable to predict every-
thing they will need to accomplish the 
mission. S4s in Iraq face the daunting task 
of building up base camps, or often mul-
tiple base camps, in austere conditions. In 
addition, armor and other non-infantry 
units conduct missions not commonly 
trained or resourced.

Some of the most challenging types of 
items to acquire are technology or com-
puter hardware items. The desert heat, 
sand, and general wear and tear create a 
high demand for computer technology. 
Some common requisitions include: flash 
drives, T-5 cable, monitors, printers, print-

“Conducting a stability and support operation/high-intensity operation is complex 
and requires a number of supplies not com monly found in a unit supply room 
or mod ified table of organization and equipment (MTOE). These items include: 

surefire lights, urban breach kits, metal detector wands, generator light sets, weld-
ing kits, helicopter landing pads, fencing, satellite phones, and detainee re-

straints. Although usually supplied through the U.S. Army’s supply system, the 
FOO can find a number of these items available for local purchase or contract.”
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Baghdad and other large cities offer a 
large selection of items; however, street 
vendors and shops pose a great security 
risk to the FOO team.

The best source of supply for the FOO 
is the contractor or general merchant. 
These free-market capitalists want a piece 
of the rebuilding pie and have no conflict 
of interest. They are interested in one 
thing — money. The simplicity of the ar-
rangement makes these individuals in-
valuable to the FOO.

Iraqi contractors may be store owners or 
company owners. The best way to find 
them is to meet with local leaders, trans-
lators, police, or any Iraqis the unit trusts 
and ask them about local businessmen. 
Fellow S4s or FOOs in other units may 
also have contacts with good vendors who 
can handle more business. The FOO must 
be wary of local leaders and administra-
tors with whom he speaks. The demand 
for the dollar is strong and they want to 
act as a middleman to make money on the 
deal. Once a potential Iraqi contractor is 
identified, work a limited test deal and as-
sess the process. The end-state of this 
transaction is good for all involved — 
money flows into the Iraqi economy and 
goods flow into the hands of soldiers.

The other type of contractor is the trans-
national company. These companies are 
usually built by enterprising Arabs or oth-
er foreign nationals who have been cash-
ing in on U.S. efforts in Afghanistan and 

er cartridges, 220-110 power converters, 
“A” disk drives, universal serial bus 
(USB) hubs, USB cables, and network 
hubs. The unit signal officer should be 
prepared to completely build a garrison-
style computer network. Note: Kuwait 
has an excellent ready supply of technol-
ogy products and general supply stores 
located in a lower-risk environment than 
that of Iraq. FOOs should make every ef-
fort to fill technology product needs dur-
ing reception, staging, onward movement, 
and integration (RSOI).

Quality-of-life items are also critical to 
soldiers deployed far from home. Com-
fort improves performance and makes life 
a little more tolerable. Soldiers want beds, 
adequate plumbing, air conditioning, ice, 
chairs and tables, washers and dryers, sat-
ellite TV, satellite phones, weight sets, 
cleaning supplies, and video games. It is 
these items that bring about the FOO’s 
biggest problems. According to regula-
tions, field ordering teams are not autho-
rized to purchase Class I or morale, wel-
fare, and recreational (MWR) items — 
FOO funds are for emergency purchases 
only. At this point, the FOO is faced with 
a soldier’s needs and a battalion com-
mander ordering him to break a regula-
tion.

The FOO cannot make everyone happy, 
which must be acknowledged. The key to 
getting the most for soldiers and avoid-
ing a no-pay-due is to work with the con-
tracting office. By calling the contracting 
officer and relating the requirement, the 
FOO can either receive permission to pur-
chase with his funds or submit a separate 
DA3953, which will be contracted by the 
contracting officer. The brigade or divi-
sion contracting officer usually has autho-
rization for purchases up to $200,000. 
Separate MWR funds are also available. 
It is important to remember that the mon-
ey the FOO is using is for soldiers and 
their mission. If the battalion command-
er wants money for an item, there is a way 
to purchase it, and between the FOO and 
contracting officer, they will find it.

Conducting a stability and support oper-
ation/high-intensity operation is complex 
and requires a number of supplies not 
com monly found in a unit supply room 
or mod ified table of organization and 
equipment (MTOE). These items include: 
surefire lights, urban breach kits, metal 
detector wands, generator light sets, weld-
ing kits, helicopter landing pads, fencing, 
satellite phones, and detainee restraints. 
Although usually supplied through the 
U.S. Army’s supply system, the FOO can 
find a number of these items available for 
local purchase or contract. To fill vast and 

diverse needs of the unit, the FOO must 
find reliable civilian sources for his pur-
chases. Suppliers can be broken down in-
to three categories; local leaders, Iraqi 
vendors, and contractors.

Local leaders are a ready source of sup-
plies and may be the only available source. 
While they can deliver supplies, using lo-
cal sheiks or community leaders as sup-
ply sources can create numerous prob-
lems. The FOO is not an operations offi-
cer and local community leaders often 
confuse roles and will ask FOOs to help 
them with operational problems. The 
FOO may find himself complicating re-
lationships between the command and the 
civilians in the area of responsibility 
(AOR). The FOO’s ready cash flow may 
tempt a railroad technician or mayor to 
spend all of his time finding brooms and 
mops instead of fixing infrastructure.

In cases where the local security situa-
tion is sketchy at best, local sheiks or 
community leaders may be the only peo-
ple secure enough to conduct business 
with coalition forces without fear of death. 
Additionally, the FOO must coordinate 
with the S2 to ensure that he is not inad-
vertently funding personnel on the black 
and gray list. Local leaders can be effec-
tive, but the FOO must be wary of con-
flicts of interest and the mission impact 
his purchases will have. Iraqi street ven-
dors, depending on location, offer a wide 
range of supplies. Shops and stands in 

“In cases where the local security situation is sketchy at best, local sheiks or community leaders 
may be the only people secure enough to conduct business with coalition forces without fear of 
death. Additionally, the FOO must coordinate with the S2 to ensure that he is not inadvertently 
funding personnel on the black and gray list. Local leaders can be effective, but the FOO must be 
wary of conflicts of interest and the mission impact his purchases will have.”
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Iraq. Without question, this is the most 
professional and efficient source of sup-
plies or services. These companies and 
individuals can find technology items and 
other hard-to-find products. These per-
sonnel can be contacted by Thuraya phone 
and e-mail and can rapidly fill demands.

A good field ordering team will devel-
op several relationships and use them to 
suit all their needs. An effective method 
is to use local vendors and contractors 
for simple, easy-to-find items and labor. 
The more prominent Iraqi contractors 
and trans national companies are used for 
hard-to-find items and expensive projects. 
By spreading out funds and providing re-
dundancy, the FOO can help the econo-
my and ensure a ready source of supplies. 
Dealing with the local population can be 
extremely rewarding — the FOO will 
sample local food, learn about local cus-
toms, and gain insight into a fascinating 
people.

Combat Operations

Conducting FOO missions in a sensi-
tive combat environment offers some real 
challenges to the FOO and his team. Pri-
or to deployment and operations, the FOO 
must create a functional team and train 
them on convoy operations, buying off 
the street, buying at a vendor’s location, 
and buying at an agreed-on location. One 
major complication for the FOO is the 
composition of forces during missions. 
Often the team will change or take on ad-
ditional personnel and vehicles. The FOO 
must ensure all personnel are trained and 
ready to conduct operations with maxi-
mum security.

Convoy operations are a regular part of 
all operations in Iraq. The FOO can ex-
pect to participate in a large number of 
convoys on highways, in villages, through 
cities, in markets, and on unimproved 
roads. FOOs must read and internalize 
the field manuals and Center for Army 
Lessons Learned (CALL) references on 
Iraqi convoy operations. FOO teams 
should follow the fundamentals listed be-
low when conducting convoy operations:

• Maintain 360-degree security at all 
times — identify lead and rear gun trucks, 
minimum of two.

• Stay alert.

• Limit movement to mission-critical 
only — limit movement of critical assets, 
such as water and fuel trucks, to smallest 
number required and limit all night move-
ment to mission-critical.

• Speed is security — do not stop or 
slow convoy; the more time spent in one 
place, the more time the enemy has to or-
ganize an attack.

• Overwhelming violence of action — 
all enemy contact should be met with un-
compromising, accurate, and relentless 
firepower.

Buying off the street can be hazardous 
business. The field operating team must 
develop and implement detailed SOPs to 
execute this mission. Basic fundamentals 
include: maintaining 360-degree securi-
ty; maintaining local security within 15 
meters of vehicle; completing the deal 
quickly; and exiting the site using a dif-
ferent route.

The basic steps of the operation are sim-
ilar to a cordon and search operation. The 
unit moves to the block where the shop is 
located and creates a perimeter in which 
the field ordering team operates. The cor-
don does not isolate the shop, but offers 
security and can immediately offer 360-
degree fires. Gunners and riflemen must 
identify sectors of fire and ensure all av-
enues of approach are covered. Elements 
conducting perimeter security must also 
provide local security around vehicles 
due to handheld explosive or grenade 
threats. When the FOO determines out-
side security has been met, he will begin 
shopping. Because the cordon is not an 
isolating action, and because the FOO 
will be concealed from perimeter forces 
inside a shop, he must also be protected. 
A personal security detachment, made 
up of one or two personnel, must accom-
pany the FOO (this can be the Class A 
agent, but preferably a separate individu-
al). When conducting an exchange, the 
FOO and Class A agent will be focused 
on the vendor and must be covered by 
another soldier. The threat to the team is 
the concealed knife, pistol, or the hidden 
mujhad in the back room. The Class A 
agent should not make it known that he 
has the money until the deal is complete. 
Separating the FOO and the money makes 
it more difficult for insurgents to identify 
the man holding the cash. The deal should 
be completed in less than 15 minutes and 
the team out of the area as quickly as pos-
sible. The longer the team is on site, the 
longer insurgent forces have to create an 
ambush. A simple intelligence prepara-
tion of the battlefield will tell any FOO 
that insurgents need funds and a $10,000-
$20,000 payday makes the team a high 
payoff target.

Making a street-vendor purchase at a 
vendor’s house poses similar security 
risks. Arab custom forbids a host from 
harming a guest; however, security mea-
sures remain the same. Several addition-
al complications occur when working out 
of a vendor’s house — the vendor is im-
mediately identified by his neighbors as 
a supporter of coalition forces. A time 
must be set for the meeting, which leaves 
the team open to ambush en route or on 
site. When inside a shop or house, the 
personal security detachment may be 
tempted to let their guard down and be 
part of the process, which must be dis-
couraged. If at all possible, meeting at a 
vendor’s house should be avoided. Hav-
ing the vendor meet the FOO at an estab-
lished base camp is the safest method for 

“Buying off the street can be hazardous business. The field operating team must develop and im-
plement detailed SOPs to execute this mission. Basic fundamentals include: maintaining 360-de-
gree security; maintaining local security within 15 meters of vehicle; completing the deal quickly; 
and exiting the site using a different route.”

Continued on Page 45
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“Because of what we’ve learned in com-
bat, we’re now putting people through 
training scenarios where there’s no solu-
tion. In the past, you were measured on 
how you complied with doctrine and used 
it to organize and accomplish your ob-
jective. …We want an adaptive organi-
zation full of problem solvers. We want 
them to know how to think, not just what 
to think.”

— General Peter Schoomaker, 
Chief of Staff, Army

As indicated by General Schoomaker’s 
statement above, today’s nonlinear oper-
ational environment requires multidimen-
sional thinking, planning, and execution 
where leaders and soldiers alike must be 
prepared to fight the “three-block war.”1 
Leaders at all levels require information 
in the form of intelligence to help solve 
problems, make decisions, and maintain 
situational awareness (SA). How we col-
lect and manage information is critical. A 
key aspect of this dynamic is the ability of 
troop and company commanders to incor-
porate intelligence, surveillance, and re-
connaissance (ISR) into planning and ex-
ecution for all operations and express 

their intent for ISR in the form of recon-
naissance focus.2

Leaders must understand that reconnais-
sance is a continuous process conducted 
during all missions from raids and com-
bat patrols to movement and contact. As 
defined by U.S. Army Field Manual (FM) 
3.20-95, “reconnaissance is a focused col-
lection effort. It is performed before, dur-
ing, and after other operations to provide 
information used in the intelligence prep-
aration of the battlefield (IPB) process, 
and the military decisionmaking process 
(MDMP) for the commander and staff to 
formulate, confirm, or modify the con-
cept, and to acquire and attack targets to 
support the targeting process.”3 For the 
troop or company commander, this all 
boils down to three basic questions:

• What information do we need to bring 
the fight to the enemy?

• What information does higher head-
quarters need for planning and targeting?

• How do we focus our eyes and ears on 
finding that information during the execu-
tion of all operations?

The troop or company commander is the 
critical linchpin between soldiers on the 
ground executing operations and the 
headquarters planning future operations. 
The commander’s ability to answer the 
first two questions and express them in a 
clear and concise reconnaissance focus is 
essential. Not only will this help platoons 
maintain an offensive mindset, but it also 
ensures that all unit actions are focused 
on the higher headquarters’ endstate. Un-
fortunately, not all troop and company 
commanders have a strong grasp of the 
fundamentals of ISR planning and oper-
ations and how they impact mission ex-
ecution. As a result, information collec-
tion, one of the five activities of informa-
tion management as described in FM 3-
20.971, is not completely achieved.4 For-
tunately, for the time-strapped command-
er, ISR planning does not need to be all 
consuming.

Doctrine for ISR generally addresses the 
battalion/task force staff, as the troop or 
company is viewed as one of the resourc-
es to execute the ISR plan. As a result, 
most doctrine for the troop and company 
covers the fundamentals of reconnais-

Troop-level ISR Planning and Execution
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sance, security, and the critical tasks of 
each mission, but does not address the 
‘how and why’ of ISR. The lack of clear 
doctrine should not stop the troop or com-
pany commander from developing his 
own ISR plan integrated with his higher 
headquarters. Essentially, there are six 
steps the commander takes to develop and 
execute an ISR plan:

• Establish common operating picture 
(COP)/situational awareness.

• Determine commander’s critical infor-
mation requirements (CCIR)/information 
requirements (IR).

• Develop reconnaissance focus.

• Receive and pass reports.

• Modify/adjust reconnaissance focus.

• Gather feedback from higher.

Overlaid on the collection management 
cycle, a systematic approach to ISR plan-
ning and execution may look like the fol-
lowing:5

Step 1: Develop requirements. The 
commander must develop a valid and in-
tegrated ISR plan to establish situational 
awareness throughout his area of opera-
tions (AO) and gain a solid understanding 
of his higher headquarters’ concept for fu-
ture operations and lethal and nonlethal 
targeting. The two keys to this are: build-
ing the same COP as the higher headquar-
ters’ tactical operations center (TOC); and 
getting boots on the ground. As much as 
possible, the unit’s command post must 
replicate the COP displayed in the higher 
headquarters’ TOC. This includes copies 
of the S2’s pattern analysis tools, the S3’s 
operational graphics, and outputs of the 

lethal and nonlethal targeting meetings. 
By having this information, the troop 
commander and platoon leaders are better 
able to plan for operations and “see” what 
higher is seeing.

Even with an integrated COP, the com-
mander cannot truly understand his AO 
unless he leaves the forward operating 
base (FOB) and explores his surround-
ings. He can accomplish this by accom-
panying subordinate units on missions 
and by meeting local leaders. Just getting 
out and seeing what his subordinates see 
will assist the commander in developing 
his information requirements.

Once the commander has identified his 
AO and essential tasks during mission 
analysis, he can determine what CCIR/
IR he can expect his platoons to answer 
based on his understanding of the AO and 
what relevant information his higher 
headquarters is seeking. FM 3-20.971 
describes relevant information as “all in-
formation of importance to the troop com-
mander and to higher headquarters in the 
exercise of command and control.”6 What 
information does the S2 need to support 
his pattern analysis, which may lead to 
the S3 planning a mission to disrupt that 
pattern? What indicators are the squad-
ron seeking that may trigger a decision 
to conduct a raid against suspected ene-
my forces within the troop AO? What in-
telligence gaps exist in the targeting pro-
cess? The commander pulls this infor-
mation from the squadron CCIR and IR, 
the lethal and nonlethal targeting lists, 
and his own information requirements. 
Once the commander has determined the 
IR, he can develop his reconnaissance fo-
cus.

Step 2: Develop collection plan. Re-
connaissance focus is how the command-
er prioritizes the information required to 
bring the fight to the enemy and the in-
formation higher headquarters requires 
for planning and targeting. Doctrine char-
acterizes this information by threat, soci-
ety, infrastructure, and terrain, and how 
it relates to the higher headquarters’ in-
formation requirements.7 The amount of 
time units have been in the AO, the types 
of missions being considered, and the tar-
geting process all effect the focus. As a 
minimum, reconnaissance focus should: 
address key reconnaissance or security 
tasks to be executed in the form of threat, 
society, infrastructure, and terrain; and 
translate how the commander envisions 
taking the fight to the enemy in the form 
of purpose/intent.

Coupled with the commander’s CCIR 
and higher headquarters’ CCIR, this pro-
vides platoon leaders with a clear under-
standing and picture of what relevant in-
formation to look for and how it affects 
the fight.

Step 3 and 4: Task or request collec-
tion and disseminate. Reconnaissance 
focus can come in the form of the com-
mander’s reconnaissance guidance, which 
covers focus, tempo, and engagement cri-
teria, or may simply be a subsection of 
paragraph three to the operations order 
(OPORD) or fragmentary order (FRA-
GO).8 Regardless of the format used, the 
key is that it can be clearly understood 
and supports both the unit’s and higher 
headquarters’ information requirements. 
To ensure subordinates understand the re-
connaissance focus and ISR plan, the 
commander must integrate them into his 
rehearsal. Subordinates should backbrief 
the reconnaissance focus and CCIR and 
the commander should involve at least 
one action during the rehearsal that ei-
ther answers a CCIR or relates to the re-
connaissance focus.

Step 5: Evaluate reporting. During 
and after mission execution, the com-
mander must have a plan or system in 

“Based on the commander’s reconnais-
sance focus, the platoon on combat pa-
trol questions locals about suspicious or 
unusual activity near each of the three 
NAIs and develops detailed overlays 
of possible counterattack routes and 
ambush points around TAIs 1-3. They 
report that a local shopkeeper, whose 
store is near NAI 2, has seen a white 
van stop along the roadside every night 
between 2300 hours and 0100 hours, 
just prior to an IED explosion.”
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place for how he will gather information 
from platoons and how he adjusts recon 
focus. Reporting and information flow is 
always a focus for scouts and should be 
standard operating procedure within any 
unit. However, if the commander has not 
built a thorough ISR plan, he probably 
has not thought about how or what to shift 
his platoon’s reconnaissance focus to dur-
ing operations. If his platoons answer a 
CCIR or an IR, the commander and com-
mand post must know whether the infor-
mation was passed higher, to whom the 
information was passed and how the in-
formation was passed — the information 
effects the reconnaissance focus. If the 
commander has visibility of the squad-
ron’s planning process, he can anticipate 
how different answers to CCIR effect his 
own reconnaissance focus. With a gener-
al knowledge of this information, the 
commander is prepared to shift his recon 
focus rapidly during execution.

The commander also needs to address 
how the troop collects and passes infor-
mation after the unit returns to the FOB; 
prepare a standard format for a patrol de-
brief; monitor who conducts the patrol 
debrief and where; observe how well the 
command post understands the ISR plan; 
and decide how to handle CCIR/IR and 
how that information is passed to higher 
headquarters. These procedures may seem 
simple, but they are not something caval-
ry and armor units routinely train.

Step 6: Update collection plan. The 
commander must be ready to adjust his 
reconnaissance focus as the situation 
changes or develops. Changes to his re-
con focus may be driven by external 
events, internal events, or by feedback 
from higher about the information his unit 
is collecting. Regardless of the source, the 
commander must be prepared to adjust 
his focus as required to ensure he is col-
lecting the most relevant data in the fluid 
contemporary operating environment. The 
commander must remain actively in-
volved in focusing his units to gather 
valuable information that he can use to 
conduct enemy attacks and his higher 
headquarters can use in their planning and 
targeting processes.

A commander can establish measures of 
effectiveness (MOE) to help him deter-
mine whether or not he needs to adjust his 
reconnaissance focus. MOE is quantifi-
able data that indicate the effectiveness 
of actions in achieving MOE/supporting 
tasks.9 Basically, MOE are the indicators 
that aid the commander in assessing 
whether or not his operation is having the 
desired effect. If the intent of an opera-
tion, or series of operations, is to disrupt 
or defeat insurgent activity in a certain 
AO, then supporting MOE may include 
decreased ambushes, decreased IED 
events, an increase in human intelligence 
(HUMINT), and a friendly or more re-
ceptive population. MOE help the com-
mander evaluate and adjust his reconnais-
sance focus over an extended period of 
time as he works toward achieving his 
endstate.

The commander also updates his collec-
tion plan through feedback from higher 
headquarters, which is based on reports 
his unit submits and pattern analysis 
changes. Feedback is important for two 
reasons. First, it allows the commander to 
show cause and effect to his soldiers. If 
the higher headquarters executes a raid 
based on information reported, the com-
mander can use that to reinforce to his 
soldiers the importance of their mission 
and the value of continuous reconnais-
sance. Second, the commander can eval-
uate his own ability to develop and infer 
relevant information.

Through interaction with the command-
er, S2, and S3, the troop commander can 
determine if he is providing the right in-
formation, and if not, why. The com-
mander uses this information to adjust his 
future ISR planning and reporting pro-
cesses. Changes made to the S2’s pattern 
analysis also effect the troop or company 

commander’s reconnaissance focus. As 
the enemy adjusts his operations to coun-
ter our actions, we must then adjust our 
recon focus to look for and identify new 
patterns, subsequently attacking those 
patterns. At the completion of this step, 
the commander is then prepared to con-
tinue the collection management cycle 
while keeping his soldiers focused on 
finding relevant information to support 
both the troop and higher headquarters.

The following vignette shows the pro-
cess for a troop or company commander 
executing an ISR plan in the field:

Alpha Troop conducted a transfer of au-
thority three months ago and has been ex-
ecuting daily convoy escort missions 
throughout the squadron AO, as well as 
combat patrols in the troop AO to deter/
defeat insurgents. In the past two weeks, 
there has been a steady increase in the 
number of IED attacks against U.S. pa-
trols throughout the squadron AO. Based 
on pattern analysis, the S2 developed a 
series of named areas of interest (NAIs) 
across the squadron sector. Three of these 
NAIs are in the troop AO. Having trav-
eled with several patrols by the identified 
locations, the commander knows that each 
one has at least two egress points for in-
surgents to use after detonating an IED. 
The troop commander has discussed these 
locations with the S3, and the squadron 
has established targets on each route and 
integrated them into the targeting pro-
cess. The troop commander determines 
that based on his missions, the following 
is relevant information for his counter-
IED efforts:

• IED/insurgent activity that supports 
the S2s pattern analysis.

• IED/insurgent activity that indicates a 
new pattern.

“After several weeks of successful op-
erations, IED and small arms ambushes 
decrease and the unit can focus more 
resources on rebuilding the local infra-
structure, thereby gaining support from 
the population. Based on MOE (de-
creased attacks, decreased IEDs, in-
creased information volunteered by the 
population), the commander once again 
adjusts his reconnaissance focus add-
ing infrastructure and society compo-
nents to support the rebuilding effort.”
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• Locations of potential hide sites for 
command detonation of IEDs and loca-
tion of ingress/egress routes.
• IED emplacement times and patterns 

(supports lethal targeting by giving win-
dow for observers).

From his list of relevant information, he 
develops the following priority intelli-
gence requirements (PIR) to support the 
IED NAIs:

• IED or insurgent activity vicinity NAIs 
1-3.
• Any activity vicinity target area of in-

terest (TAI) 1-3.
• Newly dug holes or disturbed earth on 

any MSR.

The commander then issues the follow-
ing reconnaissance focus in his OPORD: 

“Confirm TAIs 1-3 as possible ambush 
locations overwatching NAIs 1-3 and 
identify counterattack routes into those 
positions in order to (IOT) set the condi-
tions for counter-IED ambushes. Deter-
mine IED emplacement times/methods 
through HUMINT and observation of 
IED placement indicators (insurgent re-
con/rehearsal, newly dug holes or dis-
turbed earth, components emplaced/not 
armed) IOT allow the squadron to refine 
its lethal targeting plan.”

In conjunction with the PIR, this pro-
vides platoon leaders a focus outside of 
their assigned convoy escort and combat 
patrol missions that keeps them working 
toward taking the fight to the enemy.

 During execution of operations the fol-
lowing day, the convoy escort platoon 
identifies three four-feet by two-feet holes 

spaced approximately 50 meters apart 
along the MSR in an adjacent troop’s 
sector. Because this is a PIR for the troop 
commander and part of his reconnais-
sance focus, the platoon leader immedi-
ately reports the incident. Identifying this 
as an indicator of IED preparation, the 
commander relays this information to the 
adjacent troop and to the squadron. The 
S3 and fire support officer (FSO) use this 
information to refine their lethal effects 
plan and adjust unmanned aerial vehicle 
(UAV) coverage to overwatch the loca-
tion. As a result, the squadron is able to 
destroy four insurgents as they attempt to 
emplace three 152mm IEDs during the 
night. The commander relays this infor-
mation to the platoon as a job well done 
and reinforces the importance of contin-
uous reconnaissance/observation during 
all operations.

Based on the commander’s reconnais-
sance focus, the platoon on combat patrol 
questions locals about suspicious or un-
usual activity near each of the three NAIs 
and develops detailed overlays of pos-
sible counterattack routes and ambush 
points around TAIs 1-3. They report that 
a local shopkeeper, whose store is near 
NAI 2, has seen a white van stop along the 
roadside every night between 2300 hours 
and 0100 hours, just prior to an IED ex-
plosion. The commander adds identifica-
tion and search of any white van to his re-
connaissance focus and directs his third 
platoon to conduct snap traffic control 
points (TCPs) from 2200 hours to 0200 
hours. During one such TCP, 3d Platoon 
stops a white van heading toward NAI 2. 
While searching the vehicle, they find sev-
eral IEDs hidden in the floorboards and 

detain the occupants. Several days later, 
the commander follows-up on the detain-
ees and is informed that they were paid 
to bury the explosives in holes that had 
already been dug and they would mark 
the site with two pickets spaced 50 me-
ters apart on either side of the IED am-
bush. However, they had no information 
on who carried out the actual ambush. 
The commander adjusts his reconnais-
sance focus and PIR to include this in-
formation and works with the S2 to up-
date the pattern analysis and IED place-
ment indicators.

A week later, during combat patrol de-
briefs, the troop XO discovers that there is 
a newly emplaced pile of rocks near NAI 
1 and several pickets were placed about 
50 meters apart on either side of the rock 
pile. It was not reported because the pla-
toon was focused on a vehicle that was 
moving erratically and attempting to pass 
their convoy at the time they crossed NAI 
1. Based on this information, the troop 
commander coordinates with the S3 to 
conduct a counter-IED ambush on TAI 1. 
Using the squadron UAV and two pla-
toons, the troop establishes overwatch on 
the ingress and egress routes of the sus-
pected ambush initiation point. Several 
hours later, UAV and scouts identify five 
personnel moving by foot into the area. 
Through observation with long-range ad-
vanced scout surveillance system (LRAS) 
and UAV, they identify rocket propelled 
grenades and small arms. The engage-
ment is brief but lethal. As the scouts 
clear the objective, they discover a re-
mote initiation device and the explosive 
ordnance disposal team detonates four 
152mm IEDs located in the rockpile.

“Although reconnaissance and security operations are not key tasks for most operations executed on today’s battlefield, a troop or 
company commander cannot ignore the importance of ISR integration. A clear and concise ISR plan supports the collection of rele-
vant information and keeps soldiers in an offensive mindset, hunting for the enemy and for information.”

44 — September-October 2005



the FOO team. However, the vendor again 
becomes vulnerable to observation by in-
surgents. Using a vendor who lives out-
side of the city or neighborhood in which 
the FOO operates can alleviate the prob-
lem. Using periods of darkness or early 
morning hours can also limit observation. 
Every effort must be made with the unit 
guarding the gate to conceal the vendor 
and rapidly move him inside the com-
pound.

An agreed-on location is another excel-
lent form of meeting. The vendor may be 
wary of meeting the FOO at his base 
camp but amenable to meeting at another 
camp. The vendor may desire a roadside 
meeting. By coordinating with combat 
forces, the FOO can conduct a meeting 
at a checkpoint under the ruse of a vehi-
cle inspection. The same dangers exist as 
the house meet. The vendor’s awareness 
of the team’s location and movement time 
leave the team vulnerable to ambush or 
improvised explosive device (IED) at-
tack. During all FOO operations, main-
taining a level of unpredictability is key 
to avoiding deliberate ambushes.

Some other methods for conducting pur-
chases involve a number of unforeseen 
fac ets. Iraqis have been businessmen and 
traders since the Silk Road. Bartering is 
part of every deal and everything is nego-
tiable. Expect vendors who have an es-
tablished relationship with a FOO to of-
fer gifts and money as a “cut” of the deal. 
This is customary in Iraqi business and 
should not be seen as a blight on the char-
acter of the vendor. The FOO must make 
it clear from the beginning that he is not 
permitted to accept gifts and money. Do 
not use the Iraqi dinar; if vendors want 
to make money, they will find a way to 
work in U.S. dollars. The speed and stress 
level under which transactions are com-
pleted can lead to confusing math and 
tracking problems. A system for manag-
ing the money must be used. A check-
book-style ledger or money management 
software program is a crucial asset for a 
FOO team.

The FOO is a powerful tool for a battal-
ion operating in Iraq. With limited supply 
lines open, the FOO often is the only sup-
ply source. Effective planning and train-

Field Ordering Officer continued from Page 40

ing prior to deployment pays big divi-
dends to a FOO team. An effective FOO 
can boost morale, improve quality of life, 
improve the Iraqi economy, build posi-
tive working relationships with Iraqis, 
and provide the supplies necessary for 
conducting operations. By manipulating 
the staggeringly complex bureaucracy, 
finding the supplies, and safely conduct-
ing combat operations, the FOO can be a 
powerful combat multiplier.

Captain Michael Burgoyne is currently serving 
as commander, C Troop, 3d Squadron, 7th U.S. 
Cavalry (3-7 Cav), 3d Infantry Division, Bagh-
dad, Iraq. He received a B.A. from the Univer-
sity of Arizona. His military education includes 
the Armor Officers Basic Course, Armor Cap-
tains Career Course, Combined Arms and 
Services Staff School, Scout Platoon Lead-
ers Course, Cavalry Leaders Course, Airborne 
School, and Air Assault School. He has served 
in various command and staff positions, to in-
clude assistant S3, 3-7 Cav, Fort Stewart, GA; 
S4, 1st Squadron, 3d Armored Cavalry Regi-
ment (1/3 ACR), Al Anbar, Iraq; tank platoon 
leader, scout platoon leader, and troop XO, A 
Troop, 1/3 ACR, Fort Carson, CO.
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After several weeks of successful oper-
ations, IED and small arms ambushes de-
crease and the unit can focus more re-
sources on rebuilding the local infrastruc-
ture, thereby gaining support from the 
population. Based on MOE (decreased 
attacks, decreased IEDs, increased in-
formation volunteered by the population), 
the commander once again adjusts his re-
connaissance focus adding infrastructure 
and society components to support the re-
building effort.

Even though the troop did not have a re-
connaissance mission, the troop com-
mander took the time to develop an ISR 
plan, issue reconnaissance focus, and up-
date/adjust his plan and focus as the situ-
ation changed. As a result, his leaders and 
soldiers remained offensively focused and 
were able to identify several IED sites and 
destroy insurgents. This generalized and 
simple vignette hopefully captured how 
easy it is for a commander to develop, is-
sue, and refine an ISR plan that supports 
the needs of higher headquarters and 
keeps subordinates focused on bringing 
the fight to the enemy.

Although reconnaissance and security 
operations are not key tasks for most op-
erations executed on today’s battlefield, a 
troop or company commander cannot ig-
nore the importance of ISR integration. A 

clear and concise ISR plan supports the 
collection of relevant information and 
keeps soldiers in an offensive mindset, 
hunting for the enemy and for informa-
tion. The commander accomplishes ISR 
integration by maintaining a similar COP 
to his higher headquarters and under-
standing how CCIR effect mission plan-
ning and execution, and what branches 
and sequels the higher headquarters has 
planned around those CCIR. All of this 
information is expressed in the command-
er’s reconnaissance focus, which is tied 
to CCIR, targeting, and relevant infor-
mation requirements. Finally, the unit 
must have a method for identifying and 
reporting relevant information and ad-
justing focus during execution. By inte-
grating ISR into all troop- and company-
level operations, commanders ensure 
units remain offensively focused and sup-
port the higher headquarters’ planning 
and targeting processes. Simply stated, 
good units do the mission; great units do 
the mission and gather relevant informa-
tion to take the fight to the enemy in sup-
port of the higher headquarters.
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The Ch’onma-ho Main Battle Tank:
A Look at the Present and Future of North Korea’s “Flying Horse”
by James M. Warford

“Seeing tankmen overcome in a mo-
ment difficult conditions, such as moun-
tains and valleys, marshes and rivers, and 
charge toward ‘enemy’ positions, he not-
ed with great satisfaction, that all tank-
men have deep hatred for the enemy and 
a high spirit of devotion to the country and 
people, and are fully prepared in military 
technique to cope with modern warfare, 
each being a match for a hundred foes.”1

On 25 April 1992, a large parade was 
held in Pyongyang, North Korea, to cel-
ebrate the 60th anniversary of the North 
Korean People’s Army. While many 
known and some unknown new weapons 
systems participated in the parade, per-

haps the most interesting was the exten-
sively modified North Korean T-62A main 
battle tank (MBT), known as the Ch’on-
ma-ho, which translates to “Flying Horse” 
or “Pegasus.” This tank, based on the Rus-
sian T-62A, not only represents an impor-
tant example of North Korea’s efforts to-
ward modernization and self-reliance, it 
also provides a very rare glimpse at the 
status of North Korean tank development.

While an old design by today’s stan-
dards, the upgraded Russian T-62A tank 
incorporates some significant improve-
ments over the original T-62. Beginning 
in 1983, the Soviets started to significant-
ly upgrade the capabilities of their T-62s 

(now known as the T-62M) to include an 
improved fire control system, an exter-
nally-mounted laser rangefinder mount-
ed above the tank’s 115mm smoothbore 
main gun, a more powerful 620-horse-
power engine (up from 580), improved 
suspension components, and the addition 
of BDD (Brow) add-on armor to the tur-
ret front and hull glacis. Adding BDD ar-
mor is particularly significant because it 
is credited with adding 120mm of pro-
tection against armor-piercing discarding 
sabot (APDS) ammunition and 200 to 
250mm of protection against high-explo-
sive antitank (HEAT) ammunition. Fit-
ted with BDD armor, the 60-degree fron-
tal arc of the T-62M is immune to U.S. 



and NATO 105mm APDS and HEAT am-
munition.

In most cases, the T-62M upgrade also 
included the 9K116-1 main gun launched 
antitank guided missile (ATGM) system. 
Russian T-62s not equipped with this 
system were designated as the T-62M1. 
The 9M117 Sheksna missile fired by the 
T-62M and designated as the AT-12 by 
NATO has a maximum effective range of 
4,000 meters. According to the Russians, 
the latest version of this missile, known 
as the 9M117M, is fitted with a new tan-
dem HEAT warhead. This new missile 
reportedly penetrates 550mm of conven-
tional armor protected by an external lay-
er of explosive reactive armor (ERA).

In 2003, the Russians announced an even 
more extensive upgrade package for the 
T-62, simply referred to as the “modern-
ized T-62.” This package includes replac-
ing the original 115mm main gun with a 
new 120mm main gun, adding a new fire 
control system that incorporates a ther-
mal night sight and built-in laser range-
finder, and upgrading the engine with a 
new 690-horsepower engine. Additional-
ly, this upgrade package includes the ad-
vanced built-in ERA that looks similar to 
the Kontakt-5 reactive armor, which is 
used to protect the more advanced T-80U 
MBT.

While these modifications incorporated 
into the T-62M are fairly well known, 
there are other variants of the T-62M and 
T-62M1 that complicate the identifica-
tion of each variant. These other modifi-
cations include using different engines, 
not fitting the complete BDD armor ar-
rays, and the application of the initial ver-
sion of Kontakt ERA. These T-62M vari-
ants, fitted with Kontakt ERA, are desig-
nated as the T-62MV. Over the years, the 
T-62M has proven to be a successful and 
widely deployed battlefield workhorse, 
and has seen combat in various locations 
globally, to include Chechnya, and more 
recently, Afghanistan.

Like the Russians, the Ukrainians real-
ized that to maintain their position as a 
viable force in the international military 
export market, they needed to develop an 
upgrade package for the T-62 as well. 
Also designated as the T-62M, the recent-
ly announced Ukrainian upgrade pro-
gram includes the use of a new fire con-
trol system, incorporating a combined 
day-night sight, an externally-mounted 
laser rangefinder, two-axis gun stabiliza-
tion, and a digital computer. The Ukrai-
nian T-62M is also capable of mounting 
either the KBM2 120mm or the KBA3 
125mm main guns (both of which can fire 
Ukrainian-designed ATGMs). The tank 

is powered by the 5TDF 700 horsepower 
engine and is also fitted with new Ukrai-
nian modular reactive armor. While both 
the Russian and Ukrainian T-62M up-
grade packages successfully breathed new 
life into the old T-62 design and provid-
ed the capabilities for the tank to remain 
a threat on today’s battlefields, they also 
provide a glimpse of what can be expect-
ed from the North Korean Ch’onma-ho.

The North Korean Ch’onma-ho MBT 
remains one of the most mysterious tanks 
currently in use around the world. While 
very little detailed information is known 
about this tank, there is enough available 
information to provide a general descrip-
tion and overview. To date, the only avail-
able photographs of the Ch’onma-ho are 
a few poor-quality images that were tak-
en during the massive military parades 
held in Pyongyang. The secrecy surround-
ing the Ch’onma-ho could be an exam-
ple of the North Koreans copying the old 
Soviet behavior of keeping selected high-
priority weapons systems hidden from 
prying eyes.

While most published sources report 
that North Koreans acquired Russian 
T-62 tanks in the 1980s, some sources 
claim that these tanks were actually ac-
quired much earlier. According to a for-
mer North Korean army colonel who de-
fected to South Korea in 1999, North Ko-
rean “agents” stole the blueprints of the 
T-62 from Syria in the late 1970s. These 
blueprints were reportedly used to devel-
op the North Korean version of the T-62. 
While it is not known exactly when or 
how the “new” T-62 was acquired, the 
Ch’onma-ho has since become a serious 
concern to the South Korean military.

According to the available information, 
the name “Ch’onma-ho” actually refers to 
a series of North Korean tanks that relate 
to upgraded versions of the original Rus-
sian T-62A. According to the published 
1998 and 1999 South Korean Defense 
White Papers, the South Korean military 
has apparently identified at least two dif-
ferent modified T-62 variants. The white 
papers explain that the North Koreans 
have put larger guns on their “T-62 tanks,” 
in addition to producing “new Ch’onma-
ho tanks.” However, the 2000 South Ko-
rean Defense White Paper describes the 
new tanks as “domestically produced 
T-62 Ch’onma-ho tanks that feature larg-
er caliber munitions.” Additionally, in 
2001, U.S. military officials reported that 
the North Korean version of the T-62 is be-
ing armed with a larger gun and that this 
variant of the tank is known as the Ch’on-
ma-ho. This information would seem to 
confirm that there are at least three vari-
ants in the Ch’onma-ho series. Interest-

ingly enough, the same U.S. military of-
ficials confirmed that the North Koreans 
resumed tank production after a ten-year 
shutdown.

It now appears that the Ch’onma-ho 
MBT series includes as few as three and 
perhaps as many as seven different var-
iants. The tanks that were paraded in 
Pyongyang in April 1992 are certainly the 
most advanced variant seen to date and 
confirm the development of a North Ko-
rean tank with the capabilities of the Rus-
sian and Ukrainian T-62M MBTs. It is 
likely that the North Koreans felt a sig-
nificant upgrade of earlier Ch’onma-ho 
variants was necessary to remain compet-
itive with the “new” South Korean 105-
mm-armed K1 MBT, which has been in 
service with South Korea’s army since 
1986.

Most likely, the 1992 variant of the Ch’on-
ma-ho is actually the Ch’onma-ho III. 
Additionally, unconfirmed reports of a 
command variant and armored recovery 
vehicle (ARV) variant of the Ch’onma-
ho series continue to make tracking these 
tanks a challenge. Based on the available 
information, the different variants of the 
Ch’onma-ho series are likely identified as 
follows:

• Ch’onma-ho I – slightly modified 
copy of the Russian T-62A with 115mm 
main gun and 14.5mm anti-aircraft ma-
chine gun.

• Ch’onma-ho II – upgraded Ch’on-
ma-ho I, incorporating an externally mount-
ed laser rangefinder above the main gun.

• Ch’onma-ho III – first seen during 
the parade in 1992, incorporating a laser 
rangefinder above the 115mm main gun, 
a thermal shroud on the main gun, full-
hull skirting, turret smoke grenade launch-
ers (two sets on each side of the turret), 
add-on armor to the turret front and pos-
sibly the glacis, what appears to be ERA 
“bricks” on the turret sides (from the tur-
ret midpoint back to the turret rear), and 
an improved fire control system.

• Ch’onma-ho IV/V – upgraded variant 
fitted with the “larger gun” (reliable re-
ports say that this larger gun is in fact the 
125mm main gun – with autoloader –
from the Russian T-72 MBT).

While reports concerning the “larger 
gun” variant of the Ch’onma-ho confirm 
that this variant exists and is fitted with 
the 125mm main gun, they are not the 
only tanks in the North Korean army that 
have this level of firepower. According 
to unconfirmed reports, North Korea re-
ceived a small number of Russian T-72s 
for evaluation, testing, and to support the 
potential establishment of an internal 
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T-72 production capability. It has also 
been reported that North Korea acquired 
a single T-90S MBT from Russia in Au-
gust 2001 for testing and evaluation. The 
future of the Ch’onma-ho series of tanks 
is clearly based on the financial capabili-
ties of North Korea’s economy. The pro-
duction and continuing deployment of 
these upgraded MBTs will, for the fore-
seeable future, be tied to the performance 
of North Korea as a whole.

In spite of the status of North Korea’s 
economy, reports concerning an even new-
er tank developed by North Korea began 
to appear in the defense-related press dur-
ing July 2002. Reportedly, this new tank 
was developed by the Ryu Kyong-su tank 
plant in Shinhung and completed perfor-
mance trials on 16 February 2002. These 
reports followed a well-publicized trip 
to Russia by North Korean leader Kim 
Jong-il in August 2001. The focus of this 
trip may have been on shopping since, 
after traveling to Russia in his 21-car ar-
mored train, Kim visited the Omsk Trans-
Mash tank plant, the makers of the Rus-
sian T-80U tank series. According to pub-
lished reports, this new North Korean 
tank has capabilities that “are nearly iden-
tical to those of the T-90 tank Russia de-
veloped in the early 1990s.” It was also 
reported during Kim’s trip to Russia that 
North Korea wanted to buy an “upgrad-
ed” T-90 recently developed by the Rus-
sians. While the North Koreans had ap-
parently been attempting to get addition-
al help from Russia to develop their tanks 

for some time, Russian sources report 
these new 125mm-armed MBTs were de-
veloped by the North Koreans with help 
from Iran. In spite of these reports, the 
relationship between Russia and North 
Korea remains strong; as seen by the par-
ticipation of a senior North Korean mili-
tary officer during Russian celebrations 
in May 2005, marking the anniversary of 
the victory in World War II. Perhaps the 
highlight of these celebrations was the 
tra ditional military parade in Red Square, 
which included, for the first time, Rus-
sian T-80BV MBTs. Exactly why that 
par ticular Cold War-era tank was parad-
ed dur ing that particular parade remains 
a mystery.

Certainly, the development and produc-
tion of the Ch’onma-ho series of MBTs 
represents an impressive achievement for 
North Korea. This is especially true with 
the 125mm-armed variant since it has the 
firepower necessary to be a threat on fu-
ture Korean battlefields. While the small 
number of T-72s and the single reported 
T-90S are too few to pose a real threat, 
they have paved the way for the report-
ed development of a new North Korean 
T-90-equivalent MBT. This latest tank de-
velopment may not only be a crowning 
achievement of the North Korean mili-
tary’s efforts toward self-reliance, it may 
also be driving the continuing develop-
ment of new tanks in South Korea. In 
addition to the production and deploy-
ment of their own 120mm-armed K1A1 
MBT, the South Korean military has con-

firmed that a new sophisticated tank, 
known as the Korean Future Main Battle 
Tank (KFMBT), is being developed in 
South Korea. Apparently, the threat posed 
by the North Korean Ch’onma-ho tank 
series (the most recent 125mm-armed 
tanks in particular), along with the new 
North Korean T-90 equivalent tank, is sig-
nificant enough to drive the continuing 
development of a new tank for South Ko-
rea’s army.

Notes
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“While an old design by today’s standards, the upgraded Russian T-62A tank incorporates some 
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of survival for the infantry soldier. The 
Israelis have proven that infantry soldiers 
working closely with armor units stand 
the best chance for battlefield success in 
an urban environment. The infantry per-
form near security for the tank, protect-
ing vulnerable areas, and providing great-
er situational awareness. The tank pro-
vides a shield for the infantry as well as 
increased firepower and shock effect. The 
U.S. military has demonstrated an under-
standing of this lesson — it fought with 
task forces (armor and infantry combina-
tions) during OIF and is currently restruc-
turing unit organizations so that units are 
arranged in task forces in garrison and on 
deployments.

The analysis of the Six-Day War using 
the nine principles of war provides a dis-
torted picture of what happened. If taken 
at face value, it would appear that Israel 
clearly won the war. Israel’s actions re-
flect an understanding of the nine princi-
ples of war, which indicates Israel under-
stood and applied these principles and 
won the Six-Day War. However, this view 
disregards the Arab coalition’s role in this 
conflict. The Arab’s inability to success-
fully apply most of the nine principles of 
war doomed them to failure. Had they 
applied one or more of the principles, es-
pecially the unity of command, the out-
come of this war may have been tremen-
dously different. The Arab coalition’s su-
perior military power and positions should 
have easily overwhelmed the smaller Is-
raeli army. The true picture of the Six-
Day War is not that Israel won, but that 
the Arab coalition lost.

The similarities on an operational and 
tactical level between the Six-Day War 
and Operation Iraqi Freedom are also 
noteworthy. These similarities reinforce 
the importance of learning from military 
history and applying it to present day 
whenever possible. The U.S. coalition 
demonstrated that it learned lessons on 
conducting an urban fight from Israel’s 
experiences. However, the bigger lesson 
that the U.S. needs to learn comes from 
Israel’s 40 years of experience with fight-
ing insurgents. Israel understands that 
this type of fighting is won by strength of 
will.33 Israel had no choice but to learn 
this lesson — its very existence rests on 
continually and ceaselessly engaging its 
enemy.

Iraqi and Arab cultures generally view 
the western world as weak willed and 
hedonistic. They do not believe that the 
United States has the internal fortitude 
to support an expensive war (in lives and 
money) in the Middle East. Insurgents 
understand this and hope to erode public 
support for the current military occupa-

tion by fighting an unconventional war. 
However, if the United States and its al-
lies are serious about establishing an Arab 
democracy, they will need to learn from 
Israel’s example. They will have to dem-
onstrate the will necessary to defeat a long 
and difficult unconventional fight.
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The Iraq War: A Military History by Wil-
liamson Murray and Major General Rob-
ert Scales, Belknap Books, Harvard Uni-
versity Press, Cambridge, MA, 2003, 368 
pp., $25.95 (hardcover)

Within a year of its beginning, the 2003 Iraq 
War generated a string of books about its 
political, social, and military implications. No 
doubt, the tactics and military strategy of this 
war will be debated and analyzed for years 
to come. For those who wish to begin their 
journey toward understanding how the Unit-
ed States and coalition forces quickly defeat-
ed Saddam Hussein, this book by Murray and 
Scales is an excellent start.

Readers will be introduced to the current tac-
ticians of the Iraq War, such as Lieutenant Gen-
eral David McKiernan, whose focus was de-
stroying Iraqi ground forces en masse using 
the I Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF) and 
the Army’s V Corps. The V Corps was to pro-
ceed from the south to the west of the Euphra-
tes River and then turn northeast into Bagh-
dad; its lead element was the 3d Mechanized 
Infantry Division, reinforced with the 101st Air-
borne Division and a brigade from the 82d Air-
borne Division. Readers will understand the 
combat power and task-organized capabilities 
these units brought in terms of Abrams tanks, 
Bradley fighting vehicles, and Apache attack 
helicopters. Lieutenant General William Wal-
lace was in command of V Corps.

The I MEF, commanded by Lieutenant Gen-
eral James Conway, crossed the Euphrates 
River and drove through the heartland of Iraq, 
crossing the Tigris River and attacking Bagh-
dad from the east. Close air support for V Corps 
was provided by U.S. Air Force A-10 Warthogs 
and British Royal Air Force Harriers, the Ma-
rines had their own Cobras, Harriers, and Hor-
nets that reinforced their drive northwest and 
then east. The Iraq War: A Military History cov-
ers the complex planning of this force that 
sprang into action on 20 March. Task Force 
Tarawa, comprised of two Marine Expedition-
ary Units (MEUs), along with British forces, at-
tacked from the sea and secured the area 
from Southern Iraq to Al-Nasiriyah. British in-
fantry, made up of the 7th Armored Brigade 
(the famed descendants of the World War II 
Desert Rats), would conduct urban fighting to 
break Baath resistance

The book is a comprehensive loom of the 
Iraqi war and covers equipment, joint opera-
tions, and much more. The Iraq War: A Military 
History is highly recommended for those en 
route to Iraq. 

YOUSSEF ABOUL-ENEIN
LCDR, USN

Blitzkrieg to Desert Storm:  The Evolu-
tion of Operational Warfare by Robert M. 
Citino, University Press of Kansas, Law-
rence, KS, 2004, 424 pp., $39.95 (hard-
cover)

A part of the Modern War Studies series, Pro-
fessor Citino provides a brilliant analysis of op-
erational warfare from World War II to the pres-

ent. The author interestingly integrates the wis-
dom of Count Alfred von Schlieffen, Chief of 
the German General Staff, in both the intro-
duction and conclusion of his work when he 
quotes, “a book lies before each man who wish-
es to become a commander, and it is entitled 
‘Military History.’” Citino examines the military 
history of 20th-century warfare, so often over-
looked and dismissed by many military offi-
cers, to focus attention on operational-level 
warfare and demonstrate the utility of main-
taining this focus as we continue to be an Ar-
my at war.

The book begins with an examination of the 
years leading up to World War II, as command-
ers continued to fail in achieving decisive vic-
tory on the battlefield due to problems with 
command and control and information flow 
(or lack thereof) up to the deadly stalemate of 
trench warfare. This background provides an 
excellent foundation for demonstrating the les-
sons learned by the Wehrmacht as Germany 
entered and dominated the first two years of 
World War II. Much of their success, Citino 
points out, is attributed to flexibility in opera-
tions and directive control. The author also 
makes it clear, however, that the much-repeat-
ed term of auftrastaktik, overused in current 
U.S. doctrine to describe directive control, is 
yet to be found anywhere in German doctrine.

Regardless of the terminology, Citino high-
lights the learning curve of the allies when 
they embraced operational-level maneuver as 
the war continued. The Soviets, British, and 
Americans soon began teaching the auftrastak-
tik crowd their own lessons in regard to ma-
neuver on the battlefield. Heralded by the au-
thor as “the new American way of war,” Citino 
highlights this learning demonstrated in Oper-
ation Cobra as “something new for the U.S. 
Army, a conceptual breakthrough from broad-
front advance into maneuver-based operation-
al warfare.”

While many military professionals are quite 
familiar with the content of the first part of this 
book dealing with World War II, it is the rest of 
the book that is the most groundbreaking and 
relevant to the type of warfare we face today. 
Professor Citino provides a thorough analysis 
as to the role of operational-level warfare in 
Korea, the Arab-Israeli Wars, the Indo-Paki-
stani War of 1971, the Iran-Iraq War, and Des-
ert Storm.

In the chapters dealing with Korea and the 
Arab-Israeli Wars, which appear to be the most 
profound, Citino clearly demonstrates how 
there is much to be gained from the study of 
the past. “In operational terms,” writes Citino, 
“Korea was a very important war, a bridge be-
tween the immense conventional battles of 
World War II, with their clear-cut winning and 
losing, and the long twilight struggle that the 
United States had recently decided to under-
take as a result of the Truman Doctrine.” Pro-
fessor Citino goes further to declare that the 
real “proving ground” for operational-level war-
fare since the end of World War II has been 
the Middle East, as the Israeli Defense Force 
has demonstrated the supremacy of opera-
tional maneuver time and again during the 

Arab-Israeli Wars. Of course, for Israel there is 
no other choice but to seek a battle of annihi-
lation against the enemy. As Citino states very 
well for the Israeli army, “Battlefield victory, 
rapid and decisive with minimal friendly loss-
es, is not simply desirable. It is essential.”

It is only toward the end of the book that Pro-
fessor Citino possibly exposes the proverbial 
flank within his prose. I am still unsure as to 
why the author states that Desert Storm end-
ed the existence of the 1st Infantry Division (p. 
291) after its performance during the war. In 
addition, fact begins to blur with opinion (as 
analysis often allows) as Citino seemingly picks 
up the ax others have chosen to grind in re-
gard to current U.S. Army transformation ef-
forts.

That being said, there is a great deal of legit-
imacy in his comments and the truth is often 
painful. Citino’s well-stated insights and histor-
ical explanations are certain to provoke both 
sides within the military establishment with his 
analysis of what he calls the “post-1991 wrong 
turn.” Using our most recent combat action in 
Iraq as a counter to the idea of transformation, 
the author firmly states that, “apparently, there 
is still a great deal of utility in massed forma-
tions of heavy M1 tanks,” as he reminds us all 
that this may not be the last campaign of this 
nature in our current war on terrorism.

Blitzkrieg to Desert Storm is an excellent book 
and should be read and digested by every pro-
fessional soldier. Works of this nature repre-
sent the “book” referred to by the late von 
Schlieffen, and it is imperative that we all con-
tinue to increase our knowledge of the art and 
science of war.

JIM DUNIVAN
MAJ, U.S. Army

At the Abyss, An Insider’s History of 
the Cold War by Thomas C. Reed, Bal-
lantine Books, NY, 2004, 384 pp., $25.95 
(hardcover)

At the Abyss mixes a personal memoir with a 
general history of the Cold War and does not 
fully succeed in either case. It promises much 
and ultimately disappoints.

Mr. Reed’s career was an honorable one, 
sometimes in positions of influence but not 
as what one would call an insider. He was an 
Air Force officer, a defense contractor, Gerald 
Ford’s Secretary of the Air Force, and briefly 
an advisor to Ronald Reagan. In discussing his 
career and assignments, he introduces a po-
tentially interesting topic, discusses it briefly, 
and then drops it. The topics he raises include 
the conduct of nuclear tests in the 1950s and 
1960s, the life cycle of weapons procurements, 
and development of the World Wide Military 
Command and Control System (WWMCCS), 
which he claims to have had a significant role 
in developing. Another topic of immense inter-
est he mentions, but does not develop, is the 
institutional and personal factors that effect 
national security planning for national security.

The book contains the by-now obligatory 
chapter on Nancy Reagan. Specifically, Reed 
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tells the story of how he and his colleagues 
were forced out by Ms. Reagan and her allies 
in the early 1980s. Of all of the people that ap-
pear in this book, none are treated in the same 
amount of detail as he devotes to the presi-
dent’s wife. There is a bit of a suspicion that 
part of his motivation to write the book may 
have been to “set the record straight.” He cer-
tainly presents his own side against Nancy 
Reagan, Michael Deaver, Ross Perot, and 
James Baker.

He does tell us a couple of critical things. First, 
he makes us aware of the concern on the part 
of both sides in the Cold War to avoid a nucle-
ar confrontation; he at least introduces us to 
the organizational and technical aspects of 
this issue. Also, the Cold War was a true con-
flict and Reed wants readers to know that 
there was much sacrifice and personal brav-
ery, as well as courage and good judgment, on 
the part of many individuals in this period.

This is not a bad book, but it is rambling, un-
focused, and disorganized. The writing is not 
always good; it is clichéd and an editor should 
have cleaned it up. Cold War junkies may want 
to read it to pick up some interesting anec-
dotes but, in all likelihood, they will already 
have encountered what they find here. The 
Army officer looking for a good general ac-
count of the Cold War should look elsewhere.

ROBERT STACY

Confederate General R. S. Ewell – Rob-
ert E. Lee’s Hesitant Commander by 
Paul D. Casdorph, The University Press 
of Kentucky, Lexington, KY, 2004, 472 pp., 
$39.95 (hardcover)

Paul Casdorph, a noted historian of the Army 
of Northern Virginia, writes a very thorough and 
definitive biography about one of the Confed-
eracy’s most contrary commanders. In Con-
federate General R. S. Ewell, the author de-
tails the life and exploits of the man who is 
credited by many war veterans and historians 
with losing the Battle of Gettysburg, where 
many believe that his corps might have gained 
a significant tactical advantage on 1 July 1863.

Following a brief account of Ewell’s early life, 
West Point attendance, and assignment to the 
cavalry, the book provides a concise and to-
the-point account of Ewell’s Mexican War ex-
ploits, as well as some insight into the use of 
cavalry during the 1848 march to Mexico City. 
The author also provides some great reading 
on cavalry life and low-intensity combat with 
the Navajo and Apache nations in the west be-
tween the Mexican and Civil Wars.

Casdorph makes two very interesting points 
in his book. First, the majority of brigade- and 
higher-level commanders who served in the 
U.S. Army before the Civil War had only com-
manded companies and troops of between 50 
and 100 soldiers — experience at this level 
could not properly prepare an officer for high-
er-level command. When asked for his advice 
on certain military issues during the Civil War, 
Ewell would often tell fellow officers that he 
could not provide adequate advice because 

his 20 years of experience in the “Old Army” 
had only taught him how to care for “a troop of 
50 soldiers and horses.” The second point is 
that officers who spent so much time fighting 
low-intensity fights against Native Americans 
were not properly prepared for the large-scale, 
high-intensity combat of the Civil War.

Not surprisingly, the text painstakingly con-
trasts Ewell’s exploits as a brigade and divi-
sion commander when he served under the 
command of General Stonewall Jackson and 
his service as a corps commander where he 
was farther removed from an immediate su-
perior and received less guidance. While serv-
ing under a hands-on, aggressive commander 
such as Jackson, Ewell excelled and earned 
frequent praise for aggressiveness and tenac-
ity under fire. As a corps commander, Ewell 
did not have anyone to reinforce his decisions 
or correct him, if he was wrong. Consequently, 
at Gettysburg and the Wilderness, numerous 
officers of all ranks in the Army of Northern 
Virginia criticized Ewell for a paralytic indeci-
sion that left his troops unable to take advan-
tage of enemy weaknesses or maneuver in the 
face of enemy strength.

Casdorph is a very accomplished writer, pre-
viously publishing several books, including, 
Lee and Jackson: Confederate Chieftains, and 
he writes an extremely enjoyable and easy-to-
read text on what otherwise might prove to be 
a less-than-interesting subject. Drawing on an 
extensive collection of primary sources, the au-
thor’s research serves as one of the best fea-
tures of his book. The publishers have done an 
exceptional job of placing maps at key points 
in the text to facilitate the reader’s situational 
awareness of the battles that the author de-
scribes. While many biographers have a ten-
dency to become too biased toward, or defen-
sive of, their subjects, Casdorph should be con-
gratulated for not becoming too biased toward 
his subject, painting an extremely balanced pic-
ture of Ewell.

The one drawback to this book is the author’s 
occasional descent into providing a detailed 
historiography about several incidents in Ewell’s 
life, such as the varying points of view over the 
exact circumstances of Ewell’s second wound. 
While this may seem interesting to profession-
al historians or super-avid connoisseurs of the 
Army of Northern Virginia, most readers will 
not enjoy the excess pages devoted to these 
types of discussions.

Those preparing for a staff ride to Gettysburg 
will certainly find the discussions of Ewell’s 
leadership on 1 July 1863 very useful when dis-
cussing the actions around Cemetery Hill and 
how the battle may have hinged on Ewell’s de-
cision not to take the high ground. Others, who 
are interested in reading about the leadership 
styles of the various commanders of the Civil 
War, will also find this book very interesting. 
However, most readers of ARMOR will not want 
to rush out and grab this book. With the excep-
tion of the preparation for higher command dis-
cussion, this extremely well-written book breaks 
little new ground in reference to Civil War tac-
tics and history.

DALE MURRAY
CPT, U.S. Army

The First World War by Hew Strachan, 
Viking, NY, 2004, 368 pp., $27.95 (hard-
cover)

Ninety years ago, Europe plunged into the 
First World War and forever changed the 
course of world history. While Americans have 
traditionally shown little interest in this conflict, 
the outcome of the Great War set the condi-
tions for many of the problems that we contin-
ue to face today in the Balkans, the Middle 
East, and elsewhere. In The First World War, 
Hew Strachan offers the finest single volume 
history of the war that has been published in 
the past 30 years.

Strachan departs from the conventional in-
terpretation that the great powers blundered 
into the war and had few tangible national 
aims for the first two years of the conflict. Far 
from being a lemming-like leap into disaster, 
Strachan argues that most of the European 
powers accepted war in 1914 for rational rea-
sons of national interest. He also correctly 
maintains that the combatants pursued the 
war in accordance with set national ideologies 
and that, “This was a great war because it was 
fought over big ideas.”

One of the great strengths of the work is 
Strachan’s ability to view the war from a global 
perspective. Unlike previous works that tend 
to concentrate on the events of the Western 
Front, Strachan gives equal status to actions 
in the Pacific, Africa, the Middle East, Italy, the 
Balkans, and the Eastern Front. He demon-
strates how events on “other” fronts influenced 
the general course of the war and the fighting 
on the Western Front.    

The First World War is a superior history that 
will appeal to both scholars and general read-
ers. Strachan’s prose is lively and engaging 
without sacrificing accuracy or analysis. This 
book will be of great interest to any military 
professional who seeks a deeper understand-
ing of the war and its continuing influence on 
the modern world. Strachan is presently writ-
ing a three-volume history of the Great War 
(the first volume, The First World War: To Arms, 
was published in 2001) that is sure to be the 
most comprehensive general history of the war 
to date. 

RICHARD S. FAULKNER
LTC, U.S. Army

Armoured Crusader: The Biography of 
Major-General Sir Percy ‘Hobo’ Hobart 
by Kenneth Macksey, Grub Street, Lon-
don, 2004, pp. 352, $24.95 (paperback)

This is a reprint of the 1967 biography of Ma-
jor General Percy Hobart, a British armor war-
rior during World War II. The new edition has 
an updated introduction that clarifies an insig-
nificant 1953 difference of opinion between 
the historian Basil Liddell Hart and Field Mar-
shall Lord Carver. This bit of minutiae contrib-
utes not one bit to an understanding of the 
subject.

While the cover describes Hobart as, “one of 
the most influential military commanders of 
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the Second World War,” the book does not sup-
port the assertion. On the contrary, this book 
and many others that make any reference at 
all to Hobart, paint a picture of a very difficult 
man that poisoned his professional relation-
ships with a one-sided commitment to armored 
warfare without regard to any other arm.

Hobart honed his craft with tours of duty in 
India before World War I. During the war, he 
served in Europe and later what was to be-
come Iraq and Palestine. Operation Iraqi Free-
dom veterans may find some similarities with 
Hobart’s experiences of nearly 90 years ago. 
After World War I, Hobart became a major 
trainer and spokesman for the use of armor. 
Some of his exploits in the interwar period are 
reminiscent of Patton, a similarly outspoken 
tank proponent.

As World War II loomed, Hobart was a divi-
sion commander of what would later become 
the “Desert Rats” in Egypt. He was summarily 
sacked from that job due to personality con-
flicts arising from his firm belief in armor. Im-
mediately after his relief, he was forcibly re-

tired from service and faced the real possibility 
of being left out of the war. During his brief re-
tirement, he took on the task of civil defense, 
wearing the uniform and insignia of a volun-
teer corporal roaming the streets of his town 
challenging passersby.

Soon he was brought back into active ser-
vice where he capably commanded two ar-
mored divisions before and after the Norman-
dy invasion. His strength was that of a superb 
trainer and visionary in the use of armor. How-
ever, others that had influence over his future 
did not appreciate that strength during the time 
of armor’s ascendancy. Hence, the opposition 
that Hobart experienced throughout much of 
his time as a general officer.

Upon his ultimate retirement, he became the 
administrator of a veterans’ hospital. In that job, 
he enjoyed the company of old veterans like 
himself. After leaving that position, he entered 
into final retirement and died quietly in 1957.

Armoured Crusader is an interesting book 
that should hold some interest to today’s ar-

mor soldiers, if only to reveal some of the de-
velopment of British armor. Readers unfamiliar 
with the British style of writing are cautioned 
about their tendency to overuse unexplained 
acronyms and titles. While this cultural habit 
can be distracting, it is of little importance. Ad-
ditionally, slightly more than half of the book 
covers the pre-World War II period. The narra-
tive seems to drag on to such a point that 
readers may be challenged to stay with the 
book to the end. Major General Hobart hardly 
merits a passing mention in many other gen-
eral histories of World War II. His biography 
may be of some interest to armor soldiers be-
cause of the specific nature of the subject, but 
it probably won’t appeal to those interested in 
the broader ranges of military history and lead-
ership. History has already designated who 
among the untold millions of World War II sol-
diers are to be the subjects of enduring fame. 
Major General Sir Percy ‘Hobo’ Hobart is not 
likely to join that group anytime soon.

JAMES CLIFFORD
CSM, U.S. Army
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Center Confuses Cavalry 
with Reconnaissance

Dear ARMOR, 

In his article, “Gettysburg: Reconnaissance 
Then and Now,” in the May-June 2005 issue of 
ARMOR, Captain Christopher Center makes 
an interesting attempt at illustrating the time-
less value of reconnaissance, but his historic 
example is too broad and the current focus too 
narrow. He confuses cavalry (a mounted com-
bat organization) with reconnaissance (only 
one of several roles and missions), which ren-
ders his final paragraphs concerning modern 
scouts during Operation Iraqi Freedom espe-
cially meaningless.

The disconnect is that throughout the article, 
while reasonably describing the opposing Ar-
my commanders’ employment of cavalry, Cap-
tain Center erroneously assesses everything 
solely in terms of reconnaissance as though 
nothing else matters. The role of cavalry was 
far more complicated and is well worth histori-
cal study. At Gettysburg, Union Cavalry was fi-
nally massed and employed as a corps direct-
ly under the Army commander. It effectively 
conducted Army missions, especially econo-
my of force (attack, movement to contact, de-
fend battle position, defend sector, and retro-
grade) as described in U.S. Army Field Manu-
al (FM) 17-95, Cavalry Operations.

While the image of a cavalry scout observing 
the enemy is timeless, the brigade or battalion 
reconnaissance, surveillance, and target ac-
quisition (RSTA) scout is conceptually and 
doctrinally more akin to a Civil War skirmisher 
moving in extended order ahead of his regi-
ment or the picket outpost in defense. The cor-
rect modern analogy for this article would have 
been the corps’ armored cavalry regiment and 
the divisional armored cavalry squadron.

But don’t just trust me on this, read the 1996 
version of FM 17-95. Also, the role and employ-
ment of cavalry at Gettysburg is very nicely 
sum marized on pages 1-3 and 1-4.

CHESTER A. KOJRO
LTC, U.S. Army, Retired

Teaching Soldiers Arabic:
A Tactical Approach 
Dear ARMOR,

The program described in “Theater Immer-
sion: First Army Post-mobilization Training,” by 
LTG Honore and COL Daniel Zajac, is truly im-
pressive. The article, which appeared in the 
May-June 2005 issue, should save soldiers’ 
lives and contribute significantly to brigade 
combat effectiveness and achievement of 
their objectives.

I suggest that a natural enhancement to the 
training would be a part-time or full-time “spo-
ken tactical Arabic” program for noncommis-
sioned and junior officers who have to deal 
with Iraqis during daily venues, ranging from 
conferences to cordon and search operations.

ARMOR Author Wins 2004 Distinguished Writing Award
ARMOR congratulates Dr. George Hofmann, winner of the U.S. Army Historical Founda-

tion’s 2004 Distinguished Writing Award. His article, “Flawed Lessons Learned: The Role of 
U.S. Military Attachés in Assessing Armored Warfare during the Spanish Civil War,” in the 
May-June 2004 issue of ARMOR, was selected as the winner in the Army Professional 
Journals Category. Dr. Hofmann was honored at the Army Historical Foundation’s Eighth 
Annual Members’ Meeting and Luncheon on 15 June 2005 at Fort Belvoir, Virginia.

Dr. Hofmann, a professor of history at the University of Cincinnati, is a renowned author 
and a valued contributor to ARMOR. We are proud of his accomplishments and share his 
passion for military history.

This is not to suggest that you prepare sol-
diers to discuss Mesopotamian history, but pro-
vide them with basic Arabic language skills that 
will enable them to correctly and politely com-
municate essential questions, such as “What 
is your name?” or “What is the problem here?” 
and understand the answer. Each soldier who 
receives the training could also be issued a 
commercially available handheld computer 
trans lation device which, combined with the 
training, would double or triple the soldier’s abil-
ity to communicate in Arabic. It would also pro-
vide the foundation for self-study.

I remember in Vietnam, just speaking a little 
Vietnamese gave a co van my (American advi-
sor) real advantages: it told counterparts and 
other Vietnamese that he cared enough to 
learn their difficult language; it helped keep in-
terpreters honest; and it was a big assist in 
emergencies when it was necessary to give 
basic commands such as “Behind that house 
to the left.” Keep up the good work.

TERENCE J. DALY
LTC, U.S. Army, Retired



From the Boresight Line:
Proper 120mm Ammunition Stowage 
by Sergeant First Class Everett R. Goodrich and Mark Ryzyi

“Knowledge is power when shared.”

In preparation of tank gunnery, crews train on multiple tasks 
to ensure they are proficient in their job skills, which 
should guarantee a qualified rating on Tank Table
VIII. Throughout the gunnery training phase all 
tasks are important — individual task training 
is the key to successful collective tasks.

Collectively, a tank crew wants to acquire, en-
gage, and destroy all targets presented for each 
engagement. The score for each engagement 
depends on the time, in seconds, of the last tar-
get destruction. To assist in faster engagement 
times, experienced tank crewmen emphasize the 
training of loading the 120mm main gun. During 
the training phase, the loader will be required to load the 
main gun until he meets crew standards. In most cases, the loader 
is allowed to stow the HEAT and sabot rounds in the ready rack 
where he is comfortable. Since the training sabot weighs 37.8 
pounds and the training HEAT weighs 51.4 pounds, the majority 
of loaders prefer to place HEAT rounds in the upper tubes of the 
compartment — when the locking mechanism is unlatched for the 
HEAT round, the weight of the round will assist in the removal 
and loading process. This is where the armor community falls short 
in safety issues for crews and equipment.

All M1-series tanks have a ready and semi-ready ammunition com-
partment in the turret rear and a hull ammunition compartment. The
main armament ammunition is stowed in the racks behind slid-
ing armor doors. Each compartment, including the hull, has blow-
off panels, a reinforced structure, and ballistic doors to protect the 
crew in case of projectile penetration in the ammunition storage
area. The design specification of the 16-, 17-, and 18-round ammu-
nition racks is the deciding factor in storing HEAT ammunition.

The initial M1A1 tank from 1985 was assembled with 17-round 
racks in the turret ammunition compartment and full anti-fratricide 
protection for all tube locations on both the ready and semi-ready 
sides. Also, the hull ammunition compartment has full anti-fratri-
cide protection. Because of their design, HEAT rounds are more vul-
nerable when compared to kinetic energy or canister rounds. Thus, 
to lower overall system vulnerability, only kinetic energy and can-
ister rounds are to be stowed in the top two rows of the turret am-
munition compartments. The lower two rows can hold either kinet-
ic energy, canister, or HEAT rounds. The anti-fratricide protection 
is provided by wrapping materials around the outside of each tube 
where the warhead is located. If the jet steam of a HEAT round was 
to penetrate the ammo storage area and detonate a HEAT warhead, 
the anti-fratricide bars are made to stop the fragmentation and ex-
plosive effects from detonating a neighboring round.

The design of the M1 tank evolved into the M1A1 to combat the 
increased capability of threat forces. The M1A1 tank incorporated 
modifications that increase the weight of the vehicle. During this 
period of production, our battle secnario was the tank-to-tank bat-
tle as were the fears of the Cold War. This type of battle scenario 
drove the requirement for more kinetic energy rounds rather than 
chemical energy rounds. To mitigate the increase in vehicle weight, 
there were several vehicle weight-reduction initiatives, which in-
cluded reducing anti-fratricide protected locations within the new 
16/18-round ammunition racks. Since the Cold War load plan re-
quired a majority of kinetic energy rounds, the reduction in anti-
fratricide bars was not considered a reduction in capability.

The 16- and 18-round ammunition racks have been used in the 
Abrams tank since 1990. Whether you have a 16- or 18-round rack 
will determine where HEAT rounds will be stowed within the tur-
ret ammunition compartment. A 16- and 18-round rack has anti-
fratricide bars mounted around the rearward portion of the tubes. 
Refer to Technical Manual (TM) 9-2350-264-10-1, Operator Con-
trols, PMCS, and Operation Under Usual Conditions, page 2-485, 
for the exact placement of rounds. Generally speaking, to max-
imize tank crew survivability, stowage of HEAT rounds are to be 
placed in the two bottom rows and in the inner tube locations of 
the turret ammunition racks. Kinetic energy and canister rounds 
can be stowed in all rack locations of the turret ammunition com-
partment. The hull ammunition compartment will accommodate 
free stowage of kinetic energy, canister, or chemical energy rounds. 
However, HEAT rounds are considered safer if they are stowed in 
the inner column of the hull ammunition compartment. If more 
HEAT rounds are to be uploaded, the TM depicts the tubes that 
can be used to accommodate your unit’s SOP, but these rounds 
need to be fired first. The new U.S. Army Field Manual (FM) 3-
20.12, Tank Gunnery (Abrams), will address the 120mm ammu-
nition stowage.

Other safety considerations when handling and storing 120mm 
ammunition include: thoroughly inspecting all rounds prior to up-
loading according to TM 9-2350-264-10-2, Operations Manual 
Operation Under Unusual Conditions, Emergency Procedures, 
Troubleshooting, and Maintenance, page 5-11, Table 5-2; training 
rounds will not be stored in the hull ammunition compartment 
due to the vulnerability of the training round propellant; load only 
enough training ammunition in the bustle compartments to achieve 
immediate training objectives; do not have, operate, or carry any 
unauthorized wireless/electronic devices when within three meters 
of tank ammunition; never operate any tactical or commercial ra-
dio on the 200-280 MHz frequency when within three meters of 
tank ammunition; frequency blocks shall be incorporated in all ra-
dios near the tank ammunition; and wear gloves when handling 
ammunition — the human body could act as an antenna amplify-
ing any signals in area if the center primer electrode is touched.

One of the ten principles of training in FM 7-0, Training the 
Force, is combat proficiency. The goal of all training is to achieve 
the standard. Leaders should make training as realistic as possible, 
within the confines of safety and common sense. Note: during train-
ing/tank gunnery tables, reinforce the proper storage of ammuni-
tion in the racks. Improper storage of rounds during combat could 
result in death or equipment failure.
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