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“What has been will be again, what has been done will be done
again; there is nothing new under the sun.”

Ecclesiastes 1:9

For those of you who are members of the U.S. Armor Associa-
tion, you may have noticed some changes to the association’s
copy of the November-December edition of ARMOR. Among
those changes was the addition of advertisements and a change
to the magazine’s logo, which incorporated the association’s of-
ficial seal. What you may not have known is that ARMOR, for a
number of years, was actually reprinted by the Armor Associa-
tion. Although seemingly identical, the U.S. Government and
Armor Association issues actually contained a couple of subtle
differences. Obviously those differences will become more pro-
nounced as the association begins printing its own magazine.

Although adding advertisements to the Armor Association’s Ar-
mor and Cavalry Journal represents a change from recent prac-
tice, it is not a new concept. In fact, advertisements were part
of the Journal of the U.S. Cavalry Association as far back as
1888. From the very beginning, the July 1888 edition ran ad-
vertisements for California wines, Flor de Adelina Patti Cigars,
and Remington Standard Typewriters. In the September 1910
edition, there are ads for Santa Fe, Kodak, and the Army Na-
tional Bank, among others. The 1888 journal printed advertise-
ments for the same reasons the Armor Association is printing
advertisements today: to cover print costs, pay employees work-
ing for the organization, and raise funds to meet the needs of
its members. In short, advertising’s renewed role in the life of
the magazine is not really new. Ads were part of the maga-
zine's long and storied history and will continue to play a role
in its future.

As you might expect, however, there are a number of legal is-
sues that must be resolved to ensure there is a clear boundary
between the Army and the U.S. Armor Association. The most
visible difference between the two issues of the magazine is
the title. There will be no changes to ARMOR, the U.S. Gov-

ernment’s free issue edition, while the association’s edition as
mentioned above will now be known as the Armor and Cavalry
Journal.

Without going into too much detail on the regulatory and legal
issues that apply, the title change is necessary to comply with
U.S. Postal Service regulations. The actual content of both edi-
tions will remain essentially identical. With the exception of ad-
vertisements in the Armor and Cavalry Journal, and the possi-
ble addition of association-related content, the articles will be
the same in both magazines. As long as we continue to receive
great articles from the force, the overall quality of both publica-
tions will continue to meet or exceed all expectations. Transi-
tions are often difficult and the changes described above rep-
resent only a few of the significant challenges that lay ahead
for the magazine and the Armor Association staffs. With your
patience, however, we will do our best to make these changes
as painless as possible.

After a long absence, Civil War articles have returned to AR-
MOR in the form of Major Chad Foster’s article, “James Long-
street: A Controversial Warrior.” Although the magazine has
rightfully focused primarily on current operations over the past
few years, this article represents a slight, but welcome, change
of pace. Additionally, for those of you who are interested in his-
torical articles, Lieutenant Colonel Prisco Hernandez'’s article,
“Gonzalo Hernandez de Cérdoba — Master of the Light Horse,”
appears in this edition as well.

The remainder of this issue covers a number of currently use-
ful topics, ranging from consequence management to route se-
curity. As | have said before, one of the strengths of this maga-
zine is the passion with which our authors and readers ap-
proach the important topics of our profession. If you feel strong-
ly about something that one of our authors has written, take
the time to put your thoughts on paper and send them to us. In
the end, we will all benefit from the ensuing discussion.

S.E.LEE

By Order of the Secretary of the Army:

GEORGE W. CASEY, JR.
General, United States Army
Chief of Staff

official: g M
JOYCE E. MORROW
Administrative Assistant to the
Secretary of the Army
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Writing for ARMOR

We appreciate your interest in writing for ARMOR,
the oldest of the Army’s professional journals, with a
history that began with the frontier horse cavalry in
1888. Today, ARMOR is the professional journal of the
Armor and Cavalry force, published bimonthly by the
Chief of Armor at Fort Knox, Ky.

The journal’s focus is the Armor and Cavalry soldier
up to the battalion and brigade levels. Our articles dis-
cuss the training, equipping, employment, and leader-
ship of mounted soldiers, and the historical background
of mounted warfare.

ARMOR articles seldom reflect the Army’s official po-
sition, nor is the journal’s purpose dissemination of doc-
trine or command information. As the chief proponent
for Armor and Cavalry units in the Army, the Chief of
Armor is charged with sensing feedback from the sol-
diers under his proponency, and ARMOR is a forum
that meets this requirement.

Your Submission

Articles can be submitted in a number of ways:
- Most articles are sent as e-mail attachments to:

Knox.armormag@conus.army.mil

- Articles can also be submitted on CD or floppy disk

with a double-spaced hard copy to ensure that the
complete file is included. Mail to ARMOR Magazine,
ATTN: ATZK-DAS-A, Building 1109A, 201 6th Ave-
nue, Suite 373, Fort Knox, KY 40121-5721.

Artwork

Photos and useful graphics greatly increase the num-
ber of readers attracted to an article. Even simple snap-
shots are adequate to help readers understand a situa-
tion, and can also be used as a basis for drawings by AR-
MORS artist.

Do not write on the back of photos. Write caption
material on paper and tape to the back of the photos.
This will eliminate ink transferring to the surface of the
photos, making them unusable. Let us know if you want

the photos back.

When using PowerPoint to produce maps or illustra-
tions, please try to minimize shading. (We seldom use
the illustrations full size and shading becomes blotchy
when reduced. Keep graphics as simple as possible. It is
easier for us to add any shading desired during the pub-
lication process than to modify your efforts.) We can
accept electronic photo files in most formats, but prefer
300 dpi TTF or JPG files.

If you have any questions concerning electronic art
submissions, call Vivian Oertle at DSN 464-2610 or
COM (502) 624-2610.
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Article Length

We do not set an upper limit on length; however, an
ideal length is 13 manuscript (double-spaced) pages or
less. We have made exceptions; we will probably make
others. But that’s a good rule of thumb. We try to avoid
multipart articles because of the two-month interval
between issues.

Electronic Formats

Our standard word processing format is Microsoft
Word, but conversion programs allow us to accommo-
date most popular formats. Please indicate word pro-
cessing format on CD, disk, or cover letter.

“Shotgunning”

Due to TRADOC publication guidelines, and the lim-
ited space per issue, we will not print articles that have
been submitted to, and accepted for publication by,
other Army journals. Please submit your article to only
one Army journal at a time.

Copyright
ARMOR has occasionally printed copyrighted mate-
rial, but we would prefer to avoid that if possible. The
most likely end-use of an ARMOR article is as a study
aid in the training of Army soldiers, and complying
with copyright regulations when a protected article is
reproduced can be onerous.

Deadlines

Within two or three weeks of submission, you will ei-
ther receive a notice of acceptance or rejection. If ac-
cepted, we will send a “permission to publish” form and
a “biographical worksheet” for your signature.

ARMOR is due at the printer about three weeks be-
fore it is mailed to units, and work on each issue usually
begins about seven weeks prior to mailing.

Please refer to the table below for submissions:

Issue Date Submission Deadline

1 November
1 January
1 March
1 May
1 July
1 September

January-February
March-April
May-June
July-August
September-October
November-December
Rewards
We are not budgeted to pay contributors for their ar-
ticles, but authors receive extra copies of the issue in
which their article appears and a certificate of appre-
ciation from the Chief of Armor. Additionally, the U.S.
Armor Association may provide a free one-year sub-
scription to the Armor and Cavalry Journal to published
authors. This action by the U.S. Armor Association
should not be construed as an endorsement of the As-
sociation by the U.S. Government, Department of De-
fense, the Army, or the Armor Center and Fort Knox.




Major General Robert M. Williams

Commanding General

U.S. Army Armor Center

A Final View from
the Commander’s Hatch

Throughout my career, | have held sev-
eral command positions, which is truly
a blessing; however, | feel especially
blessed to have been the commander of
Fort Knox and the U.S. Army Armor
Center and School. It is here that | have
learned why the Armor force has the
world’'s greatest Soldiers — it isdue to
caring leaders and this school’s world-
classtraining. After what seemsto bea
very brief time, | am turning over the
reigns of Chief of Armor and Cavalry to
Brigadier General Don Campbell, the42d
Chief of Armor, and | couldn’t be more
excited for him. | have no doubt that the
Armor forcewill carry on dutifully in my
absence and continue to do those things
that distinguish it asthe “ Combat Arm of
Decision.”

Over thepast few years, we haveworked
hard to transform our officer, noncom-
missioned officer, and initial entry mili-
tary training programs to train our Sol-
diersfor the current fight while maintain-
ing necessary skillsfor the next fight. We
must continue to train adaptive leaders
and find new waysto incorporate technol -
ogy. Wewill continueto struggle with the
dilemma of how to infuse junior leaders
with new experiences. Clearly, we will
continue to immerse leadersin challeng-
ing situations, physically, mentally, mor-
ally, and with new equipment, allowing
them to learn from thelr mistakesin anon-
life-threatening environment. The day is
fast approaching when wewill assign new
lieutenants to “virtual platoons’ in the
Basic Officer Leader Course so they can
truly train on the tasks they must master.
Our Soldiers must be the centerpiece of
what we do. Simply put, if and when we
acquirethistechnology, we must remem-
ber that it will remain the “enabler” for
Soldiers and not the other way around.

Speaking of technology, our force has,
from itsinception, been somewhat reliant
on technology to completeitsmission. As

| stated in my July-August 2007 Com-
mander’sHatch, “Your Next Tank?’ there
is an emerging need for significant up-
gradesto our Nation’s main battle tank.
When new threats emerge, new capabili-
ties must be incorporated, and thereis a
similar, and maybe even greater, need for
upgrades and improvements to our scout
and cavalry systems. Not to put too finea
point onit, but | recently heard a trooper
claim that “the last successful scout plat-
formin our inventory dedicated solely to
thecavalry scout’smission wasthe horse”
That claim is probably overstated, but we
should consider its merit — our future
scout systems must be pushed ahead.

Technology does not only apply to new
platforms; we must get away from de-
signing platformsin astovepipe. Clearly,
the current battlefield, as well as the fu-
ture battlefield, requires holistic surviv-
ability inwhich acommon network back-
bone and a true common operating pic-
tureisavailableto our formations, aswell
asour alies formations. In both armor
and cavalry organizations, interoperabil -
ity with the future forceis essential, and
regardless of where we function on the
broad spectrum of future operations, there
will always be a need for network-en-
abled battle command and situational
awareness. We will continue to develop
equipment, weapons, ammunition, and
enablers to ensure that our Soldiers are
never in afair fight.

| have addressed two of the three criti-
cal resources necessary for our mounted
force — soldiers and technology. The
third critical resource is time. As an an-
cient philosopher said, “ Timeis the most
valuable thing a man can spend,” and |
add, “it is aso the one thing that a com-
bat leader never has enough of.” The chal-
lenge of training our mounted force to
defeat multiple and varied future threats
will bein time and training management.
There will always be more requirements

than resources; itisaleader’sjob to prior-
itize and apply available limited resourc-
esto appropriatetasks. Itisthe job of the
generating force to provide the operating
force with training strategies and trained
Soldiers. Shifting from a core mission
essential task list to a directed mission
essential task list will always require a
leader’s assessment and guidance. What
we must do as aforce is determine what
critical core skillsmust betrained, where
those skills are trained, and how often
they aretrained. Asthe operating environ-
ment continually increases in complex-
ity, the list of Soldier tasks to train con-
tinually increases. While we cannot ex-
pect our Soldiers to become experts at
every skill, there must be mastery of crit-
ical skills. Defining those critical skills
and determining the best method to train
those skills will require training strategy
refinement and a recommitment of our
forceto teaching training management at
al levels.

Whilel could continueindefinitely about
the future of our mounted force, | will
closethiscolumnwith onefinal thought
— thestrength of our Nationisour Army,
and the strength of our Army is our Sol-
diers.

My brief time asthe Chief of Armor and
Cavalry has reinforced my belief in the
strength of our Soldiersand theresilience
of their families. | thank you for your con-
tributions to thisjournal over the years
— knowledge shared between profes-
sionalsisessential for continued success.
But most of al, | thank you for your ser-
vice and commitment to our Nation —
past, present, and future.

Forge the Thunderbolt!
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DRIVERS SEAT

CSM Otis Smith

Command Sergeant Major
U.S. Army Armor Center

Post Traumatic Stress Disorder:
Know the Symptoms and What to Do

In thisissue of ARMOR, | would liketo
discuss a subject of great importance. It
is about taking care of Soldiers — and
Soldiers are our most precious resource.
Recent studies have highlighted the need
for making soldiers and leaders aware
of post traumatic stressdisorder (PTSD).
This serious condition affects soldiers
and their families, friends, and fellow sol-
diers.

PTSD is a condition that often follows
aterrifying physical or emotiona event,
causing the person who survived the event
to have persistent, frightening thoughts
and memories, or flashbacks, of the or-
deal. Personswith PTSD often feel chron-
ically, emotionally numb. Once referred
to as “shell shock” or “battle fatigue,”
PTSD isamental health disorder that re-
quiresahealth care provider to diagnose.
The symptoms of PTSD may include the
following signs:

Physical: fatigue, vomiting or nauses,
chest pain, twitches, thirst, weakness, in-
somniaor nightmares, breathing difficul-
ty, muscle tremors, teeth grinding, pro-
fuse sweating, pounding heart, diarrhea
or intestinal upsets, and headaches.

Behavioral: withdrawal, pacing and
restlessness, emotional outbursts, anti-so-
cia acts, suspicion and paranoia, loss of
interest in hobbies, increased a cohol con-
sumption, and substance abuse.

Emotional: anxiety or panic, guilt, fear,
denial, irritability, depression, intense an-
ger, agitation, and apprehension.

No amount of training can totally pre-
pare soldiers for the redlities of combat.
Studies show that 20 to 30 percent of mil-
itary personnel returning from combat
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operations report psychological symp-
toms. These symptoms may include dif-
ficulty sleeping, feelings of depression,
or social withdrawal. Most of these sol-
dierswill transition successfully in afew
weeks in anormal healthy way. Howev-
er, it may take some soldiers longer than
others to transition; these soldiers may
require significant assistance to cope
with the reactions they are having due to
their military experience.

Leaders— know your soldiers! Itises-
sential that leaders know, understand,
and recognize the signs and symptoms
of PTSD. Awareness of the symptoms of
combat stress is key to helping soldiers
get help. Soldierswho may need help are
likely to pull away from those who may
be able to support them the most. They
may have significant issues with irrita-
bility, anger, or aggression, which affects
them both at work and home. Soldiers
may also abuse alcohol or drugs to “es-
cape” their troubles or help calm them
down. They may a so become hyper-alert
and try to securetheir environments, while
others may engage in high-risk behav-
iors, such as driving recklessly or too
fast, in an effort to get back the adrena-
line rush they had while in the theater of
operations.

Leaders at all levels have aresponsibil-
ity to watch for any signs or symptoms
of PTSD affecting soldiers. They must
identify and assess hazards to their sol-
diers hedth from PTSD. Asapart of con-
trolling these hazards, leaders must en-
sure that soldiers receive appropriate care
and support — make sure you havelined
up the resources soldiers need and are
ready to provide the assistance they may
require when needed.

Wealso know that soldierswith thehigh-
est combat exposure, those conducting
missions outside the wire, have higher
rates of post-combat stress. Soldiers ex-
periencing post-combat stress may con-
tinue to struggle with symptoms long af -
ter redeployment. Some do not “reset”
quickly after coming home and may con-
tinue to struggle even 12 months later.
Leaders and soldiers must recognize the
continued effects of exposure to combat
stress; however, leaders must aso remem-
ber that post-combat stress is part of a
soldier’s experience, and that most sol-
diers will successfully adapt to their re-
actions. However, there are soldiers who
may have difficulty in coping with post-
combat stress, which leads to PTSD. If
soldiersreceive help at the onset of their
symptoms, their recovery will be faster
and more complete.

A word of adviceto all soldiers: not ev-
eryonewho isexposed to traumatic events
has long-term problems; in fact, many
peopleinvolved in traumatic events grow
from the experience. But if you find your-
self struggling at work, in relationships,
or in other important parts of your lifeas
aresult of atraumatic event, immediate-
ly seek a professional assessment. Visit
your unit Chaplain, your installation De-
partment of Behavioral Health (or Com-
munity or Division Mental Health), So-
cial Work Services, or your primary care
manager. Thesefolkswill make sure you
get the help you need.

Additiona informationon PTSD isavail-
able online & www.behavioralhealth.army.
mil.

“Teach our young soldiers and leaders
how to think; not what to think.”
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So successful were attempts to make L ongstreet the scapegoat
for Confederate defeat in the Civil War that his performance in
combat has been savaged unjustifiably by generations of histo-
rians who blindly accepted the claims of the Lee cult without
considering their barely concealed agenda. What little credit re-
mained for Longstreet’s general ship was confined to agrudging
acknowledgment that he was merely a fine defensive fighter
who otherwise moved his troops slowly and ineptly into battle.
Such notions were born of the self-serving criticisms of those
who were not his equal in combat.

Longstreet’s skill asawarrior was certainly evident in the de-
fense at places such as Fredericksburg, but his martial prowess
was equally evident on other fields when he maneuvered his
troops forward to strike crushing blows against the enemy, par-
ticularly in September 1863, in the bloody woods along the Ten-
nessee-Georgia border. At the Battle of Chickamauga, James
L ongstreet showed that he was truly a bulldog who could be re-
lied on to deliver powerful, punishing attacks. Chickamauga
was not the first example of
this, and it certainly would not
be the last. However, modern
day combat leaders can look
to his performance at Chicka
mauga for examples of flexi-
bility and shrewd battlefield
assessment under extremely
difficult conditions.

Longstreet Moves West

In August of 1863, Long-
street corresponded with his
commander, General Robert
E. Lee, regarding adtrategic re-
inforcement of Braxton Bragg's
army in Tennessee. The defeat

Major General Braxton Bragg

“In August of 1863, Longstreet corresponded with his com-
mander, General Robert E. Lee, regarding a strategic re-
inforcement of Braxton Bragg's army in Tennessee. The
defeat at Gettysburg was still a close, bitter memory within
the Army of Northern Virginia, and Longstreet’s post-war
critics usually point to his suggested redeployment to the
west as evidence of his disloyalty to Lee and of his rabid
ambition for independent command.”

at Gettysburg was still a close, bitter memory within the Army
of Northern Virginia, and Longstreet’s post-war critics usually
point to his suggested redeployment to the west as evidence of
hisdisloyalty to Leeand of his rabid ambition for independent
command. While a desire for advancement very well could
have played a part in his motives, it is equally likely that Long-
street actually believed in what he was advocating. In one of
his letters to Lee, Longstreet offered a realistic assessment of
the army’s readiness, and he proposed that the Army of North-
ern Virginia might remain on the defensive along the Rappa-
hannock while reinforcements moved west since “[the] best
opportunity for great results is in Tennessee.”2 It was not the
first time he had suggested taking advantage of the South’s inte-
rior lines to mass against one of the other Union commands,
but the recent fall of Vicksburg and Bragg's inability to gain
even the smallest success against the Federalsin that strategi-
cally vitd theater, certainly would have added an increased sense
of urgency.

Eventually, Longstreet was ordered west with elements of
his corps, traveling acircuitous route through the Carolinas and
Georgia necessitated by the Federal occupation of Knoxville.
Meanwhile, Bragg and his
Army of Tennessee had been
maneuvered out of Chatta-
noogaby Major Genera Wil-
liam S. Rosencrans Army of
the Cumberland, and on 18
September, Bragg opened an
engagement with the Feder-
alsnear Chickamauga Creek
in the heavily forested lands
on the Georgia-Tennessee
border. Longstreet and his
staff arrived at Catoosa Sta-
tion in Georgia at approxi-
mately 1500 hourson 19 Sep-
tember, with the battle al-
ready underway. To the sur-
prise of the new arrivals,
Bragg did not bother to send
a guide to meet them, forc-
ing Longstreet and two of
his staff officersto spend hours searching for the commanding
general in the north Georgia woods. After a close encounter
with Federal pickets, Longstreet found Bragg at approximately
2300 hours.3

General Bragg rose from his sslumber and directed L ongstreet
to assume command of the left wing of the army (See Figure
1). The right wing would be under the direction of Genera
Leonidas Polk. The attack would begin the next morning with
the advance of D.H. Hill’s corps on the far right of Polk’s line.
Bragg's plan called for each unit to advance in succession, fol-
lowing the one on its right. This would continue across the
entire length of the Confederate front as the army swung to
the l€eft like a huge door, pivoting on General William Preston’s

Major General William S. Rosencrans
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division on the far left of the line. If successful, Bragg's army
would cut off the Federal sfrom Chattanooga and destroy them.4
The plan was simple, but that did little to aleviate the difficul-
ties with which Longstreet would have to contend. He had ar-
rived in darkness with little timeto locate and organize hisforc-
es for an attack over unfamiliar ground against a confident and
well-supplied enemy. Bragg, in keeping with his reputation, had
done little to facilitate the integration of his newly arrived rein-
forcements.

The brigades of John B.
Hood, however, had arrived
fromVirginiaahead of Long-
street in time to participate
in the fighting on 19 Sep-
tember. Hood's assessment
of Bragg's command was as
dark as Longstreet's must
have been. The atmosphere
that Hood and hismen found
was certainly in shocking
contrast to what they had en-
joyedintheeast. Just ascon-
sistent victory had built con-
fidenceintheArmy of North-
ern Virginia, consistent de-
feat had drained the spirit of
the Army of Tennessee. Hood found that “not one [of Bragg's
officers] spoke in a sanguine tone regarding the result of the
battle in which [they] were then engaged.”® Hood's spirits sure-
ly rose when Longstreet arrived on the field.

Major General John B. Hood

Organizing the Left Wing for Battle

After ashort rest at Bragg's headquarters, Longstreet set out in
the predawn darkness to locate the units of the left wing. Upon
finding them, Longstreet quickly

of artillery.”® Observation was broken by the thick trees, making
long range adjustment of artillery impossible. Theterrain would
have an equal effect on Federal artillery. Throughout the course
of the battle, Union forces would expend only 7,320 rounds for
their cannon, less than one-quarter of the total fired during the
battle of Gettyshurg earlier that year.” It is clear that the Feder-
as suffered under the same limitations as their Confederate op-
ponents. The fighting in those northern Georgia woods would
depend on the close combat of determined infantry.

In addition to the severe restrictions of the terrain, Longstreet
discovered problems with the alignment of his units. These
problems were the result of both the rugged landscape and the
confusion of the previous day’s combat. Longstreet found that
he did not have contact with the right wing; therefore, he or-
dered A.P. Stewart, commander of his far right division, to lo-
cate them. Stewart soon reported that his line was nearly one-
half mile in advance of the units to his right. Longstreet had
much work to do before he would advance against the Federal
positions to the east.

Asit turned out, he had more time than anticipated because
Polk’sforcesfailed to advance at the appointed hour. The delay
wasdueto afailureto properly relay ordersto subordinate com-
manders. Longstreet used this time to fashion a plan of attack
that suited the dense, compartmentalized terrain of the Chicka-
mauga battlefield. He recognized that the thick woods would
make lateral coordination of units virtually impossible since,
even in the most open areas, “one’s vision could not reach far-
ther than the length of a brigade.”8 Additionally, he knew from
experience that by stringing out his divisions in long lines, he
would weaken his striking power by dispersing troops across a
broad front. Such a deployment of forces might gain a small
penetration of enemy lines, but it would lack the strength to ex-
ploit a breakthrough.

set about making adjustments
and organizing his wing for the
attack. The difficulty of this task
cannot be overstated, especially

Left Wing

LTG James Longstreet

considering the circumstancesin | pivision

Brigade

Regiments and Others

whichthenewly appointed com-
mander of the left wing found
himself. He had arrived in dark-
ness with the battle already un-
derway. Bragg and his staff pro-
vided very little assistance with
integrating this new and highly
important subordinate |eader.

Anderson’s Brigade:
BG Patton Anderson
Col J. H. Sharp

7th Mississippi: COL W. H. Bishop

9th Mississippi: MAJ T. H. Lynam

10th Mississippi: LTC James Barr

41st Mississippi: COL W. F. Tucker

44th Mississippi: COL J. H. Sharp, LTC R. G. Kelsey

9th Mississippi Battalion Sharpshooters: MAJ W.C. Richards
Garrity’s (Alabama) Battery: CPT James Garrity

Hindman'’s Division:
MG Thomas C. Hindman
BG Patton Anderson

Most of al, Longstreet received
a very difficult assignment, and
hewould haveto operate on com-
pletely unfamiliar terrain. With-
out the communications equip-
ment that commanders on later
battlefields would have, all or-
ders would have to go by couri-

Escort:
Lenoir's Company, Alabama
Cavalry: CPT T.M. Lenoir

Deas’ Brigade:
BG Zach C. Deas

19th Alabama: COL Samuel K. McSpadden

22nd Alabama: LTC John Weedon, CPT Harry T. Toulmin

25th Alabama: COL George D. Johnston

39th Alabama: COL Whitfield Clark

50th Alabama: COL J.G. Coltart

17th Alabama Battalion Sharpshooters: CPT James F. Nabers
Dent's (Alabama) Battery: CPT S.H. Dent

er or be personally delivered by
Longstreet.

Longstreet quickly surveyed the
terrain, finding that it “was not a

Manigault's Brigade:
BG Arthur M. Manigault

24th Alabama: COL N.N. Davis

28th Alabama: COL John C. Reid

34th Alabama: MAJ John N. Slaughter

10th-19th South Carolina: COL James F. Pressley
Waters’ (Alabama) Battery: LT Charles W. Watkins

field proper, but a heavy wood-

land, not adapted to the practice Figure 1
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As a consequence of his rapid and highly perceptive assess-
ment, Longstreet formed a powerful assault column under that
wily fighter and fellow veteran of the Army of Northern Virgin-
ia, John B. Hood. Choosing Hood made sense for many rea-
sons, the most obvious of which was he and his men had al-
ready seen fighting during the previous day and he was most fa-
miliar with the ground to their front. Longstreet arrayed the | eft
wing's other divisions in two lines with two brigades forward
and the others in support, but he stacked Hood's brigades in a
tight column at intervals of 100 paces.® The enemy situation be-
fore him was unclear and the terrain rough and unfamiliar. He
lacked the time to conduct a proper reconnaissance, so Long-
street decided that his best chance for successwasto advancein
strength sufficient enough to pierce the enemy’s lines and con-
tinue to carry the fight to hisrear areas.

There is little doubt that the pain of the charge against the
Union center at Gettysburg still lingered in Longstreet’s mind.
Before leaving Virginia, hislast words to Lee had been that he
would “not give a single man of my command for a fruitless
victory.” 10 Gettysburg had clearly been a bloody defeat, and he
viewed previous triumphs, such as Chancellorsville, as Pyrrhic
victories because of the immense and irreplaceable casualties
suffered. James Longstreet was preparing to launch an attack
that would have the power to do far more than gain asmall pen-
etration in enemy lines. He was going to break the line and push

ji

CRITTENDEN

ot

Map 1

into the Federals' rear areas as part of the Confederate plan to
isolate and destroy the Army of the Cumberland. Such avictory
would definitely not be “fruitless”

Fortune Intervenes

TheArmy of Tennessee under Braxton Bragg had experienced
little good fortune before the Battle of Chickamauga. However,
with the arrival of Longstreet’s forces, not only were they gain-
ing some of the best combat formations that the South could of -
fer, they also seemed to be gaining a touch of luck. It was the
sort of good fortune that always seems to accompany those who
act with confidence and decisiveness during times of turmoil.
The 20th day of September 1863 would prove to be the “high
watermark” for Bragg's army.

Of course, the opening of the day’s operations did not bode
well. Polk’s inability to launch his attack at dawn understand-
ably enraged Bragg. He wanted to hear none of the excuses of-
fered by his subordinates. D.H. Hill, the corps commander who
was to advance first, did not receive timely orders due to negli-
gence on his part and also by his superior, Polk.

AsLongstreet stirred on theleft, aligning hisforcesand strength-
ening his line for the coming thrust, Bragg's frustration grew
until he began personally ordering individua divisionsforward,
beginning on theright of theline. It was about 1100 hourswhen
Longstreet finally decided to send the commanding general his
recommendation to advance hiswing. As he was preparing to
send the message, he discovered that Bragg had already ordered
A.P. Stewart’s division forward. Fortunately, Longstreet was
ableto quickly order Hood and the remaining unitson hisleft to
hold long enough for the brigades of Joseph Kershaw and new-
ly promoted Brigadier General Benjamin Humphreys to close
up on the rear of the assault column, adding additional depth
and power to Hood's formation.t

It was at about this time that fortune intervened on the side of
the Confederates. Due to a mistaken report of agap in the Fed-
erd line between the units of Thomas Wood and Joseph Reyn-
olds, General Rosencrans began shifting units across his front.
As historian John Bowers put it, “the catastrophe was put in
motion” when Wood attempted to close up on Reynolds, but was
then redirected by General George Thomas, the corps com-
mander on the Union left, farther along to the left of the line.12
Thisactually created agap in the Federal line, rather than clos-
ing one up. That gap was now directly oppositefrom Longstreet’'s
impending attack.

Longstreet Attacks

AsLongstreet surged forward, hisforces experienced both the
benefits and difficulties associated with the terrain of the Chick-
amauga Battlefield. The approach march toward the Federal
lines was difficult due to dense woods and undergrowth. Mox-
ley Sorrel, Longstreet’s chief of staff, offered an understatement
when he noted that, “[t]he ground was, in parts, difficult before
us.” 13 However, this ground offered advantages to the attackers.
A local man, whose family farm was located near the center of
where Longstreet now planned to attack, acted asaguidefor his
forces, showing them the best way through the woods. Thefoli-
agehidthe 11 Confederate brigadesuntil they suddenly emerged
from the trees just east of L afayette Road.

Longstreet’s forces surged forward toward the gap left by
Wood's departure, cresting the small hill at Brotherton Field.
Federal unitson either side of the gap attempted to repositionin
an attempt to stem the gray tide that was now rushing toward

ARMOR — January-February 2008



them. This slowed the Confederate ad-
vance, but the brigades of Kershaw and
Humphreys that Longstreet had closed
up to a better supporting position during
the realignment of the morning, gained
the enemy’sfirst linesand allowed for the
capture of “alarge number” of Federal
cannons.#

Even in the face of this success, albeit
aided by the serendipitous appearance of
agap in the enemy line, Longstreet’s ef-
forts met with criticism that is colored by
the post-war assaults on his military re-
cord. Historian Steven Woodworth seems
to imply that the only reason for Long-
street’s successes at this stage in the bat-
tlewasthefortuitouswithdrawal of Wood's
troops from their reverse slope defensive
positions on the west side of Brotherton
Field. Prior to his departure, Wood was
positioned so that his troops would be
sheltered behind low breastworks below
the small hill top where the Confederates
would have to “skyline” themselves as
they approached. Undoubtedly, the first
ranks to advance would have met with a
viciousvolley from the Federal positions,
but as Woodworth himself acknowledges, the Southern troops
would have, by that time, been within 50 yards of Wood's
lines.1s

The Federal troops would have been unable to fire on the at-
tackers beforethat point dueto theintervisibility line created by
the small hill. A determined charge would have covered the 50
yards rather quickly, and given the fact that Longstreet’s troops
were fresh and rested, it is likely they would have been able to
do so. Additionally, the assault column was several brigades
deep by design, providing more than enough combat power to
penetrate Wood's position and hold it against a counterattack.
Had Wood remained in position, it is certain that the cost in
Confederate lives would have been far greater, but with Ker-
shaw and Humphreys' unitsin close support and the commands
of Thomas Hindman and William Preston to the rear and | eft of
the assault column, thereislittle reason to suspect the end result
would have been different.

A further testament to the strength of Longstreet’sthrust came
as Union Colonel John T. Wilder’s Lightning Brigade, armed
with Spencer repeating rifles, struck Hindman's division in the
left and rear near Widow Glenn hill. Therapid fire of Wilder's
Spencer rifles and the surprise of this flank attack initially
pushed back a brigade of infantry to Lafayette Road, prompt-
ing Hindman to send a distressed message to Longstreet. The
commander of the left wing was calm and steady in hisresponse,
as were the troops that he knew to be moving up in close sup-
port of Hindman’s flank.1¢ The attack continued forward asthe
follow-on units closed up on those in the lead helping to secure
the flanks. Wilder's Brigade subsequently withdrew to escort
fleeing Union staff officers back to the relative safety of Chatta-
nooga.

With the attack of the left wing advancing rapidly, Longstreet
was quick to redlize that a change in the overall battle plan was
necessary. He recommended reversing the scheme Bragg had
conceived the night prior: instead of the right wing sweeping
to the left, the left wing would sweep toward the right, pushing

January-February 2008 — ARMOR

Credit: J.F. Hillen

“The Army of Tennessee under Braxton Bragg had experienced little good fortune before the Bat-
tle of Chickamauga. However, with the arrival of Longstreet’s forces, not only were they gaining
some of the best combat formations that the South could offer, they also seemed to be gaining a
touch of luck. It was the sort of good fortune that always seems to accompany those who act with
confidence and decisiveness during times of turmoil. The 20th day of September 1863 would
prove to be the “high watermark” for Bragg’s army.”

the Federal troops to their soon-to-be famous stand on Horse-
shoe Ridge and Snodgrass Hill. This delaying action by Union
General George Thomas would allow the Army of the Cumber-
land to escape disaster on that day.

Longstreet’s Tactics Considered

There were two basic schools of thought regarding infantry
fighting in the 1860s, and understanding each of theseisimpor-
tantin ng Longstreet’s performance at Chickamaugaand
his combat leadership in general. The most influential school of
thought regarding Civil War commanders of both the North and
South was termed an “engineer” solution to the problem of in-
fantry combat. This emphasized the natural tendency to shelter
behind fieldworks or protective terrain features in a position of
strength, forcing the enemy to attack across open ground where
they were vulnerable to the firepower of the defenders.t” There
could be no better description of Longstreet's own masterful
defense of Mayre's Heights at the Battle of Fredericksburg or
the Union defense of Cemetery Ridge on the third day at Get-
tysburg. Asthewar drew to aclose, complex defensive entrench-
ments, such as those at Petersburg, would become more com-
mon, foreshadowing the horrors of World War I.

Another school of thought regarding infantry tacticsin 1863
was prevalent in the European drill manuals of that day. This
philosophy emphasized what we today call “shock action,” de-
livered at the point of abayonet. It still acknowledged the marked
advantage of strong defensive positions, but it advocated launch-
ing strong counterattacks from the defense or carrying out vio-
lent charges once one's infantry had marched to within close
range of the enemy. Thistactic could be accomplished by skill-
fully using terrain to conceal an approach march until one's
forces emerged unexpectedly at a vulnerable point on the ene-
my’s line.18 The vulnerable point could be an assailable flank
identified through reconnaissance or, if locating such aposition
wasimpractical, that point could be“created” by massing alarge
amount of force against a narrow portion of the enemy’slineto
overwhelm him. The accompanying “ shock” could be delivered
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to the enemy through a bayonet charge, afierce musket volley,
an ear-splitting war cry, or acombination of all three.

Considering these two contrasting conceptions of infantry tac-
tics, it seems clear that Longstreet, either by training or through
instinct, applied both methods with equal effectiveness. The Bat-
tle of Chickamaugaisastark example of his use of shock action
to carry theday, just as hisperformance at Fredericksburg showed
hisability to apply an “engineer” solution in battle. The wooded
terrain at Chickamauga alowed Longstreet’s forces to execute
a concealed approach march at the end of which he massed
overwhelming combat power against asmall segment of the en-
emy’s line with the intent of overwhelming whatever Federal
unit had the misfortune of being positioned there. Longstreet
arrayed his forces in depth to ensure he had the strength to
not only penetrate the first line of Federal defenses, but also
exploit that success, thereby rupturing the entire Union defen-
sive scheme.

Aftermath

Although the Battle of Chickamauga forced Union forces to
retreat back to Chattanooga, Bragg's great chance to cut their
escaperoute and destroy them waslost. Internal dissension with-
in the Army of Tennessee was rampant, and Bragg's subordi-
nates united in an attempt to have him relieved of command. In
this depressing drama, Longstreet played a sad part, coming to
be seen as the leader of the anti-Bragg faction. As he would re-
alize in the years following the war, he was out of his element
in dealing with politics and intrigue. Ultimately, Bragg's great-
est ally, Confederate President Jefferson Davis, ensured that he
would remain in command, and Longstreet departed for a diffi-
cult and unsuccessful campaign in eastern Tennessee. However,
Longstreet’s battl efield performance at Chickamaugawas afine
example of highly effective and flexible combat leadership. He
stepped into an extremely difficult and confused situation and
managed to fashion a sound plan of attack. His analysis of the
terrain was quick and perceptive, and he rightly understood the
need to adjust his tactics based on preexisting conditions and
other considerations.

Great commanders build their reputations on battlefields; un-
fortunately, history attempts to judge James L ongstreet based on
political and personal biases. Thereis no doubt that many as-
pects of his career deserve criticism, but this outstanding com-
mander amassed a formidable record of combat achievement
that islittle appreciated. He was afighter who rapidly and accu-
rately assessed a situation and subsequently applied the best so-
[ution based on that assessment. Even though he, like many oth-
er commanders of that day, preferred to fight from a position of
formidable strength that would force his enemy to attack in the
open and suffer heavy casualties, he was not chained to any par-
ticular tactical dogma. Longstreet adjusted histacticsto the ter-
rain and the enemy in an effort to gain victory while sacrificing
asfew of hissoldiers as possible.

Despite post-war assertions that he was merely a capable de-
fensive fighter, James Longstreet was equally effective in the
offense. During many other engagements both before and after
Chickamauga, he clearly showed his mettle. The observations
and comments of hisenemiesin blue attest to his prowessin the
attack. At Gettysburg, as he personally led elementsfrom one of
hisbrigadesforward to seize the Peach Orchard, acaptured Union
soldier who saw Longstreet in action commented admiringly,
“[o]ur generalsdon’t do that sort of thing.” 1 At the Battle of the
Wilderness, it was Longstreet who fiercely attacked the Federal
flank and saved the Army of NorthernVirginiafrom disaster be-
fore falling severely wounded. Union General Winfield Scott
Hancock, recalling Longstreet’s Wilderness flank attack said
that “[he] rolled me up like awet blanket.” 20 However, it was

from his own commander, the legendary Robert E. Lee, that
Longstreet would receive his highest compliment. No other sub-
ordinate, not even Stonewall Jackson, enjoyed Lee's confidence
more. Had he been merely a capable defensive fighter, it is
doubtful that Lee would have referred to James Longstreet as
“the staff in my right hand.”# Theses statements are testaments
to the bravery and dogged determination of a general whose
skills as a commander were not confined to merely one form of
warfare.

The controversy surrounding his disagreement with Lee at Get-
tysburg has clouded thejudgment of history against JamesL ong-
street. However, a close and impartial examination of his mili-
tary record exonerates him from the false indictments leveled
by hispalitically motivated and self-serving enemiesin the post-
war years. Hewas not perfect, but he could hit the enemy ashard
asany leader on either side of the Civil War. The Battle of Chick-
amaugais just one example of James Longstreet’'stalent asan
offensive commander, and it is one that future military leaders
and historians should remember.
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Consequence Management during
Counterinsurgency Operations

by Major Ernest Litynski

While counterinsurgency (COIN) oper-
ations may differ regionaly dueto distinct
environments, insurgent ideologies and
objectives, and cultural variations, main-
taining governance, legitimacy, and pop-
ular support remain a resounding coali-
tion force (CF) objective during these op-
erations. Regardless of COIN conditions,
unintended consequences as a result of
CF-led actionswill undoubtedly occur on
the battlefield. Unfortunately, these ac-
tions have the potentid to influence aneg-
ative perception of CF by the populous,
or even worse, exploitation of the unin-
tended consequence via an insurgent-led
information operations (10) effort. Hence,
the need for consequence management
in such situations is certainly a relevant
requirement to maintain legitimacy and
stability within the host nation.

Actions, Insight, and Tactics
at Battalion and Below

Task Force (TF) 4th Squadron, 73d Cav-
alry (4-73 CAV), 4th Brigade Combat
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Team (BCT), 82d Airborne Division, ex-
perienced such unintended consequenc-
esduring their current deployment to Af-
ghanistan. Subsequently, the organization
devel oped conseguence management tac-
tics, techniques, and procedures (TTP)
to maintain local stability, legitimize lo-
cal governance, and isolate insurgents
from their cause and support. Events, such
asthe accidental wounding of an Afghan
civilian by a ricochet warning shot, or
the death of local Afghan National Secu-
rity Force (ANSF) soldiers who unsuc-
cessfully tried to disarm unexploded ord-
nance (UXO), highlight the need for con-
sequence management and preventive
actions within the COIN fight.

As aresult of the two af orementioned
events on the battlefield, the squadron
methodically developed “consequence
management” battle drills, plans of ac-
tion, and formal TTPsto mitigate such sit-
uations. It must be noted, however, that
consequence management is more than
a positive |O message to the populous.

Conversely, it must be “operationalized”
holistically within the organization and
requires “full-spectrum” engagement, to
include:

e |nternal actions — synchronization
and efforts of all staff sectionswithin
the battalion or squadron.

e External actions— continuous cross-
talk and integration with the higher
headquarters, relevant staff sections,
and provincial reconstruction teams
(PRT), as appropriate.

e L ocal security actions — incorpora
tion of the Provincial Coordination
Center (PCC) and local ANSF lead-
ersinto the process.

e | oca governance actions — coordi-
nation for shuras/meetings with the
governor, local governance, and trib-
a elders.

As this article demonstrates, holistic,
continuous engagement with respect to
the aforementioned actions is not an op-
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“Units must have the ability to collect information at collateral damage sites, which enables them
to take proper consequence-management steps and mitigate second/third-order effects. Further-
more, the incorporation of humanitarian aid (HA) and appropriate solatia payments must be a re-
inforcing and continuous process within the affected area. Similarly, conducting shuras at the ap-
propriate levels, such as local, district, and/or provincial, should occur as soon as possible during
the consequence-management process.”

tional requirement, but an essential task
in the consequence-management process.
Therefore, an “isolationist” or “ economy
of effort” approach, aswell as alack of
proper planning, coordination, communi-
cation, and execution of these actions, can
potentially result in more harm than good
(result in further consequences, de-legit-
imization of CF/governance, and exploi-
tation of negative 10 by the insurgency).

The lessons|earned outlined in this arti-
cle provide any organization agood start-
ing point or template for consequence
management. It must be noted, however,
that they are not the approved solution for
every situation, as mission, enemy, ter-
rain, troops, time, and civilians (METT-
TC) conditions differ within every orga-
nization’sbattlespace. However, theseles-
sons learned and TTP should be adapted

by organizations using leadership judg-
ment based on current conditions (meld-
ing of battle command “art and science”).

The following lessons |earned were de-
veloped by 4-73 CAV and deemed so
significant that they were disseminated
throughout Combined Joint Task Force-
82 as a tool for consequence manage-
ment. They were developed as aresult of
a gap discovered in the unit's standard
operating procedures (SOP) following the
aforementioned accidental wounding of
an Afghan civilian. All actions during the
actual incident were conducted properly
and in accordance with theater escala-
tion of force (EOF) and rules of engage-
ment (ROE) criteria.

Lessons Learned

Thefollowing lessons |earned were de-
veloped from after action reviews (AARS)
and subsequently led to cresting the dem-
onstrated TTP and battle drills that assist
in mitigation and/or elimination of nega-
tive consequences, such as a noncomba-
tant casualty or collateral damage, creat-
edin aCOIN environment:

Consequence management battle
drills. Currently, thereis no systemic pro-
cess established to ensure the tactical
operations center (TOC) can rapidly in-
form all necessary personnel and begin
necessary procedures. As a result, the
course of action process becomes dis-

jointed and proper staffing

REPORTS: m
SALTR: w/in 5 min.

BATTLE DRILL 9: WOUNDED NON-
COMBATANT

functionsarelengthy. Hence,
the need to develop compre-
hensive battle drillsto ensure

m [3¢ FLASH 3|

all appropriate actions are

FUSION NET (I): w/in 15 min.

STORY BOARD (1): w/in 2 hrs.
- Finalize FUSION NET report
- Finalize STORY BOARD

taken, personnel are notified,
and coordination is executed.

the SQDN CDR

BTL CPT initiates notification and requests
name of the of 15-6 Investigation Officer from

finding

‘ %

approval

o

BTL CPT notifies:

(1) SQDN CDR / S3/ X0 / CSM
(2) BDE BATTLE CAPTAIN

(3) MEDO

(4) S5

(5) FECC CELL

(6) SOLATIA OIC

TROOP INFORMS SQUADRON TOC
OF WOUNDED LOCAL NATIONAL m

E’ ‘ MEDEVAC

Appointed 15-6 Officer
Conducts investigation
Prepares report with

Submits to XO for

Recommendation: Develop
battle drills for solatia (con-
dolence) payments, noncom-
batant casualties, and conse-

guence management for these

MEDO
S5
Coordinates for and maintains

Continuously updates SQDN civilian's family

on status of wounded LN

to family

Coordinate meeting
between SQDN CDR and

Provide humanitarian aid

actions. An example battle
drill is demonstrated in Fig-
ure 1.

Lack of coordination with

(7) ALOC (S1, S4)
(8) 15-6 Investigating Officer
(9) PCC

higher headquarters. High-

(10) PRT

updates BDE until completion

Constructs positive 10

campaign

FECC CELL

Develop speaking points

. and a letter of apology to
LN's family

er headquarters can become
proactive and better prepared
to send talking points or ap-
prove radio messagesif coor-
dination occurs earlier in the

Tracks status of all require-
ments until complete

BTL CPT
Submits reports and routinely

m payment paperwork

for the SQDN CDR

SOLATIA OIC/ sS4

Prepares and submits solatia

Obtains specified payment

process (hence, the need for

consequence management
meetings/engagements

PCC e
Informs governor and ANSF .
leadership Coordinates A/C for all

Coordinates for shura with
governor and local leaders.

battle drills). Updates must be
sent, asavailable, to maintain
a common operating picture
(COP) with the higher head-

quarters, enabling themto pro-
vide the necessary resources

Figure 1

and enabling effects warrant-
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ed to mitigate risk in the consequence-
management process.

Recommendation: In accordance with
the commander’s established guidance,
communicate with higher headquarters
IO section at least every 48 hours. For con-
sequence-management incidents, com-
municate with higher headquarters at a
minimum of every 2 to 3 hours (or asup-
dates become availabl€).

Immediate distribution of solatia
funds. Multiple instances have existed in
which reparations and positive 10 could
have mitigated risk and reduced conse-
guences had solatia funds been on-hand
and immediately available. Hence, the
timeliness of solatia payments becomes
arequirement to link the negative action
with a suitable and well-timed reaction.
The timely linking of solatia payments
with the negative action can significantly
reduce risk in the consequence-manage-
ment process. Therefore, a full under-
standing of the solatia payment system,
aswell asdevelopment of related SOPs,
becomes a requirement within the orga-
nization.

Recommendation: Receive guidance and
legal review from the appropriate staff
judge advocate's (SJA) office prior to re-
lief in place/transfer of authority. Such a
review alowsthe unit to maintain solatia
fundslocally, rather than waiting for high-
er headquarters to distribute these mon-
ies. The brigade SJA section can provide
guidance on how to maintain and distrib-
utelocal solatiafundsin accordancewith
legal guidelines.

Timely and appropriate key-leader
engagement (KLE) and humanitarian
assistance. Unitsmust have the ability to
collect information at collateral damage
sites, which enables them to take proper
consequence-management steps and mit-
igate second/third-order effects. Further-
more, the incorporation of humanitarian
aid (HA) and appropriate solatia pay-
ments must be areinforcing and continu-
ous processwithin the affected area. Sim-
ilarly, conducting shuras at the appropri-
ate levels, such as local, district, and/or
provincial, should occur as soon as pos-
sible during the consequence-manage-
ment process. During these shuras and
meetings, local officials (district/provin-
cial levels) must be incorporated in the
process to maintain government and se-
curity legitimacy.

Recommendation: The unit must estab-
lish an SOP for information collection
and an action plan following an incident.
Each troop- or company-level unit must
have the SOP and action plan on-hand
during missions. Below is an example of
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a sguadron-level plan of action (wound-
ed noncombatant):

QO Medical personnel obtain noncombatant’s
name, height, weight, and other relevant infor-
mation. Update medical-condition report to
fire effects coordination cell (FECC), as nec-
essary.

0O Administrative and logistics operations
center (ALOC) maintains soldier at hospital
with victim’s family and attends to their needs.

0 FECC submits plan of action to brigade
FECC and continues to update status of items
completed.

0 S5 schedules meeting between provincial
chief of ANSF and squadron commander on
date-time group (DTG).

Q0 Squadron commander briefs provincial
chief of ANSF on plan of action.

0 S4 coordinates solatia payments for vic-
tim’s family.

0 S4 coordinates for HA drop at victim’s vil-
lage.

QO Squadron commander meets with provin-
cial chief of ANSF to discuss plan of action.

Q0 FECC develops IO campaign to counter
negative 10 fallout.

Q Troop commander coordinates with local
(district) police chief to conduct combined in-
vestigation of the incident site. Squadron com-
mander and provincial chief of ANSF trans-
ported by air to accident site.

Q Troop commander and local police chief
conduct a combined investigation of the site
and individuals involved.

Q Troop commander and S5 conduct HA
drop at the victim’s village (50 bags rice, beans,
flour, children’s clothing, shoes, tea, cooking
oil, etc).

Q Local police chief and company com-
mander host a shura on DTG. The district com-

o g

“Once an incident occurs, a local shura should be con-
vened as soon as possible, preferably within 48 hours, to
address the concerns of the local community. This shows
respect for the victim and the community’s cultural sen-
sitivities; it also negates insurgent 10 opportunities.”

missioner, provincial chief of ANSF, and squad-
ron commander also attend shura.

Q Troop commander receives the victim and
family on arrival from coalition medical facility
and escorts to village.

Q Troop commander delivers solatia pay-
ment, once approved.

0 FECC and S3 create executive summary
of events and findings.

Repeated HA should be used as pre-so-
latiapaymentsto victimsof consequence-
management events; thisservesasanini-
tial compensation and alleviates some of
the family’s burden. Furthermore, it also
serves to establish an immediate founda-
tion of trust between the victim and the
family (10 focus on the human terrain).
Once an incident occurs, a local shura
should be convened as soon as possible,
preferably within 48 hours, to addressthe
concerns of the local community. This
showsrespect for the victim and the com-
munity’s cultural sensitivities; it also ne-
gatesinsurgent 10 opportunities. A dis-
trict-level tribal shurashould be conduct-
ed after the local shura to negate insur-
gent 10 opportunities; this also empha-
sizes the CF's understanding and respect
for the Pashtunwali (an unwritten, demo-
cratic, socio-political culture, law and
ideology of the Pashtun society inherited
from their forefathers and carried on to
the present generation). This same mes-
sage must be continuously emphasized
to establish legitimacy and true caring for
the affected individual, family, and com-
munity. Notional themes (talking points)
should continuously reiterate the same
positive message at al levels during the
consequence-management process. Be-
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low isan example of notional themesused
for shuras and meetings for civilian ca-
sualty incidents:

e Our hearts and prayers go out to the
injured person, hisfamily, and hisfriends.
(International security forces will never
intentionally injure or bring suffering to
the citizens of *Province A We work to
improve the standard of living for those
who have requested our support).

e |nternational security forces are here
at the request of the people and the lead-
ership of ‘ProvinceA. (Wework along-
side national security forcesto promote
security and stability of the people of this
region. We will continue to conduct com-
bined operationsto pursue the enemy and
address the popul ation).

e \We must work together with nation-
al security forces and the population to
prevent similar incidents in the future.
(We will conduct a thorough, combined
investigation to determine how we can
best rectify any damages we have caused.
We have established measures to prevent
this type of incident from occurring).

e The population must work and obey
the directives of local security forces.
(The local leaders must explain to the
population the necessity of cooperating
with security forces. The enemy hides
among the population, so we must inter-
act with the populous to find them. The
information you provide and your assis-
tance make us successful).

Finally, district and provincial-level of-
ficials should be incorporated into the
entire process. Provincial-level represen-
tatives should be at al local and tribal
shura meetings. When possible, the na-
tional security forces should be encour-
aged to conduct their own investigation
of the incident to maintain governance
and legitimacy.

Weapons system employment during
escalation of force. Although soldiers
fully comply and understand escalation
of force measures, a well-placed warn-

5%+ ge,

DISPERSION AREA

AREA A
RICOCHET AREA

DISTANCEX —————*|

~30o

Figure 2. Example SDZ for firing small arms,
machine guns, and shotguns at a fixed ground
target (40-degree SDZ in each direction from
gun target line).

ing shot injured an Afghan civilian dur-
ing such an incident. The resultant rico-
chet, at no truefault of the soldier, result-
ed in a conseguence-management pro-
cess to mitigate the risks associated with
theinjury.

Recommendation: Units should devel-
op weapons system effects and surface
danger zone (SDZ) SOPsand periodical-
ly retrain escalation of force monthly to
reaffirm TTPsand shoot/no shoot criterig;
ensure unitsunderstand hostileintent; and
ensure there is no ambiguity with engage-
ment criteriaand warning shots. Thisun-
derstanding and associated SOP/TTPis
clearly important, asit mitigates risk and
will actually prevent anumber of conse-
guence-management situations from oc-
curring in thefirst place.

Units should devel op formal tools, such
as TTPs, SOPs, and battle drills for the
consequence-management process. With-
in all kinetic and nonkinetic operations,
these tools will provide the commander
with potential options and unity of effort
when devel oping the appropriate courses
of action for a consequence-management
incident.

Angle Estimation

3

)

00
100

Numbers represent mils

2 times

1time
00
yly

300 x 2 = 600 mils
125 x 1 = 125 mils

TOTAL =725 mils,
or ~711 mils

Figure 3. Field expedient method to estimate the 711 mils (40°) for a small arms or machine gun.
Estimate two open hands and add four fingers, at full arm’s length, for that side of the gun; this will
give you 725 mils, which is relatively close to 711 mils.

Furthermore, organizations should en-
sure full engagement by all staff sections,
as well as request support from higher
headquarters, to mitigate the risks associ-
ated with anincident. Aspreviously men-
tioned, thiswill facilitate timely and con-
tinuous engagement with the human ter-
rain — thelocal populous (to include el-
dersand tribal leadership), local/provin-
cid political leaders, and local/provincial
security leaders.

Thistimely and continuous engagement
must comein all appropriate formsavail-
able — shuras, humanitarian aid, sola-
tia payments, informal/formal investiga-
tions, print/radio/televised 10 messag-
es, and potentialy public works projects.
Once again, conditions-based actionsand
METT-TC play acritical rolein determin-
ing the appropriate engagement strategy.
Although every situation on the COIN
battlefield will be different, the aforemen-
tioned lessons learned (the hard way)
will undoubtedly assist in risk mitigation
and positive outcomes during the conse-
quence-management process. Most im-
portant, however, isthat we treat the af-
fected local populous with the same dig-
nity, compassion, and respect we would
show our own families and citizens.

Consequence Management Prevention:
Understanding Weapon System Effects

Historic instances of unintended non-
combatant injuries and deaths, aswell as
structural collateral damage, will occur
onthe COIN battlefield. These events, of-
ten the result of unintended weapons sys-
tem effects, are routinely published in
open-source printed or televised media
and require consequence-management
actions. Fortunately, proper TTPs, SOPs,
and training on weapons system effects
and SDZs can mitigate or even eliminate
such unintended consequences.

Asaresult of such instances within the
COIN environment of Afghanistan, 4-73
CAV developed in-theater sustainment
training, modified TTPs and SOPs, and
reformulated pre-mission briefs to en-
sure that unintended weapons system ef-
fects, such as noncombatant casualties,
collateral damage, and fratricide, were
mitigated during combat, logistics, and
humanitarian missions.

For example, in addition to normal pre-
mission operational and safety briefings,
the vehicle commander briefed and reit-
erated the devel oped SOPsand TTPs as-
sociated with potential employment of
weapons systems. For instance, the “40-
degreerule” for small armswarning shot
engagements should beamandatory brief-
ing for al soldiers, including those who
are attached for subsequent missions. By
reiterating these principles continuously,
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Direct Fire Weapon System

Rule of Thumb#****

the unit mitigates risks associated with
hazardous fragment escape from the ma-
neuver box (fratricide); noncombatant
casualties or collateral damage on the
battlefield (negative 10); and inability
to close with and destroy the enemy (un-
achieved effects).

Lessons Learned and Takeaways

Soldiers need to understand the SDZ to
account for ricochets, bounce/skip, and
splash before/after the munition hitsits
intended target. Through this understand-
ing, soldiers can execute a well-placed
warning shot that accounts for the danger
areas associated with the munitions. An
example SDZ for small-arms munitions
is demonstrated in Figure 2.

However, in acombat environment, sol-
diers must often make split-second deci-
sions and cannot figure out the true mil-
limeter/angle measurements associated
with SDZs. Therefore, the devel opment
of field-expedient TTPs can be used to
quickly assess and mitigate the risk. For
example, the hasty millimeter/angle esti-
mation demonstrated in Figure 3 for the
“40-degreerule,” (which is equivalent to
711 mils) for each side of the gun target
lineisused to give soldiers an idea of the
minimum safeline (MSL) for small-arms
or machine guns. The hasty battle drill al-
lows soldiersto quickly assesstherisk to
both friendly forces and noncombatants
on the battlefield. With enough training,
the 40-degree rule becomes second na-
ture and soldiers can quickly and mental-
ly define the placement of the warning
shot with respect to the target. Figure 3
demonstrates how to calculate the milli-
meter in this example; similarly, acom-
pass, or even marking the gun truck’stur-
ret with degrees/millimeters, could assist
in defining the 40-degree SDZ associat-
ed with small-arms munitions.

SDZs not only apply to individual and
crew-served direct fire weapons, but
should be understood and taken into ac-
count for all mechanized platforms, toin-
cludethe M 1 Abrams main battletank, the
M2/M3Bradley fightingvehicle, launched
grenades (M203 and MK19), indirect
fires (artillery and mortars), close com-
bat attack helicopters, and close air sup-
port. Furthermore, during echelonment
of fires planning (suppression using both
direct and indirect fires as the unit closes

Small arms, machine guns, and shotguns
firing at a fixed ground target

40° (711 mils) to each side of the gun target line

Ground or vehicle-mounted small arms

15° (267 mils) to each side of the gun target line

TOW; Improved TOW; TOW 2A; TOW 2B

47° (836 mils) to each side of the gun target line

Javelin

21° (373 mils) to each side of the gun target
line; Area “A” = 500m up to 1000m; slopes to
200m between 1000m-4000m

Fragmentary or high-explosive grenades

150m danger area

CS grenades

10m danger area

Smoke grenades

10m danger area

White phosphorus grenades

40m danger area

M79/M203 40mm grenade

10° (177 mils) to each side of the gun target
line; Area “A” and “B” both 165m

MK-19 40mm grenade

10° (177 mils) to each side of the gun target
line; Area “A” and “B” both 310m

M256 120mm tank cannon

40° (711 mils) to each side of the gun target line

M242 25mm BFV/CFV chain gun

55° (978 mils) to each side of the gun target line

these rules may change.

**+A|l data is referenced from DA PAM 385-63, Range Safety. Based on combat conditions/METT-TC,

Figure 4

unit operations plans, contingency oper-
ations, briefings, and rehearsals, is a ne-
cessity. Figure 4 depicts field expedient
TTP examples for direct-fire weapons
systems. These examples are for combat
use and not for peacetime training.

For additional information, doctrinal
planning requirements, and guidelines as-
sociated with weapons system employ-
ment and SDZs (to include indirect and
aerial delivery systems), refer to Depart-
ment of the Army Pamphlet 385-63,
Range Safety; Training Circular 7-9, In-
fantry Live-Fire Training; and U.S. Army
Field Manua 3-09.32, JFIRE, Multi-Ser-
vice Proceduresfor the Joint Application
of Firepower .t

Clearly, improper or unforeseen wesp-
onssystem effectswill occur onthe COIN
battlefield and lead to unintended con-
sequences. However, every unit has the
ability to mitigate these risksthrough the
development and execution of appropri-
ate training, SOPs, and TTPs related to
weapons system effectsand SDZs. While
the aforementioned insights and obser-
vations were learned the “hard way” in
Afghanistan’s COIN environment, future
units can use these principles to reduce
the potential of negative effects on any
COIN battlefield.

ly affect by improperly employing direct,

indirect, and aerial weapons platforms.

I

Notes

IHeadquarters, Department of the Army (DA), Pamphlet
385-63, Range Safety, U.S. Government Printing Office (GPO),
Washington, DC, 10 April 2003; Headquarters, DA, Training
Circular 7-9, Infantry Live-Fire Training, GPO, Washington,
DC, 30 September 1993; and Headquarters, Department of the
Army, Field Manual 3-09.32, JFIRE, Multi-Service Proce-
dures for the Joint Application of Firepower, GPO, Washing-

ton, DC, October 2004.
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with the enemy), leaders need to plan for
all weapons system SDZs and effects.

Developing SDZ, risk estimate distanc-
es (RED), and minimum safe distance
(MSD) “cheat sheets,” based on unit type,
mission, and potential weapons system
employment, can assist in this process.
Finally, incorporating SDZ, echelonment
of fires, and weapons system effectsinto

By following these simple principles,
units can successfully employ firepower
and eliminate the unforeseen, negative
consequences associated with a misun-
derstanding of weapons system effects.
Ascommissioned and noncommissioned
|eaders, we owe these SOPsand TTPsto
our soldiers, and more importantly, to the
local populous whose lives we potential-
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Hunter—Killer Teams

by Major Mark J. Aitken

Thedeployment of reconnai ssancesquad-
rons and employment of organic cavalry
troops to combat operations throughout
Iraq in support of the infantry brigade
combat team illustrate the importance of
synchronization between reconnai ssance
and killer forces. This synchronization of
forcesisnot anew or novel concept, but
actually atried and true, and extremely
successful, tactic, technique, and proce-
dure (TTP) used by armored and cavalry
forcesfor many years. The* hunter-killer”
team concept wastested and perfected dur-
ing countless rotations in the deserts of
Fort Irwin, California, and then success-
fully employed in the Fulda Gap of Ger-
many, liberation of Kuwait, and most re-
cently during Operation Iraqgi Freedom.

Theofficersandtroopersof thelst Squad-
ron, 89th Cavalry (Recon), 2d Brigade
Combat Team, 10th Mountain Division,
adopted this technique as they patrolled
and secured the Multi-National Corps-
Irag's main supply route (MSR), Route
Tampa, southwest of Baghdad. Thisroute
was used daily by military and contrac-
tor convoys, aswell as a high volume of
civilian traffic. The squadron was respon-
siblefor securing alarge portion of MSR
Tampa, which included three tier 1 im-

provised explosive device (IED) sitesand
twotier 2 sites. A tier 1L IED siteisiden-
tified by agignificant number of IED events
in a 1-kilometer radius over a 30-day pe-
riod, and atier 2 siteis alesser number
of |IED events using the same criteria.

Reducing IED emplacement was our first
priority, which included directing all le-
thal targeting efforts against the insurgent
cell, including financiers, bomb makers,
and transport personnel. Our second pri-
ority was to conduct direct action opera-
tionsagainst actua |ED emplacers. These
tactics, while separate and distinct, ul-
timately combined to reduce violence
throughout south Baghdad. As scouts, we
tend to ignore the things we cannot im-
mediately see or impact, and revert to our
default mode of taking the fight to the
enemy we can see, like insurgents em-
placing |[EDs. Therefore, asthe war en-
tered its 4th year, we had to develop new
innovative techniques and recycle old
TTP to capture or kill insurgentsin our
areas of operation.

We initially conducted a thorough mis-
sion analysis, which focused on enemy
activity and highlighted prime IED em-
placement times and preferred locations.
Additionally, our S2 conducted a com-

prehensiveterrain analysis, focusing pri-
marily on theterrain, supporting tier 1 and
2 sites, aswell astheline of sight (LOS)
that enabled the insurgent “trigger man”
to target coalition convoys while main-
taining the freedom of movement to es-
cape immediately after the attack. Our
initial course of action wasto establish a
combination of mounted and dismount-
ed observation posts (OP) to confirm or
deny enemy activity in an effort to dis-
rupt their operations. Whileinitially suc-
cessful, these “old school” techniques
quickly proved ineffective as insurgents
quickly adapted their operationsto avoid
frequently used OP positions. We attempt-
ed several other techniques, including
counter-mobility obstacles, unmanned
aerial vehicle coverage, ground sensors,
and countless other techniques, each with
some limited success. Wefinally decided
to use acombination of mounted and dis-
mounted OP locations, coupled with dis-
mounted ambush and hide positions —
the light cavalry version of the hunter-
killer team.

The squadron commander assigned the
task of capturing or killing IED emplac-
ersin the vicinity of the “mixing bowl”
to C Troop (Crazyhorse). The operation
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developed by the C Troop commander re-
quired the employment of three platoons,
each with a separate and distinct task
purpose: the first scout platoon (main ef-
fort), the “killer” element, was to estab-
lish three dismounted subsurface hide/
ambush positions on the most likely in-
surgent avenue of approach; the second
scout platoon (supporting the first pla-
toon), the hunter” element, wasto estab-
lish a combination of mounted and dis-
mounted OPs overwatching the target
area of interest (TAI); and the third scout
platoon (supporting the second platoon)
was to conduct routine mounted patrols
in the vicinity of the operation, whilere-
inforcing both the main and supporting
effort platoons as its secondary task, as
shown in Figure 1.

Sel ecting dismounted ambush positions
iscritical to the success of the operation,
thusit isimperativeto integrate the squad-
ron/battalion S2 into the planning pro-
cess and provide timely accurate enemy
and environmental information, which
should include, a aminimum, the follow-
ing information:

e |nsurgent pattern analysis.

e “Rat lines,” or trails, that feed the
IED site.

e Line of sight products (OP

down to traffic as a result of a possible
IED. Thisenabled C Troop to seal off the
route to mounted traffic and enabled the
dismounted elements to move into posi-
tion and establish their ambush positions.
Simultaneously, the mounted OP platoon
established their positions overwatching
the TAI. Once all positions were estab-
lished, the route was reopened and traffic
moved freely.

Once established, the length and dura-
tion of the operation was determined by
the ability of the ambush positions to re-
main covert and undetected, a function
based on the stamina of the dismounted
elements. Accordingly, only the most dis-
ciplined and technically proficient troop-
ers were selected to man the ambush po-
sitionsbecauseit requires self-discipline,
commitment, and training to remain un-
detected for extended periods of time.
The key to the operation was clearly pa-
tience. Asin any defensive position, the
team leader completed a sector sketch,
established communications, and devel-
oped courses of action for al contingen-
cies, dl of which were well thought out
and rehearsed prior to occupation. The
ambush team leader maintained constant
communication with the mounted OP el-

ement, who kept them informed of move-
ment in their vicinity.

During C Troop’s operation, the mount-
ed OP platoon observed both vehicular
and foot traffic in the vicinity of the am-
bush positions for nearly 36 hours. Prior
tofirst light on the second day, the OP €l-
ement observed two unidentified indi-
viduals moving north in the vicinity of
ambush position two. The two suspected
insurgents were attempting to move co-
vertly by using the terrain for cover and
concealment. The OP element tracked
their movement for several minutes, while
simultaneously alerting the ambush ele-
ment of possible activity in their area.

The decision to execute alethal ambush,
or to apprehend the suspected insurgents,
was made by the overwatch element, as
they had the best vantage point from
which to positively identify weapons. The
insurgents continued their covert move-
ment north, approaching to within 10 me-
ters of the ambush position. It was pre-
cisely at thismoment that the team leader
executed a perfectly timed assault and ap-
prehended the suspects. Oncethe suspect-
ed insurgentswere secured and searched,
it was determined that they were moving
weapons to establish a user-level cache

to TAI, ambush position to
engagement area).

e Light and weather data.

e Photos of known insur-
gents.

Once the ambush positions
were selected and plotted, the
platoon leader conducted a
detailed reconnaissance of the
tentative positions, using cau-
tion to avoid aerting the local
populace or insurgency to pos-
sible future operations. The
platoon leader’s primary goal
was to finalize the exact loca-
tion, determine resource re-
quirements, and develop an ac-
curatetime estimatefor thedis-
mounts to covertly prepare and

e

3d PLT (SO2)

4 x M1114/M1151

18 — 20 U.S. personnel

T: Maintain a mounted QRF vic MSR and
surrounding areas

P: Support 2d PLT and 3d PLT dismounted
teams

occupy OP positions.

The success of the operation
hinged on the successful co- 3d PLT (DO)

vert insertion of the ambush
positions, which C Troop was
extremely successful at accom-

3 x Dismounted ambush positions

5—7 U.S. personnel

T: Establish 3 x ambush teams

P: Destroy insurgent IED emplacement teams

plishing! Thistask can be ac-
complished several ways, but

2d PLT (SO1)

4 x M1114/M1151

18 — 20 U.S. personnel

T: Establish mounted/dismounted OPs

P: Provide warning for DO when
insurgents are emplacing IEDs

C Troop infiltrated their OPs
when MSR Tampa was shut
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“...the first scout platoon (main effort), the “killer” element, was to establish three dismounted sub-
surface hide/ambush positions on the most likely insurgent avenue of approach; the second scout
platoon (supporting the first platoon), the “hunter” element, was to establish a combination of mount-
ed and dismounted OPs overwatching the target area of interest (TAl); and the third scout platoon
(supporting the second platoon) was to conduct routine mounted patrols in the vicinity of the op-
eration, while reinforcing both the main and supporting effort platoons as its secondary task...”

north of MSR Tampa. Theinsurgentswere

captured with several AK-47 assault ri-

fles, PKM machine guns, and rocket pro-

ﬁgléd ed grenade (RPG) launcherswith war-
s.

During the execution of the ambush,
the quick reaction force (QRF) platoon
moved in to support and reinforce the

ambush positions, and assisted in evacu-
ating and moving the detainees to the
squadron’s detainee holding area. The
troop commander then had to make ade-
cision whether to continue the operation
or withdraw hisforces. The troop com-
mander made the decision to withdraw the
remaining ambush position, but direct-
ed the mounted OP element to remain

in place and report on activitieswithin the
TAI for the remainder of the operation.
No further activity was reported or ob-
served for the next 24 hours.

This operation, as well as many others
in our area of operation, illustrates that
cavalry TTP can be used effectively in a
counterinsurgency environment. Integrat-
ing and synchronizing mounted and dis-
mounted elements provides outstanding
results, which we applied throughout our
areas of operation.

B

Major Mark Aitken is currently serving as squad-
ron executive officer, 1st Squadron, 89th (1-89)
Cavalry Regiment, 2d Brigade Combat Team,
10th Mountain Division, Iraq. He received a
B.S. from Saint Mary’s University and an M.A.
from Louisiana State University. His military
education includes Armor Officer Basic Course,
Armor Officer Advanced Course, Field Artil-
lery Advanced Course, Air Ground Operations
School, Airborne School, and Air Command
and Staff College. He has served in various
command and staff positions, to include S3,
1-89 Cavalry Regiment, 2d Brigade Combat
Team, 10th Mountain Division, Fort Drum, NY;
X0, 3d Squadron, 17th Cavalry Regiment, 10th
Mountain Division, Fort Drum; armor/mecha-
nized observer controller, Joint Readiness Train-
ing Center, Fort Polk, LA; commander, D Com-
pany, 2d Battalion, 72d Armor, Camp Casey,
Korea; and commander, E Troop, 2d Squad-
ron, 2d Cavalry Regiment, Fort Polk.

“Reducing IED emplacement was our first priority, which included directing
all lethal targeting efforts against the insurgent cell, including financiers,
bomb makers, and transport personnel. Our second priority was to conduct
direct action operations against the actual IED emplacers.”
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The Battle of An Nasiriyah

The Tank and Mechanized Infantry Team in Urban Operations

by Captain Steven M. Sutey, U.S. Marine Corps

On 23 March 2003, the 2d Marine Ex-
peditionary Brigade (MEB) attacked to
seize a corridor through the Iraqi city of
An Nasiriyah to create a second axis of
advancefor the 1st Marine Division asit
attacked north toward Baghdad.! Intelli-
gence estimations forecasted an attack
in name only; multiple sources predicted
a jubilant welcome by the local popula-
tion and the mass capitulation of Iraqi
forces near the city. In spite of these op-
timistic intelligence reports, An Nasiri-
yah became a fiercely contested urban
battleground, making 23 March one of the
bloodiest daysinIrag. Thisarticle exam-
ines the battle at the battalion and com-
pany levelsto identify the relationship be-
tween key momentsin thefight. Whilethis
brief account cannot begin to provide the
necessary critical analysis of the battle,
it is however intended to provoke profes-
sional discussion and encourage further
study of this complex and confusing ur-
ban operation.

AnNasiriyahisasprawling city of more
than 250,000 resi dents occupying approx-
imately 10 square kilometersin southern
Irag. The city’s core is wedged between
the Euphrates River to its south and the
narrower Saddam Canal to its north. A
modern four-lane highway, Highway 7,
runs north through the eastern portion of
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the city toward Al Kut and provides one
of only two improved crossing sites of
the Euphrates River in southeastern Iraqg.
The other siteisin aless populated area
several mileswest of the city where High-
way 1 crosses the river and heads north
to Baghdad.

First Marine Expeditionary Force (I
MEF) planners identified the strategic
importance of An Nasiriyah, but wanted
to avoid urban combat in the early stages
of the war by sending its 1st Marine Di-
vision across the Euphrates River at the
Highway 1 bridge as it advanced from
the Rumaylah oil fields toward Baghdad.
The division commander, on the other
hand, believed that limiting the division
to asingle axis of advance would create
a chokepoint at the western bridge and
slow down hisrate of advance. Seizing a
corridor through An Nasiriyah would
open up asecond axis and allow the gen-
eral to protect the right flank of hismain
effort by fixing the Baghdad infantry di-
visionintheir defensive positions around
Kut with one of his regimental combat
teams (RCT).2

The 2d MEB was alatecomer to the An
Nasiriyah mission. Originally comprised
of just two infantry battalions and tasked
with rear security in southern Irag, the

brigade commander championed for a
more active part in the invasion for his
Camp Lejeune-based Marines. Changes
to the war plan in the months immedi-
ately preceding the invasion gave the 2d
MEB a more prominent role in support
of the 1st Marine Division’s advance near
An Nasiriyah. Re-designated Task Force
(TF) Tarawa, the MEB was now to travel
north and conduct arelief in place with
the U.S. Army’s 3d Infantry Division
(3ID) at the western Euphrates bridge.3
The job of securing the eastern crossing
sitesremained a“ be prepared to mission,”
which the task force commander was ea-
ger to execute.

TF Tarawamade an early morning cross-
ing into Iraq on 21 March and moved un-
impeded between 3ID and the 1st Ma-
rine Division to the Jalibah airfield south
of An Nasiriyah. Bolstered by an addi-
tiona infantry battalion, TF Tarawa now
had afull RCT asits ground combat ele-
ment. Still, RCT-2 was nhot as robust as
its 1st Marine Division counterparts. The
Marine Corps assigned the majority of
its armored vehicles to the three RCTs
headed for Baghdad, leaving RCT-2 with
only enough amphibious assault vehicles
(AAVS) to transport one battalion into
battle. The remaining two battalions trav-
eled acrossthe desert in unarmored 7-ton
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“The city’s core is wedged between the Euphrates River to its south and the narrower Saddam Ca-
nal to its north. A modern four-lane highway, Highway 7, runs north through the eastern portion of
the city toward Al Kut and provides one of only two improved crossing sites of the Euphrates River
in southeastern Iraq. The other site is in a less populated area several miles west of the city where
Highway 1 crosses the river and heads north to Baghdad.”

trucks. A platoon of light armored vehi-
cles (LAV-25) and a company of M1
Abrams tanks from a Fort Knox-based
Marine Corps reserve unit rounded out
thetask force. The RCT-2 commander at-
tached the tank company and AAV's to
hisfirst battalion, 1st Battalion, 2d Ma-
rine Regiment (1/2). The remaining two
battalions, 2d Battalion, 8th Marine Reg-
iment (2/8) and 3d Battalion, 2d Marine
Regiment (3/2), became motorized units.4

The TF commander accounted for this
lack of armor in his plan. The LAV pla
toon and one motorized battalion wereto
rapidly move north and conduct the re-
lief-in-placemissionwith 3ID. The mech-
anized battalion and remaining motor-
ized battalion would defend in sector
south of the city to prevent interference
with the forward passage of the 1st Ma
rine Division. In the event the “be pre-
pared to mission” was executed, the mech-
anized battalion would attack to secure
the two eastern bridgesthen defend north
of the city. The motorized battalions
would then seize the Highway 7 corridor
and passforward RCT-1 through An Na-
siriyah.®

The 2d MEB received itsmission on the
evening of 22 March. The RCT-2 com-
mander and his operations officer arrived
at TF Tarawa'sheadquarters around 2030
hours to receive an update on the relief
in place, which was scheduled for 0430
hoursthe next morning. “We got the bridg-
es,” the2d MEB commander announced,
referring to the eastern Nasiriyah spans.®

The “be prepared to mission” was now
real; TF Tarawa became the MEF main
effort at 0600 hoursthe next day with or-
ders to seize a corridor through the city
between 0700 and 1000 hourslocal time
and passforward RCT-1.” The RCT-2 op-
erations officer issued averbal order over
the radio to move 1/2 and 2/8 forward in
preparation for the morning's attack and
then sped along Highway 1 with hiscom-
mander to coordinate therelief in place
between 3/2 and 31D at the western bridge.
These instructions seemed to confirm the
earlier relief-in-place and defense-in-sec-
tor missions; however, the mission to at-
tack and seize the corridor between 0700
and 1000 hours was never relayed to the
battalion commanders.

RCT-2's mechanized battalion reached
its predetermined location by 0600 hours
on 23 March and received permission to
move forward a few kilometers to a bet-
ter position. With the tank company in
the lead, 1/2 encountered unexpected re-
sistance in the form of sporadic mortar
and small-armsfire asit advanced. Still
under the impression that the mission
was to defend in sector, the tank compa-
ny engaged several machine gun posi-
tions and adjusted indirect fire while the
rifle companies cleared potential am-
bush sites along either side of Highway
7. In the midst of the fighting, a high-
mobility, multipurpose wheeled vehicle
(HMMWV) sped south along the high-
way and came to a halt in the middle of
V2 stanks.

Sometime before dawn on 23 March, a
small convoy of HMMWV s, 5-ton trucks,
and heavy expanded mobility tactical
trucks (HEMTTS) passed forward of the
Marines defending along Highway 7. The
507th Maintenance Company, a U.S.
Army Patriot missile repair unit, made a
critical navigation error and continued
north along Highway 7 through An Na-
siriyah. Redlizing their mistake only af-
ter crossing the Saddam Canal, the con-
voy turned around and headed back the
way they came. Thistime, the Iragiswere
ready for them. The ensuing ambush killed
11 of the 33 soldiers in the convoy and
wounded at least 9. An additional seven
soldiers were taken prisoner when they
surrenderedtolragi forces8 TheHM MWV
now halted at 1/2's position belonged to
the unit’s panicked commander who fled
the ambush scenein search of help. It was
now approximately 0730 hours, 30 min-
utes after the attack to seize the corridor
was meant to begin.

Realizing that U.S. soldiersto his front
were in need of help, the tank company
commander relayed the bizarre situation
to the battalion commander and then led
his company north in search of survivors.
The tanks located the remnants of the
507th Maintenance Company and, using
rotary-wing close air support (CAS) to
suppress the enemy, loaded ten soldiers
into two AAVs and returned to 1/2'slines.
The rescue was a success, but the mis-
sion took precioustime and the tanks, al-
ready low on fuel, needed to refuel. Still
unaware of themissionto seizethe bridg-
es, the battalion commander ordered the
tanksto the rear.

The rescue operation was complete at
approximately 1000 hours, the no-later-
thantimefor TF Tarawato seize the east-
ern corridor through An Nasiriyah. RCT-
2's mechanized battalion was still de-
fending in sector more than 10 kilome-
ters south of the Euphrates River and el-
ements of RCT-1 were beginning to ar-
rive on the sceneexpecting to passthrough
the city. The 2d MEB commander, impa-
tient with the delay, flew forward to con-
fer with the RCT-2 commander and the
1/2 Battalion commander in person. The
disconnect between the MEB and RCT
staffs was readily apparent; the RCT-2
commander thought the battalion com-
mander was doing afine job adhering to
his systematic plan of clearing the high-
way south of the city — the MEB com-
mander thought otherwise. Pulling the
battalion commander aside and address-
ing him personally, the MEB command-
er expressed the urgency of the situation:
“1 need you to get up there and seize the
bridges by 1500 hourstoday. | don’'t need
you clearing houses.”?
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The general wanted the bridges secured
and he wanted it done fast. Further em-
phasizing the need for immediate action,
the regimental executive officer contact-
ed the 1/2 Battalion commander over the
radio and told him that a company from
2d Light Armored Reconnaissance (2d
LAR, thevanguard for RCT-1) was head-
ed hisway and would take the bridges if
his battalion did not. The frustrated 1/2
Battalion commander got on his net and
addressed his company commanders: “If
we don't take those bridges now, regi-
ment will give our mission to LAR...it
will be a cold day in hell before | alow
regiment to send a LAR company to as-
sume our mission, especially when Bar-
barian 6 (the LAR battalion commander)
has had no time to plan or prep for this
task like we have! Now press hard for
those damn bridges.” 10

The Marines of 1/2 had indeed prepared
for thismoment monthsin advance. Their
battalion commander’s original plan in-
tended to maximize the shock value of
armor by having the attached company
of tankslead the assault. One mechanized
company would hold the Euphrates Riv-
er bridge from the far bank of the river
while the remainder of the battalion exe-
cuted a sharp right turn and then contin-
ued on to the Saddam Canal bridge using
the less populated area east of the city’s
core. This maneuver avoided the stretch
of Highway 7 that ran straight through the
city, a danger area dubbed “ambush al-
ley” by task force planners long before
the 507th Maintenance Company’s in-
cident. The plan looked perfect onamap,
but the morning’s attack was far from
perfect.

The 1/2 Battalion’s tank company was
refueling far to therear whenthe 2d MEB
commander ordered them to commence
theattack. Problemswith the single pump
at the refueling station required the tanks
to gravity feed, aprocessthat would take
more than an hour to refuel each tank.
The general made it clear that there was
no time to wait, the assault must com-
mence immediately. The 1/2 Battalion
commander mustered a platoon of tanks
to lead the assault while his anti-armor
forces engaged a handful of T-55s south
of the Euphrates River bridge. The pla-
toon was far less than the 14 tanks origi-
nally planned for, but the shortage was
not deemed critical enough to delay the
attack any further. The 1/2 Battalion com-
menced its assault around noon, with the
tank platoon in the lead, followed by the
mechanized columns from A, B, and C
companies.

The old axiom that no plan survivesfirst
contact proved to be more than a hack-
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“The division commander, on the other hand, believed that limiting the division to a single axis of
advance would create a chokepoint at the western bridge and slow down his rate of advance. Seiz-
ing a corridor through An Nasiriyah would open up a second axis and allow the general to protect
the right flank of his main effort by fixing the Baghdad infantry division in their defensive positions
around Kut with one of his regimental combat team.”

neyed maxim in the battle of An Nasi-
riyah. The 1/2 Battalion’s lead element
madeit acrossthe Euphrates River bridge
without incident and assaulted along the
eastern portion of the city. The tanks and
B Company began to fan out into some
openterrainwhentheir attack wasbrought
to an abrupt halt. The maneuver space
that appeared so appealing on maps and
satellite imagery was in fact a drainage
areafor the city’s sewage. Three tanks,
three B Company AAV's, two anti-armor
vehicles, and the battalion commander’s
AAV quickly broke through the deceiv-
ingly thinlayer of earth ontop of the sew-
age and became mired in the disgusting
mess. A tank retriever also got stuck asit
tried unsuccessfully to extract theimmo-
bilized vehicles.

Back at the Euphrates River bridge, A
Company occupied the northern side of
the bridge under heavy, but inaccurate,
rocket-propelled grenade (RPG) and
small-arms fire as C Company moved
forward. C Company was meant to follow
B Company to the east and secure the
Saddam Canal bridge whilethetanksand
B Company supported by fire. However,
as C Company crested the Euphrates Riv-
er bridge, there was no sign of B Compa-
ny or the command element. Unable to
|ocate B Company, C Company’s com-
mander incorrectly assumed that the lead
element had skipped the maneuver to the
east and attacked straight up Highway 7
to the northern bridge. With two mech-
anized companies bunched up in anin-
creasingly contested piece of terrain, C

Company’s commander decided to devi-
ate from the original plan and advance
through“ambush dley” and takethe north-
ern bridge by the most direct route.* Al-
though in keeping with the commander’s
intent to rapidly secure the bridges, this
decision would have unfortunate conse-
guences for the men of C Company.

C Company’sAAV s raced through am-
bush alley at over 40 mph, making it dif-
ficult for Iragi gunnersto target the boxy
amphibious vehicles. Their speed also
madeit difficult for vehicle crewsto pro-
vide accurate suppressive fires from the
40mm grenade launchers and .50-caliber
machine guns mounted intheAAV'S “up-
gun” turret system. The company almost
reached their objective unscathed; how-
ever, as the last vehicle approached the
Saddam Canal, an RPG pierced the thin
armor, damaging the vehicle and severe-
ly wounding the Marines inside.’2 The
AAV limped across the bridge and came
to arest on the far side of the canal. C
Company had accomplished its mission,
but now had casualties that required ur-
gent medical attention.

Theseinitial casualtieswere just the be-
ginning of the company’s problems. An
Nasiriyah's defenders, expecting an air-
borne or helicopter assault to seize the
bridges, built an engagement area north
of the Saddam Canal to trap invaders. C
Company, unsupported by heavy armor,
halted in the preplanned kill zone. With-
in minutes of their arrival, mortar and ar-
tillery fire bracketed the mechani zed com-
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“A platoon of light armored vehicles (LAV-25) and a company of M1 Abrams tanks from a Fort Knox-based Marine Corps reserve unit rounded out
the task force. The RCT-2 commander attached the tank company and AAVs to his first battalion, 1st Battalion, 2d Marine Regiment (1/2). The re-
maining two battalions, 2d Battalion, 8th Marine Regiment (2/8) and 3d Battalion, 2d Marine Regiment (3/2), became motorized units.”

pany while small-armsfire poured infrom
all sides. The company’s organic 60mm
mortar section immediately began sup-
pressing the enemy, but the firesfrom its
three small mortar tubes were no match
for the Iragi gunners.

Communications troubles limited the
fire support team’s (FiST) ability to re-
spond with 81lmm mortars or artillery.
The company was also without aforward
air controller (FAC) to direct CAS; the
FiST leader forgot to pick up A Compa-
ny’s FAC during the initial excitement at
the Euphrates River bridge.’3 Thelopsid-
ed indirect fire exchange began to exact
a heavy toll on C Company within min-
utes of crossing the Saddam Canal. An
exploding mortar round knocked out one
of the 60mm mortars, killing the platoon
sergeant, severely wounding the FiST
leader, and forcing the remaining two
tubesto displace. Theteam'sartillery for-
ward observer was also killed as he di-
rected counter-battery firesfrom the 155-
mm howitzer battery supporting the task
force. C Company was in desperate need
of support, if it was to hold the Saddam
Canal bridge.

Aswork continued back at B Compa-
ny’s position to free the stuck vehicles,
the 1/2 Battalion commander ordered the
company commander to take whatever
elements he could and head for the canal

bridge. The battalion commander and his
operations officer, unable to communi-
cate with either the forward command
post (CP) or the main CP south of thecity,
moved with B Company to aposition that
afforded better control of the deteriorat-
ing situation. The battalion’s radios were
aivewith chatter asthe battle devel oped,
but many key personnel, including most
of the battalion staff, could not commu-
nicate due to line-of-sight obstructions
and electromagnetic interference from
nearby high-tension power lines. C Com-
pany managed to get abrief transmission
through to the battalion commander to
inform him the canal bridge was secure.
Unfortunately, the battalion air officer, fire
support coordinator, and B Company com-
mander and hisforward air controller did
not monitor the transmission. These key
personnel were till operating under the
assumption that B Company wasthelead
element and C Company was somewhere
to the rear.

The wounded piled up at C Company’s
casualty collection point north of the Sad-
dam Canal. The C Company commander
determined that evacuating the casualties
by helicopter was too risky due to the
heavy volume of enemy fire, but without
immediate surgical attention, several of
the casudtieswould likely die. OneAAV
crew took matters into their own hands
and sped south through ambush aley to

evacuate four urgent casualties. Thisfirst
AAV took advantage of the element of
surprise and reached an aid station south
of the Euphrates River bridge without in-
cident. Subsequent attempts were not so
fortunate. More casualties were loaded
into AAV's and prepared to race back
through ambush aley. In the confusion of
battle, some Marines mistook these ac-
tions as a signal that the company was
withdrawing and joined the column. A
total of five AAVs lined up on Highway
7 and pointed south. Unable to reach the
vehiclesby radio to halt their movement,
the company commander watched indis-
belief as nearly half his remaining com-
bat power headed away from the fight.

As the column of AAVs lined up on
Highway 7, apair of PennsylvaniaAir Na-
tional Guard A-10 attack aircraft circled
above An Nasiriyah. The battalion air of-
ficer, still experiencing communications
difficulties and unable to request air sup-
port, managed to raise the B Company
FAC and told him to transmit a request
for immediate air support over an un-
covered emergency frequency. The two
A-10sresponded to the FAC' srequest and
quickly established visual contact with B
Company inthe eastern portion of thecity.
The A-10s also reported a large concen-
tration of vehicles north of the Saddam
Canal and requested permission to en-
gage. The FAC till believed that B Com-
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pany was the lead element for the battal -
ion and interpreted the report as enemy
activity. The FAC was in no position to
observe the attacking aircraft, much less
their target of choice. Unable to commu-
nicate with both the fire support center
and the battalion commander, the FAC
decided to usetypelll control and cleared
the A-10s to attack. Type Il is the least
restrictive control method for CAS and
is not commonly used by the Marine
Corps. Before the battle, the 1/2 Battal-
ion commander specifically forbade the
use of type 1l CAS without his approval
due to the high risk of fratricide.

TheA-10smade severa strafing runson
C Company. The Marine Corpstradition-
ally marksit vehicles with large orange
panels to aid in identification from the
air, but these were replaced before the
war with more modern thermal imagery
panels. The A-10slacked the technology
to observe the thermal panels and were
unable to identify the AAVs as friendly
vehicles from the air. Thinking the col-
umn of AAV's headed south into the city
was an enemy counterattack, the A-10s
rolled in again and fired three Maverick
missiles at the vehicles.

The five AAVS came under simultane-
ous attack by atorrent of enemy mortars,
RPGs, and missiles from the A-10s as
they crossed the Saddam Canal bridge.
The lead vehicle was damaged, but man-
aged to limp through the city before it
was destroyed by severa direct RPG hits
within sight of A Company’slines at the
southern bridge. The second vehicle in
the column became a catastrophic kill al-
most as soon as it started moving, only
the driver and vehicle commander sur-
vived. A third AAV became a mobility
kill and stranded its passengers in the
middle of ambush alley. The remaining
two vehiclesrescued afew of the survi-
vors and managed to make it back safely
to the protection of A Company’s posi-
tion. Several officia investigations into
the friendly fire incident conducted after
the battle were unable to identify con-
clusively the effects of the A-10 attack
due to the simultaneous engagement of
C Company by the enemy.24 Whatever the
causes, the results were indisputable at
thetime: the attempt to evacuate C Com-
pany’scasualtieswasadisaster. The com-
pany commander was|left with little more
than a platoon to maintain the tenuous
foothold north of the canal and dozens of
his men were dead, wounded, or missing.

The tank company commander sensed
the precarious nature of the situation af-
ter witnessing the surviving AAV s offload
their casualties. Refueled at this point and
supporting the heavily engaged A Com-
pany at the Euphrates River bridge, the
tank company commander led two M1s
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forward to reinforce the northern bridge.
The tide started to turn in C Company’s
favor with the arrival of the tanks north
of the canal. The main gun and coaxial
machine gun fire from the two tanks
quickly silenced enemy gun positionsand
relieved the pressure on the small force.
The A Company commander, satisfied
that the southern bridge was secure and
eager to reinforce his peer to the north,
violated his orders to remain at the Eu-
phrates River bridge until relieved by 2/8
Battalion and moved out. Supported with
tanks, rotary wing CAS, and indirect fire,
Company A sped through ambush alley
without incident. The remainder of the
battalion joined them a short while later
and by 1430 hours, the mgjority of 1/2
Battalion was consolidated north of the
Saddam Canal.

The motorized 2/8 re-secured the Eu-
phrates River bridge after abrief firefight,
and by nightfall on 23 March, the eastern
bridges of An Nasiriyah were firmly in
the hands of the Marines. With RCT-2's
third battalion, 3/2, still in possession of
the Highway 1 bridge west of the city, TF
Tarawa held only three pieces of key ter-
rain; the problem of ambush alley per-
sisted and the mission to seize a corridor
through An Nasiriyah remained unfin-
ished. That night, RCT-1'sarmored recon-
naissance battalion negotiated the route
under cover of darknessand established a
defensive perimeter 10 miles north of the
city, awaiting the remainder of the regi-
ment. Thefollowing night, amechanized
battalion from RCT-1 seized the stretch
of highway between the bridges and fi-
nally secured the contested route through
the city. RCT-1 was forward of TF Tara-
waand on itsway to Kut by dawn.

TF Tarawa began the tedious task of
clearing the city on 25 March. Although
some resistance remained, the battle for
An Nasiriyah was over. In the final ac-
counting, 33 Americans lost their lives
during the operation; more than half of
which belonged to C Company, 1st Bat-
talion, 2d Marines.

The battle of An Nasiriyah is one of the
few modern examples of U.S. forces en-
gaged in large-scale urban operations in
a nonpermissive environment. Although
well documented, most of the existing
work focuses on individual participants
and lacks objectivity. The shortage of im-
partial commentary on the interplay of
key events and decisions during the bat-
tle detracts from the valuable lessons An
Nasiriyah has to offer.1s The controver-
sies of the day stem from the complexity,
confusion, and disorder inherent in ur-
ban combat. A determined enemy, the
timeless elements of friction, and the fog
of war also contributed greatly to the
events of the battle. The attack to seize a

corridor through An Nasiriyah was far
from atextbook operation, but it is pre-
cisely this quality that makes knowledge
of the battle so valuable to the military
professional.
Notes

A Marine expeditionary brigade (MEB) is a scaleable crisis
response force. Larger than the Marine expeditionary units
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Small-Unit Kill Teams

by First Lieutenant Ken Segelhorst

About 80 percent of U.S. soldier deathsin Irag are caused
by improvised explosive devices (IEDs). The U.S. Army
has employed various preventive measures to reduce |ED
damage on the battlefield: military vehicles are equipped
with jamming devicesthat prevent remote |ED detonation;
engineer patrols clear debris and vegetation from heavily
travel ed supply routes, which assists convoysin identify-
ing possible roadside bombs; explosive ordnance disposal
teams conduct route clearancein heavily armored vehicles
specificaly designed to counter minesand roadside bombs;
additional armor is continuously being added to vehicles;
and new mine-resistant, ambush-protected (MRAP) vehi-
clesare being fielded to hel p defeat newer and deadlier ex-
plosive devices.

While these defensive measures provideincreased surviv-
ability against |EDs, they are reactionary in nature and de-
signed to help avoid and defeat |EDs, rather than destroy
or neutralize those who put them to use. Only through a
combined effort of passive defensive measures and aggres-
sive dedicated IED interdiction operations can we effec-
tively work to neutralize the threat of IEDs in the contem-
porary operating environment.

Small-Unit Kill Teams

One method of bringing the fight to the enemy isto em-
ploy small-unit kill teamsaong main supply routes (M SR)
and alternate supply routes (ASR) where enemy activity is
most prevalent. Small-unit kill teams use stealth, camou-

flage, and patienceto deliver discriminatory and highly ac-

curate fires against enemy targets, specifically |1ED emplac-
ers. Operating along supply routesin rural Irag, small-unit
kill teems have proven capable of effectively identifying and
eliminating enemy targets at distances up to 1,000 meters.

While similar to snipers, small-unit kill teams differenti-
ate from traditional sniper teams on two levels: manpower
and firepower. A traditional sniper team operates using a
two-man team, consisting of one shooter and one spotter.
A kill team generally operatesin at least a four-man ele-
ment: designated marksman, spotter, radio telephone op-
erator (RTO), and machine gunner. The designated marks-
man is responsible for taking discriminatory and accurate
shots on isolated enemy targets. The spotter actsasthekill
team’s|eader and isresponsible for identifying targets and
directing each member of the team to destroy them. The
RTO is responsible for maintaining communications with
higher echelons and providing additional security when not
directly involved with radio operations. The machine gun-
ner provides the element with additional firepower. His
primary task isto provide the team with overwhelming fire
superiority in the event of compromise; however, he may
also provide additional firepower on the target area, if
deemed necessary by the kill team’s|eader. The additional
personnel and firepower aid in increasing the team’s secu-
rity and sustainability beyond that of atraditional sniper
team, allowing them to operate independently for extend-
ed periods of time without relief.
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IED Interdiction

Small-unit kill team operations are best conducted at the
platoonlevel. Theplatoonisdividedinto 1, 2, or 3 four-man
kill teams and a mounted element. Multiple teams can ei-
ther be tasked with the same target area for increased ob-
servation and depth, or can each be assigned a different tar-
get area along the same route to broaden the platoon’s area
of operation. The mounted element provides aplatform for
insertion and extraction, as well as a quick reaction force
in the event ateam is compromised. The mounted element
may also move forward to investigate suspicious activity
that does not meet the kill team’s rules of engagement
(ROE). The platoon leader must position the mounted ele-
ment close enough to his teams to maintain effective com-
munications and rapid support, concurrently ensuring his
vehicle positions do not deter enemy activity on the target
area, spoiling potential targets for the kill team.

Planning and Preparations

The planning phase of any operationiscritical to mission
success. Detailed planning of each phase of the operationis
necessary to avoid potential disaster. This cannot be over-
emphasized for kill team operations due to the small size
of operating elements and increased risk of fratricide due
to uninformed friendly forces traveling routes the teams ob-
serve. For small-unit kill team operations, meticulous plan-
ning, coordination, and preparations are required to miti-
gate risks and facilitate a well-orchestrated and precisely
executed operation.

Thefirst step in planning akill team operation isto deter-
mine the target area. The target area must not be selected
arbitrarily; intelligence drives maneuver. All available in-
telligence sources should be pooled to determine the most
probable location for upcoming |ED activity. By tracking
the location of recent |ED strikes, patterns of insurgent ac-
tivity can often be identified. A special computer program
was developed for this very purpose; its software can help
predict the location and time of upcoming |ED strikes sev-
eral weeks out, making it an invaluable tool when plan-
ning |ED interdiction operations of any nature.

Upon determining the target area, kill teams must next
identify suitable locations from which to observe. Surviv-
ability isessential — surveillance sites should provide good
cover and excellent concealment. The site should be far
enough from thetarget areato provide the team with stand-
off, but close enough to effectively engage targets with the
team’s weapons systems. The site must also provide suffi-
cient egress routes and subsequent positions should the
team need to break contact. The most important factor in
site selection isthe ability to observe the target area. Even
the most survivable siteis useless, if the team cannot ob-
serve and engage the target from within the surveillance
Site.

A reconnaissance should always be conducted prior to a
team committing to asurveillance site. While maps, imag-

ery, and unmanned aeria vehicle (UAV) footage can pro-
vide useful information pertaining to asite, thereisno sub-
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stitute for a thorough reconnaissance performed by the soldiers
conducting the operation. While amounted reconnaissance can
often be disguised as an ordinary patrol, it is important to con-
duct the recon several days prior to the kill team operation to
prevent compromising potential surveillance sites. While con-
ducting the reconnaissance, each element focuses on its portion
of the operation; however, al personnel should know their coun-
terpart’s role. At a minimum, each soldier should know the lo-
cations of the surveillance sites, vehicle hide, and the actions
taken by each element in the event of enemy contact.

The kill team’s primary focus during the reconnaissance is to
locate suitable surveillance sites. When testing a site, the team
should observe the target area from the same elevation as they
will be observing during the actual mission. Even small chang-
esin elevation can make a huge difference in observation and
fields of fire when conducting long-range surveillance. For ex-
ample, ateam may be able to observe atarget area while stand-
ing at their proposed site, but when observing from the prone or
dug-in position at the same location, the team’s observation may
be severely hindered dueto terrain or obstacles. Often man-made
features, such as abandoned buildings or ruins, provide the most
suitable locations; however, teams must be prepared to use or im-
prove on natural positions should the situation dictate. Whether
using a man-made or nature-made site, teams must ook for evi-
dence of nearby personnel, vehicle, and animal activity that
could potentially compromise the team.

In addition to transporting the kill teamsto potential surveil-
lance sites, the mounted element must conduct reconnaissance
on its area of responsibility of the operation. The mounted ele-
ment must recon insertion and extraction routes to the detruck-
ing and pickup points selected by the kill teams. The element
must identify holding areas near the detrucking point to remain
near the teams and provide rapid support should ateam be com-
promised during infiltration to its surveillance site. The mount-

“One method of bringing the fight to the enemy is to employ small-unit kill
teams along main supply routes (MSR) and alternate supply routes (ASR)
where enemy activity is most prevalent. Small-unit kill teams use stealth,
camouflage, and patience to deliver discriminatory and highly accurate fires
against enemy targets, specifically IED emplacers. Operating along supply
routes in rural Irag, small-unit kill teams have proven capable of effectively
identifying and eliminating enemy targets at distances up to 1,000 meters.”

ed element should also locate avehicle hidethat offers good com-
munications between both the proposed surveillance sites and
the company command post. From this vehicle hide, the mount-
ed element must have planned routes to the target area, as well
as the surveillance sites to quickly respond to any scenario.

Oncethese key locations are selected, the platoon leadership
can coordinate with local friendly forces. In addition to assist-
ing with target-area sel ection, the battalion S2 can often provide
additional intelligence information pertaining to the mission, in-
cluding updated be-on-the-lookout (BOLO) lists, black lists, and
weather and light data. The platoon should also request UAV
flights over both the target area and surveillance sites early on
the night of insertion. The UAV’sthermal imaging can be used to
ensure the areaiis devoid of squatters, herders, and other nomad-
ic personnd that could compromise the team during infiltration.

Askill teams can be easily mistaken for IED triggermen, addi-
tional coordination is required to reduce the risk of fratricide.
Adjacent units and the battalion battle staff should be briefed on
the location and duration of each operation. It is extremely dif-
ficult to coordinate with combat logistics patrols (CLPs); how-
ever, by placing a friendly observation post icon on the Blue
Force Tracker, the platoon leader can mark the locations of his
teamsfor al friendly patrols passing through the target area. Co-
ordination should be made with attack aviation units, not only
to prevent potential fratricide, but to provide additional surveil-
lance and firepower capabilities to the teams, if needed. Teams
should know the call signs and frequencies of supporting avia-
tion assets; while aviators should be aware of the general loca
tion of al platoon elements, and the means of marking friendly
positions during day and night.

After the coordination process has been completed, the platoon
leaders can complete the plan. While planning for akill team op-
eration is similar to planning for any other mission, there are
some areas that must receive specia emphasis. The communica
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tions plan is essential. Communications windows should be es-
tablished, providing designated times for the kill teams to call
situation reports (SITREPs) back to the mounted element. For
short duration operations, this method may be conducted hour-
ly, with one kill team reporting at the top of the hour while the
other reports at the bottom. For longer operations, times should
be extended to approximately every four to six hours, instead of
hourly. While teams can switch radios to “standby” between
windowsto save on battery life, the mounted element must con-
tinuously monitor all team nets to ensure any communications
made outside commo windows are heard. All communications
should initiate from the surveillance sites, which preventsincom-
ing transmissions from compromising theteam if indigenous per-
sonnel are near the surveillance site.

Kill teams should be equipped with at least two long-range ra-
dio systems, aprimary and an alternate. While the PRC-119 ad-
vanced system improvement program (ASIP) can be used to
achieve this requirement; the PRC-117 with its higher power
output, wider frequency range, and tactical satellite (TACSAT)
capability providesthekill teamswith amore powerful and ver-
satile system. The PRC-148 multiband inter/intra team radio
(MBITR) providesthekill team with team internal communica-
tions over secure nets and can act as the team’s contingent com-
munications system. A satellite phone or local cell phone, while
unsecure, can act asthe emergency systemif all othersfail. Even
though teams are equipped with redundant communications sys-
tems, adetailed “no commo plan” should be developed. The plan
should describe, in detail, the actionstaken by both thekill team
and the mounted element if commo windows are missed.

A compromise plan must a so be devel oped; however, itisim-
portant to note that acompromise will not always constitute mis-
sion abort criteria. There are two types of compromise: hard and
soft. A hard compromise immediately placestheteaminanin-
creased state of danger and threatens mission accomplishment.
For example, a herder who stumbles on a surveillance site and
immediately begins making calls on his cell phone would con-
stitute ahard compromise. Two young children who see the site
while playing games and simply continue to play without much
reaction would be asoft compromise. While their spotting of the
siteincreasestherisk to the team, thereis still a good chance of
mission accomplishment. It isthe responsibility of thekill team
leader to assess the compromise and offer his recommendation
to the platoon leader. Depending on the sit-
uation, teams may continue mission, re-
locate to a new position, extract early, or
abort the mission immediately.

Along with the no-commo and compro-
mise plans, the escape and evasion (E& E)
plan is an important contingency and re-
quires planning. The E& E plan will vary,
based on anumber of variables. If theteam
is operating from a defendable position,
such as an abandoned building, the plan

“While similar to snipers, small-unit kill teams
differentiate from traditional sniper teams on
two levels: manpower and firepower. A tra-
ditional sniper team operates using a two-
man team, consisting of one shooter and
one spotter. A kill team generally operates
in at least a four-man element: designated
marksman, spotter, radio telephone opera-
tor (RTO), and machine gunner.”
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may be as simple as defending in place until the mounted ele-
ment or quick-reaction force (QRF) arrives. If thekill teamis
operating from aless-survivable position, the E& E plan should
provide a strategy for repositioning the team from its surveil-
lance site to aknown safe and defendable position for emergen-
cy extraction. Leaders must ensure the plan remainsrealistic and
simple; if the team needs to execute the E& E plan, conditions
are likely to be controlled chaos, at best.

Fina preparations are similar to any other mission: precombat
checks and inspections should be conducted to ensure al per-
sonnel are properly equipped and all weapons and equipment are
functioning properly; rehearsals should be conducted to work
out any flaws and fine tune the plan; and kill teams should con-
duct full dressrehearsals to prepare for the weight of their load,
whichisoften quite cumbersome. At aminimum, thekill teams
should rehearse dismounting procedures at insertion, dismount-
ed tactical movement for infiltration and exfiltration, react to
contact, clearing procedures for the surveillance site, the E& E
plan, and friendly linkup procedures for extraction. In addition
to its normal rehearsal's, the mounted element should also work
with thekill teamsto rehearse actions at insertion and extraction,
linkup procedures, and the mounted element’s actionsif akill
team is compromised.

Insertion/Infiltration

Typically, kill teams will be inserted into the operational area
viafoot or ground tactical vehicle — the latter being preferred.
Foot insertion provides the team with the best stealth. Kill teams
can often dlip out of an operating base unseen; whereas, friend-
ly convoys leaving the main gate are often observed by insur-
gents or enemy sympathizers. While foot insertion provides the
team with the best stealth, it isalso the most dangerous and phys-
ically demanding. If spotted during movement, a four-man Kill
team poses an inviting target to insurgents. Heavy loads and
sweltering heat can quickly sap ateam’s energy, reducing their
effectiveness. Foot insertions should be limited to kill team op-
erations conducted in close proximity to friendly operating or
patrol bases.

The preferred means of kill team insertion is by vehicle during
hours of limited visibility. Vehicles conducting the insertion can
often blend in as an ordinary patrol, deceiving the enemy asto
the element’strueintent. I nserting teams by vehiclereduces phys-

29



30

ical demands on the team, allowing them to carry more equip-
ment and supplies. Vehicle insertion requires less time to exe-
cute, dlowing the kill team more timeto improveits surveillance
site prior to first light.

Deception measures should be employed when conducting ve-
hicle insertion to help mislead the enemy. Deception measures
arelimited only by one'simagination. One method isto blend
in as an ordinary mounted patrol by using similar routes and
times astypical patrolsin the area. Attention should be given to
ensure the insertion appears as similar to anormal patrol as pos-
sible. Details, ranging from the number of vehiclesto the use of
headlights, are al important when using deceptive techniques.

The element may use various meansto insert the team. For ex-
ample, the mounted element may give the impression of me-
chanical problems by coming to a halt and opening the hood of
avehicle, allowing the team to dismount and slip away into the
darkness; if there are abandoned buildings or homesin the area,
the platoon may conduct a stay-behind operation; or the platoon
performsastandard cordon and search of the dwelling and, upon
completion, leavesthekill team in place as the mounted element
departs the area. These are very effective methods and can be
accomplished on the actual site from which the kill team plans
to operate.

When conducting a vehicle insertion, the detrucking point
should remain a sufficient distance from the kill team'’s surveil-
lance site to avoid compromising the site (unless deception mea-
sures are used). Well-executed detrucking is key to a successful
insertion; the team must dismount quickly and quietly. Upon dis-

mounting, the kill team should quickly rally at anearby covered
and concealed position asidentified in the team’s reconnai ssance.
The team leader must rapidly account for his team and equip-
ment. Prior to moving to a preplanned holding area, the mount-
ed element waits for the team to conduct afinal radio check.

Upon successful detrucking, the kill team movesinto theinfil-
tration phase of the operation. After the mounted element de-
parts, thekill team should remain in acovered and conceal ed po-
sition for aminimum of 15 minutes. During this time, the team
should conduct stop, look, listen, and smell (SLLS) to become
acclimated to its surroundings and identify possible threatsin the
vicinity. When deemed safe, the team leader terminatesSLL S
and the team prepares to move. Prior to initiating movement, the
team radios a SITREP to the mounted element. It isvital that the
kill team keep the mounted element informed of its location, so
in the event of enemy contact, the mounted element can quick-
ly locate the team with minimal radio communications.

During infiltration, kill teams must focus on both stealth and
security. While adetailed route is devel oped during the planning
phase, teams must adapt to unforeseen circumstances, such as
dogs, herders, and other unexpected personnel. The kill team
must stop short of its planned surveillance site in a covered and
concealed position. At this point, the team makes preparations
to moveto and clear its surveillance site, entering the execution
phase of the operation.

Execution

To clear the surveillance site, one element must move forward
to clear while another provides overwatch. Typically, the desig-

“A reconnaissance should always be conducted prior to a
team committing to a surveillance site. While maps, imagery,
and unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) footage can provide use-
ful information pertaining to a site, there is no substitute for a
thorough reconnaissance performed by the soldiers conduct-
ing the operation. While a mounted reconnaissance can often
be disguised as an ordinary patrol, it is important to conduct
the recon several days prior to the kill team operation to pre-
vent compromising potential surveillance sites.”
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nated marksman and machine gunner will
provide overwatch as the team leader and
RTO moveforward to clear the site. Once
cleared, the designated marksman and
machine gunner may be signaled forward
and site construction or improvement may
begin. Depending on the type of site, this
may take several hours. The team must
maintain security during site improve-
ment, ensuring the machine gun is con-
stantly manned. The team leader should
periodically inspect the position from dif-
ferent angles, ensuring the site blends in
with the surrounding environment. All im-
provementsto the surveillance site should
be completed no later than 1 hour before
morning nautical twilight, allowing the
team enough time to make final equip-
ment preparations and settle into its posi-
tions prior to first light.
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Once the site, equipment, and personnel
are prepared, dedicated surveillance of the
target area begins. Each team member
should be assigned a sector to scan with
the spotter and designated marksman, fo-
cusing on the center of the target area.
The team leader ensures all sectors over-
lap and establishestarget reference points
to assist in passing information between team members. Com-
muni cations between team membersis essential, astarget expo-
suretimes may be brief and the marksman may have to readjust
to engage targets outside of his sector.

During hours of suspected enemy activity, all team members
should be alert and performing assigned tasks. When deemed
appropriate by the team leader, the element may move into a
predetermined rest cycle. A rotation is especially important for
the spotter and designated marksman; being in awkward and un-
comfortable positions, aswell aseyestrain from peering through
optics, quickly fatigues these personnel. Clearly defined priori-
ties of work must be established for the rest plan; these often in-
clude weapons, optics, and radio maintenance, as well as per-
sonal hygiene, food, and sleep. To implement arest plan while
maintaining operational efficiency, all team members must be
cross trained to perform each other’sjobs. This ensures capable
personnel are manning the machine gun and designated marks-
man’s weapons at all times.

The mounted element has its own role to play during the exe-
cution of kill team operations. Upon inserting kill teams, the
mounted element normally moves to a holding area nearby as
the team conducts foot infiltration. The mounted element close-
ly monitors the radio and watches for signs that the team may
have been compromised, such asgun fire or pyrotechnics. Upon
thekill team reaching its surveillance site, the mounted element
may relocate to a predetermined hide site further from the ob-
jective area. Often, dried wells or old vehicle fighting positions
can be located and offer excellent positions for the mounted el-
ement.

Once at the vehicle hide, the mounted element must take prop-
er precautionsto establishits position. A dismounted reconnais-
sance and security (R& S) patrol should circle the element upon
arrival, looking for signs of recent indigenous activity and en-
suring the vehicles are best positioned to avoid detection. If it
does not interfere with communications, antennas should betied
down to reduce visibility. While gunners may be ableto provide
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“There are two types of compromise: hard and soft. A hard compromise immediately places the
team in an increased state of danger and threatens mission accomplishment. For example, a herd-
er who stumbles on a surveillance site and immediately begins making calls on his cell phone
would constitute a hard compromise. Two young children who see the site while playing games and
simply continue to play without much reaction would be a soft compromise.”

adequate security, dismounted observation posts may be required
if the gunners' fields of view are insufficient. Just asin estab-
lishing the kill team’s surveillance site, the mounted element
should limit all movement at first light to avoid detection.

If the area of operation lacks sufficient terrain to conduct vehi-
cle hides, a number of deception measures may be employed,
allowing the mounted element to remain near thekill team with-
out compromising the mission. The simplest form of deception
isto simply conduct ordinary patrol operationsin the area. The
mounted element may also establish overt observation posts
along other hot spotson the M SR or ASR, deterring enemy activ-
ity in the area, or possibly even driving the enemy into the kill
team’starget area. Just asin the case of insertion, deception mea-
sures are limited only by soldiers’ imagination and creativity.

No matter whether the mounted element occupies a vehicle
hide, or performs complex and elaborate deception measures,
itsrole remains the same: to support the kill team. The mounted
element, with its increased communications range, must relay
information to and from the kill team, acting as a go between
for friendly units. The mounted element must remain poised at
al times to move in support of the kill team. This may consist
of rushing to the team'’s pickup site for an emergency extrac-
tion, maneuvering to intercept a suspicious vehicle or searching
vehicles and personnel engaged by the team.

The kill team must have a clear understanding of the ROE.
There is often inadequate time during this type of operation to
report the situation and request guidance from a party that lacks
visual contact. The team leader on the ground has the best per-
spective and must be trusted to make the right decision. If sus-
picious activity does not meet the team’s engagement criteria,
the team should document the activity in the surveillance log,
photograph the vehicle and personnel involved, and report the
activity to the mounted element. The platoon leader then deter-
mines the mounted element’s course of action. If the activity
does not merit compromising the element’s location, the report
may simply be entered into the patrol log or reported to high-
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er. If the reported activity requires more serious attention, the
mounted element may move to intercept the target or request the
establishment of atraffic control point at a specific location to
halt and search the target.

When the ROE have been met, targets should be engaged. The
designated marksmen should engage first, as one well-placed
shot may be enough to eliminate the enemy threat. The marks-
man should continue to engage targets until all targets are elim-
inated or instructed to stop by theteam leader. To avoid drawing
additional attention to the position and collateral damageto pass-
ing bystanders, the other team members should hold their fire
unless engaged by the enemy or instructed to fire by the team
leader. Theteam leader may order histeam to engageif the des-
ignated marksman is unable to eliminate his target, there are
multiple targets on the objective, the team isreceiving fire, or
the enemy is preparing to flee the target area.

Immediately upon the kill team engaging targets, the mounted
element should initiate movement to support the team. Normal -
ly, this consists of moving along the MSR to intercept fleeing
targets or searching dead or wounded enemy personnel and ve-
hicles on the objective. Thekill team should remain in place and
provide overwatch for the mounted element as it conducts its
search. The platoon leader should be prepared to establish a pe-
rimeter around the site and call for an explosive ordnance dis-
posal (EOD) team to disarm enemy munitions. Upon clearing the

site and gathering intelligence, the mounted element returnsto a
suitable hide position and continues the operation.

Exfiltration/Extraction

Upon completion of the execution phase, the kill team must
prepare for its exfiltration and extraction. The team should wait
until nightfall before breaking down the site and preparing for
movement. The team must sterilize the site, removing all traces
of its presence, to prevent the enemy from gathering informa-
tion on friendly operations. Just aswith site construction, the ma-
chine gun should be constantly manned during site deconstruc-
tion and sterilization. Upon successful sterilization of the site,
the kill team is ready to exfiltrate.

The team should never be extracted from its surveillance site
except in the case of emergency extraction. Extracting the team
fromits operation site “burns’ the site, compromising the loca-
tion for future operations. For this reason, the team must exfil-
trate to apredetermined pickup site. The pickup site must be de-
fendable, away from natural lines of drift and enemy avenues of
approach. At the same time, the terrain must not be so rough as
to prevent friendly forces from quickly reaching the site in the
event of compromise or enemy contact.

The team’s exfiltration can be extremely dangerous; enemy
personnel who may have observed the team’s operation may be
waiting to engage the team asit movesfrom the site. For thisrea-

“A dismounted reconnaissance and security (R&S) patrol should circle the element upon arrival, looking for signs of re-
cent indigenous activity and ensuring the vehicles are best positioned to avoid detection. If it does not interfere with com-
munications, antennas should be tied down to reduce visibility. While gunners may be able to provide adequate security,
dismounted observation posts may be required if the gunners’ fields of view are insufficient. Just as in establishing the kill
team’s surveillance site, the mounted element should limit all movement at first light to avoid detection.”




son, the team will often bound in pairs, initialy, for added secu-
rity. On reaching a covered and concealed position, the team
links up and conducts movement as a single element to the vi-
cinity of the pickup site. Just as the kill team clears its surveil-
lance site, the team must al so clear the pickup site. On clearing
the pickup site, the team establishes a security perimeter while
the RTO notifies the platoon leader the team isin position and
ready for extraction.

The mounted element should remainin place until thekill team
confirmsit is ready for extraction, as linkup between two mov-
ing elements should be avoided. The mounted element should
confirm its direction of approach with the kill team and its esti-
mated time to destination. The kill team may need to assist the
mounted element by verbally directing it to the team’s location,
and should be prepared to activate the pre-designated signal on
visual contact. Common signals often consist of infrared (IR)
flashes from night-vision devices, IR strobe lights, or chem-
lights. On receiving the confirming signal from the mounted el-
ement, the kill team may move forward to conduct linkup with
the mounted element. The team leader should ensure his per-
sonnel and equipment are loaded prior to mounting the platoon
leader’s vehicle. On receiving confirmation from the kill team
leader, the mounted element may begin extracting.

Extraction should be executed much like insertion: the mount-
ed element should avoid simply making a B line for home; ex-
traction routes should vary; and, if possible, the element should
not enter the camp though the same gate from which it exited.
Deception measures should be employed to hide the platoon’s
true intent and maintain operational security. Leaders must en-
sure that soldiers remain focused, as it is easy to become com-
placent at this stage of the operation.

Debrief/Recovery

The operation isnot over when the trucks enter thewire. While
many leaders brief recovery asthefinal phase of an operationin
their operations order (OPORD), seldomisit actually conduct-
ed. All too often, units return from patrol and are amost imme-
diately released without conducting a proper after-action review
(AAR), mission debrief, or recovery plan. This complacency of-
ten occurs later in a deployment as soldiers and leaders become
overconfident in their abilities. However, this phase of the oper-
ation is fundamental to mission success and essentia for fu-
ture operations.

All personnel should be present for the platoon leader'sAAR,
which should take the form of an initial debrief and focus most-
ly on the mounted element and its coordination with the kill
teams. The platoon leader should review the mission, beginning
with the planning process and walking through each step. The
platoon should discuss both the positive and negative aspects of
the mission, noting what to sustain and what to improve. It is
important that al soldiers feel comfortable enough to partici-
pate; many times, junior soldiersfeel intimidated and their voic-
esgo unheard. Aswith any AAR, the platoon leader should con-
clude the discussion on a positive note. Once the AAR is com-
plete, vehicle crewmen may begin conducting recovery opera-
tions, preparing vehicles and equipment for the next operation.

Thekill team and key leaders must then begin the mission de-
brief. A well-structured debrief isimportant; it may expose un-
reported details from the operation. These details, when com-
bined with other information, may shed new light on the enemy
situation. The debrief will also highlight shortcomingsin pre-
mission planning and unit standard operating procedures, which
will help reconstruct the mission if casualties were sustained,

January-February 2008 — ARMOR

and provide ahistorical record of the mission for post hostilities
analysis.

The debrief should be attended by all members of thekill team,
aswell askey members of the mounted element, such asthe pla-
toon leader, platoon sergeant, and RTO. Typically, the S2 or com-
pany executive officer serves as the debriefer. If no electronic
recording devices are available, a soldier should act as a dedi-
cated recorder. The unit commander and other interested units
or staff members may also attend the debrief. Only personnel
with avalid need-to-know should be allowed to attend as an ex-
cess of personnel can often be distracting and place additional
pressure on the team conducting the debrief.

The debrief should be conducted in aquiet and securelocation
and have overhead cover, chairs, tables, and sufficient lighting.
Imagery, maps, overlays, and other materials used in the plan-
ning process should be posted for the team and debriefer to re-
view. Additional materials, such asthekill team’s surveillance
log, the mounted element’s patrol log, communicationslogs, and
all photos taken by the kill team or mounted element, should be
present for debrief asthey may help reconstruct the actions that
occurred. Water, coffee, and asmall snack may also be provided
to help keep personnel comfortable. Normally, a side room lo-
cated at the company or battalion tactical operations center can
be dedicated for the purpose of conducting debriefs.

Regardless of rank, the debriefer isin charge at all timesandis
theonly onewho can addressthe team. Any questionsthe observ-
ers or staff have for the team should be submitted prior to the
debrief, which keeps the debrief structured and prevents the team
from having to answer abarrage of questionsfrom various sourc-
es. Various techniques may be used to conduct the debrief; how-
ever, the preferred method isto use a predetermined question for-
mat in which team members are asked various questions designed
to draw out details not previoudly reported. Another techniqueis
called “map tracking,” in which the operation isretraced from
insertion, infiltration, actions on the objective, exfiltration, and
extraction to draw out additional intelligence. No matter what
technique is used, any information collected during the debrief
should be thoroughly reviewed and evaluated — this informa-
tion isinvaluable when planning future operations.

Small-unit kill teams can be a very effective method of coun-
tering |ED threats, especially in rural Irag. These operations re-
quire highly trained and well-equipped personnel to counter the
high risk inherent to small units operating in a hostile environ-
ment. Whilenot all armor or cavalry unitsare sufficiently manned
or equipped to conduct kill team operations, many lessons can
belearned from thistype of operation; most notably, the level of
thought and planning entailed in executing small-unit operations
and need for athorough AAR and debrief. For those with the
capabilities and fortitude required to aggressively execute |IED
interdiction operations, | hope this article has proven thought
provoking and provided some ideas that may help conduct such
operations. Happy hunting!
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Cultural Awareness and Understanding

by Major Klaudius K. Robinson

Current global operations highlight the
need for soldiers to have a better under-
standing and cultural awareness of host-
nation countries worldwide. This subject
isunder discussion to some degree by se-
nior Army leaders, however, it is not yet
apriority for junior leaders. For decades,
theU.S. Army hasfocused onwarfighting
skills and its ability to kill enemy com-
batants and win battles and wars. The ar-
mor branch’s mission, in the scope of
tankers and scouts, is to find, close with,
and destroy the enemy.

A nation’sarmy, sharpenedthroughtrain-
ing, isthe most lethal and highly skilled
warrior forceit can be. As scouts and tank-
ers, we should focus all efforts on drill
and training to produce an effectivefight-
ingforcethat can defeat theenemy through
firepower, shock effect, and pure warrior
skills, what | term as*“ distracters’ areless
of apriority than sharpening our skillsto
defeat and kill the enemy.

According to Department of Defense
Directive (DoDD) 5160.41, Defense Lan-

guage Program, it is DoD policy that:
“Foreign language and regional exper-
tise be considered critical competencies
essential to the DoD mission and shall be
managed to maximize the accession, de-
velopment, maintenance, enhancement,
and employment of these critical skills
appropriate to the Department of De-
fense’s mission needs. ...Military units
deploying to, or in transit through, for-
eign territories shall be equipped, to the
greatest extent practicable, with an appro-
priate capability to communicate in the
languages of theterritories of deployment
or transit. The commanders of the com-
batant commands shall determinewhat is
appropriate based on current situation and
circumstances.”!

This, my brethren, isthe future. It isa
well-known fact that we are asked to per-
form a myriad of missions and assigned
varioustasksin the current operating en-
vironment. We are also asked to accom-
plish missions that involve diplomacy, to
which anyone who has sat through a lo-
cal Iragi council meeting can attest. How-

ever, it isdifficult to be diplomatic if we
do not understand local culture sensitivi-
ties throughout our areas of operation.

As an Army, we recently did a lot of
catching up on cultural awareness, spe-
cificaly inlrag. General George Casey’s
implementation of an in-country insur-
gency academy was a step in theright di-
rection. Moreimportantly, cultural aware-
nesstraining, now mandated for units pri-
or to arotation in country, isalso helpful,
but these initiatives only skim the sur-
face of how we can prepare. In my expe-
riences, thistraining is highly lacking and
is only an introduction to becoming a
true regional cultural expert. In a recent
article by Ullrich Fichtner, he discusses
the “crash course” method of instruction
inthe U.S. Army’s efforts to catch up on
itslack of cultural understanding: “The
group of instructors sitting around the
conference table is responsible for the
new Army’s core issue, cultural aware-
ness, or the art of handling multicultural-
ism and practicing tolerance and respect
for foreigners. The people sitting around




thetable have served as diplomatsand in-
telligence agentsin I srael and Jordan and
as military attachésin Syria. Their job is
to givethese young soldiersacrash course
in how to deal with other cultures, in gen-
eral, and Islam, in particular.”2

This is not the way we should conduct
business or prepare for future wars. As a
nation, we are aware of who might be our
future enemies, aswell asthelocations of
the world’s hot spots. There should be
more of an emphasis placed on educat-
ing our soldiers, noncommissioned of -
ficers, and officersin cultural studies of
identified regions in which we, as an Ar-
my and a branch, might operate.

| understand the mountainous piles of
work placed on today’s combat forma-
tions and | know that today’s company
commanders have many more require-
ments and deadlines compared to the
same position 30 years ago. Thisis exact-
ly where command emphasis comesinto
play and where a push from Army lead-
ersmust bring cultural awareness and un-
derstanding training to the forefront. The
Army is taking steps to document and
categorize soldierswith foreign language
proficiency through a self-assessment sur-
vey, which is aresult of the changes di-
rected by DoD. However, thisisonly one
step and barely skims the surface of its
trueintent, which isto become, at amin-
imum, not only culturaly aware in our
lowest formations, but also to strive to
achieve cultural expertise. Knowledge of
a foreign language helps in this regard,
but it does not constitute cultural aware-
ness. As an example, you can learn afor-
eign language sitting in a classroom, but
your knowledge will be limited and will
not reflect cultural nuancesthat can only
be experienced through immersion or in-
teraction with alocal populace.

| am by no means an Arabic culture ex-
pert; however, | eagerly shared my limit-
ed knowledge (cultural awareness) with
the soldiersin my command. It wasacon-
stant challengeto explainthelragis con-
duct and reasoning to my soldiers who
weretrained in discipline and Army val-
ues. Justifying lateness, dishonesty, and
other corrupt behaviorsthat we, asamil-
itary culture disdain, was a definite chal-
lenge. What is viewed as normal behav-
ior in an Arabic culture, or more specifi-
caly, thelragi culture, isnot viewed inthe
same light through the eyes of a soldier.

Contrary to popular belief, and from an
isolationist viewpoint, Americans are not
held in high regard in some cultures —
most of these cultures do not like us be-
cause we are Americans. This view of
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“It is a well-known fact that we are asked to perform a myriad of missions and assigned various
tasks in the current operating environment. We are also asked to accomplish missions that in-
volve diplomacy, to which anyone who has sat through a local Iraqi council meeting can attest.
However, it is difficult to be diplomatic if we do not understand local culture sensitivities through-
out our areas of operation.”

Americans by other cultures and our own
prejudices can be mended and a bridge
of understanding built by interaction and
cooperation. We, asan armor force, were
truly unprepared for the culture shock
facedin Irag. Factually speaking, wemade
cultural mistakesthat set good-willed ef-
forts back. An article by Tom Regan of
the Christian Science Monitor points out
that we realized our mistakes and are at-
tempting to fix the problems.3 Another
example of our past failuresisinthe De-
fense Language Transformation Road-
map: “Language skill and regional ex-
pertise have not been regarded as war-
fighting skills and are not sufficiently in-
corporated into operational or contingen-
¢y planning. As aresult, there is insuffi-
cient effort under the current ‘require-
ments determination process to prepare
for support of deployed forces. Much
language talent resident in the force (Ac-
tive and Reserve Components and civil-
ian) isunknown and untapped. Language
skill and regional expertise are not val-
ued as defense core competencies, yet
they are asimportant as critical weapon
systems.”4

This quote highlights the fact that lan-
guage skillsand regional expertiseare as
important as critical weapons systems; a
more common term is “combat multipli-
ers” These skillshelp commanders shape
the battlefield and ultimately win wars.
A maneuver battalion commander has a
fires-and-effects cell (FEC), an S2 in-
telligence cell, and usually atactical air
cell (TACAIR) in acombat environment.
These are al combat multipliersin a bat-
talion, that help a unit win; therefore, re-

gional and language experts should be
asimportant as combat assets. The armor
branch must undertake language study
and cultural awareness/understanding
training to be successful in future en-
deavors.

During 2005, DoD established agoal for
80 percent of junior-level officersto dem-
onstrate a proficiency in a foreign lan-
guage by 2013. Accordingto “In Foreign
Language Proficiency, Generals Should
Lead by Example,” in Digital Journal,
proficiency in this case was identified as
level 1+ whichisavery dementary knowl-
edge of alanguage.> Further investiga-
tion (11 May 2007) led to examining the
current ten Army division commanders
foreign language proficiencies — only
two of the ten speak aforeign language,
all are educated and have advanced de-
grees.® “In Foreign Language Proficien-
cy,” dsomentionsthat, “ GeneralsinWorld
Wars | and Il commonly spoke at least
one additional language, usually German
or French, and often both. Major Gener-
a Fox Conner, Pershing’s G3 and men-
tor to Eisenhower, Patton, and Marshall,
spoke French so well he served in a
French unit on an exchange program.”’
Understandably, it takes time to imple-
ment changes, but this clearly indicates
that changes are not yet realized at high-
er levels of leadership, which is also be-
cause the current group of senior officers
isnot being affected by the changes. It is
obvioudy difficult to redirect senior offi-
cers for language study (successfully un-
dertaken, it takesaminimum of 6 months

Continued on Page 50
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“The Spanish light horse came upon them, and routed them, so that in
fleeing toward the city, a great number of them were slaughtered.”

— Cronicas del Gran Capitan?

Gonzalo Hernandez de Cérdoba (1453-
1515) is not exactly a household name
among U.S. Army officers, which isun-
fortunate because he wasthe greatest com-
mander of his age; an age much like our
own, in which societal and technologi-
cal advances inspired profound chang-
es in warfare.2 Perhaps military history
enthusiasts remember Gonzalo (or Gon-
savo, asheisreferred toin ltalian refer-
ences) as the first commander who suc-
cessfully employed infantry firearmsto
defeat heavy cavalry at Cerignola(1503).3
However, few recognize he was amaster
in employing light cavalry in both a tac-
tical and an operational role. Examina-
tion of Gonzal o de Cérdoba suse of light
cavalry forces as part of acombined arms
team reveals that, when used properly,
light cavalry forces are agile, versatile,
and represent atremendous force multi-
plier for any army — they aretruly acom-
mander’'s“aceinthehole” Inan agewhen
many are seduced by the dream of tech-
nological solutionsto operational prob-
lems, it iswell to remember that the fun-
damental s of warfare remain constant be-
cause, to paraphrase Clausewitz, war isa
contest of wills.* Gonzalo Hernandez de
Cordoba’s Italian campaign of 1495-1498
offers military professionals the oppor-
tunity to get reacquainted with the basic
realities of warfare, especially the uses of
light cavalry, by examining the actions of
amaster practitioner of tactics and oper-
ational art.

Combatant Commander

In 1495, Gonzal o Herndndez de Cordo-
bay Aguilar was summoned to appear be-
fore the king and queen of Spain, King
Ferdinand and Queen Isabella, to accept
a highly prestigious, but difficult, com-
mission.> A hero of the war against the
Moors of Granada (1481-1492), in which
he distinguished himself in combat and
served as special envoy of the monarchs
to negotiate the surrender of Granada,
Gonzalo was personally selected by the
queen for hisfirst independent command.
He was to assume command of an expe-
ditionary force and set sail for the King-
dom of Sicily, aSpanish possession, with
the overt purpose of defending it against
apossible attack by the Turks. In redlity,
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he wasto defend Spanish interestsin lta-
ly and the Western Mediterranean by lim-
iting French adventurism in theregion.s
In modern terms, Gonzalo Hernandez
would act as a*“combatant commander,”
and would be expected to “shape the se-
curity environment,” and execute nation-
a policy within his assigned area of re-

sponsibility.

In the fall of 1494, the young French
king, Charles V1Il, decided to launch a
military expedition to press his claim on
the Kingdom of Naples.” Hisideawasto
claim the throne of Naples, based on a
weak dynastic claim, and then embark
on a crusade to recover Jerusalem for
Christendom. To many of his contempo-
raries, thisidea seemed far-fetched, but
Charles was imbued with the ethos of

chivalry and adesirefor glory. Heintend-
ed to revitalize the crusading tradition of
his ancestors. It was not difficult for the
king to convince the warlike French no-
bility, bored with the pursuits of peace-
time, to accompany him in this adven-
ture. But even though the king of France
operated under the traditional medieval
ethos of knightly combat, the army he
recruited was thoroughly modern. His
heavy cavalry, made up of superb knights
and their mounted and heavily armored
retainers, was the best in Europe. Heen-
rolled numerous companies of Swiss pike-
men who had clearly demonstrated their
superiority on many battlefields.8 But the
decisive force was the French train of ar-
tillery. Charles spared no expenseto pro-
vide himself with the most modern and
mobileartillery yet assembled. Thiswould

J

Below, King Ferdinand of Spain.
Right, Queen Isabella of Spain.

before the king and queen of Spain, King Ferdinand and Queen Isabella, to ac-
cept a highly prestigious, but difficult, commission. A hero of the war against
the Moors of Granada (1481-1492), in which he distinguished himself in com-
bat and served as special envoy of the monarchs to negotiate the surrender of
Granada, Gonzalo was personally selected by the queen for his first indepen-
dent command.”
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tions and took stock of his forces... The
mounted men included a few heavily ar-
mored knights on large warhorses, but
the majority were outfitted as jinetes —
the traditional light cavalry of Spain.”

ensure that no walled town or castlein
Italy could stop or delay the French ad-
vance.®

The mercenary levies and city militias
of the ltalian principalities melted away
before the French juggernaut. Milan, Flor-
ence, and Rome opened their doors in
submission to Charles. The French king
succeeded in rapidly overrunning any en-
emy defenses and entered the city of Na-
plesin February 1495. But Charles soon
tired of the pleasures of the city and re-
turned to France with the bulk of his ar-
my, leaving the remainder of hisforcesto
garrison his newly won realm under the
command of experienced Scottish com-

mander Bernard Stewart (French Bérault
Stuart), the 3rd Lord of Aubigny. Lack-
ing support from his subjects, Alfonso,
the king of Naples, fled to Sicily and ab-
dicated in favor of hisson, Federico. The
new king showed a stronger mettle than
his father and began to assemble an ar-
my. King Federico sought the aid of the
Spanish Gonzal o Herndndez, who wasin
Sicily, because he was closely related to
the Spanish king.20Gonza o agreed to help
sincethiswasin keeping with abroad in-
terpretation of his mission, supporting the
interests of Spain in Italy against French
expansionism.

The Italian Campaign of 1495-1497:
Opening Moves

Gonzalo acted quickly; he assembled
his forces, crossed the Strait of Messina,
and laid siege to the city of Reggio at the
toe of the Italian boot, which was occu-
pied by French forces. He took the city
by assault, using aruse he had learned in
the wars against the Moors. He bombard-
ed the city’s walls with artillery, leading
the enemy to believe he was preparing
an assault from that side, while asmaller
group of escaladores (soldierstrained in
scaling fortified walls) quickly infiltrated
from the opposite side and overwhelmed
the garrison.

After taking Reggio, Gonzal o established
a base of operations and took stock of
his forces. He counted around 5,000 in-
fantrymen and 600 cavalry. The infan-
try were a mix of men equipped with
crossbows and arquebuses, a matchlock
firearm that preceded the musket, and
close combat specialistsarmed with sharp
Toledo swords, helmet, platearmor, chain
mail and a steel shield (buckler). The
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“In the fall of 1494, the young French
king, Charles VIII, decided to launch a
military expedition to press his claim on
the Kingdom of Naples. His idea was to
claim the throne of Naples, based on a
weak dynastic claim, and then embark
on a crusade to recover Jerusalem for
Christendom. To many of his contempo-
raries, this idea seemed far-fetched, but
Charles was imbued with the ethos of
chivalry and a desire for glory.”

mounted men included a few heavily ar-
mored knights on large warhorses, but the
majority were outfitted as jinetes —the
traditional light cavalry of Spain.

The Spanish jinetes evolved from the
experience of centuriesof warfare against
the Moors.2t During the 8th century, the
Moors had overrun most of Spain and
had just recently been expelled from their
last redoubt — the Kingdom of Grana-
da.12 Warfare along the long frontier be-
tween Christian and Moorish Spain con-
sisted mostly of guerrillas conducting
raids and counter-raids to capture prison-
ersand booty, carry out quick incursions,
and the occasional taking of castles and
towns.13

In the broken country of the high Anda-
lusian sierras, large set-piece battleswere
avoided by both sides. Ambushes, ruses,
feints, and rapid maneuver were the pre-
ferred tactical methods. Light cavary was
used to reconnoiter the enemy, raid bag-
gagetrains, harass supply lines, take pris-
oners, and provide security for larger forc-
es. The jinetes had in fact adopted the
tactical methods and many of their arma-
mentsfrom the Moors. They were mount-
ed on light, but hardy, horses— amix of
the spirited Arabian and the hardy North
African breeds. They were armed with
one or more javelins made from cane or
light wood with sharp steel points used
for skirmishing on horseback, and long
and flexible swords suitable for mount-
ed combat. They carried a light kidney-
shaped shield — the Moorish adarga —
and were protected by open steel helmets
that did not impede their vision. Most
wore stedl breastplates or brigandines to
protect their torsos and some also wore
shirts of mail and a few pieces of plate
armor. But in general, the jinetes traded
the full-armored protection of the man-
at-arms, or knight, for agility and free-
dom of action.

The Spanish also had men who fought
in the tradition of European nobility —
equipped in suits of plate armor and
charging with the lance on large, equal-
ly well-armored warhorses. Although
knightly combat was practiced in Spain,
many Spanish nobles, even kings, would
on occasion adopt the style and dress of
the humble jinete when operating in dif-
ficult terrain or in the heat of the Medi-
terranean summer. Thus, the Spanish cav-
alryman could fight as a knight lanza en
ristre (with the lance resting on a special
hook on hisbreastplate), or alajineta (in
the style of the light cavalry jinete).14

These then, were the troops available to
Gonzalo; they were few in number, but
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each of them was a proven
soldier — aveteran of thewar
against the Moors of Grana-
da accustomed to privations
and tough field conditions.
He also recruited volunteers
from Sicily and Southern It-
aly. With this force, Gonzalo
would face the combined ar-
mies of the French and the
many Neapolitan nobleswho
supported their cause — a
force three to four times his
army’s number. The French
also had many companies of
Swiss infantry, which had not
yet been defeated in open bat-
tle.

With these forces, Gonzalo
set out from Reggio, captur-
ing other small towns, harass-
ing small French detachments,
and avoiding decisiveengage-
ment. King Federico of Na
plesjoined forceswith him as
they began to drive north to-
ward the city of Naples. But
the French commander was
not idle— Bérault Stuart, Lord
Aubigny, was an old and ex-
perienced soldier. He began
concentrating histroops, which
were dispersed throughout
Southern Italy so he could
form afield army capable of
defeating the combined Span-
ish-Neapolitan force. Gon-
zalo knew about the French
movements because hislight
cavalry jinetes were riding far and wide
ahead and to the flanks of the main body,
gathering intelligence, gaining the sup-
port of small towns and castles, and for-
aging for food. His jinetes rode into the
town of Seminara and convinced the
townspeople to return to their king's ali-
ance and expel the small French garrison.
Shortly thereafter, Gonzalo entered the
town in the company of King Federico.
Soon, the scouts brought intelligence that
the French main body was marching on
Seminara. After a careful estimate of the
situation, Gonzalo advised that it would
be better to withstand a siege than risk
open battle. King Federico thought it dis-
honorable to adopt a defensive posture,
perhaps remembering his own father's
disgraceful flight before the enemy, and
decided to seek out the enemy in battle.1s
Many of the hot-headed Spanish captains
agreed. Bowing to theinevitable, Gonza-
lo prepared for battle.

The battle of Seminara ended quickly.
The combined Spanish and Neapolitan
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“The jinetes had in fact adopted the tactical methods and many
of their armaments from the Moors. They were mounted on light,
but hardy, horses — a mix of the spirited Arabian and the hardy
North African breeds. They were armed with one or more jave-
lins made from cane or light wood with sharp steel points used
for skirmishing on horseback, and long and flexible swords suit-
able for mounted combat... But in general, the jinetes traded the
full-armored protection of the man-at-arms, or knight, for agil-
ity and freedom of action.”

forces were quickly overcome by the
French heavy cavalry and the Swiss in-
fantry. The Neapolitan infantry, in par-
ticular, became confused and fled when
they saw what appeared to bethe flight of
the Spanish jinetes, unaware that it was
standard practice for them to charge and
break contact before reforming and charg-
ing again from adifferent direction. Even
King Federico narrowly escaped death
or capture when his horse buckled and
fell. Complete disaster was avoided only
by the heroic action of Gonzalo Hernan-
dez and his jinetes who fought a tena-
cious delaying action, which allowed the
bulk of the defeated army to escape.

After thisfiasco, the Spanish forces re-
turned to their base near Reggio while
the Neapolitan king went back to Sicily.
There, he received news that the French
were guarding Naples with only a very
small garrison and that the population
had turned against them. He decided on
abold course of action and sailed to Na-
ples with his available forces. The Nea-
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politans received their king
enthusiastically and the be-
sieged French were forced to
surrender.

Gonzalo decided to contin-
ue operationsto retake South-
ern ltaly sincethe Frenchfield
army had again dispersed to
hold on to their territorial
gains and take control of a
restive population. Again, the
Spanish jinetes rode far and
wide, gathering intelligence
and launching limited attacks
wherever they found a weak-
ness to exploit. The French
could not match this level of
operational mobility and were
put in a defensive, reactive
mode. By operating within a
large screen of light cavalry,
which served as his eyes and
ears, Gonzalo seized and main-
tained the operational initia-
tive and set the terms of con-
flict by operating inside his
enemy’s decisionmaking cy-
cle. The lack of an effective
enemy light cavalry only wors-
ened the French situation.

For his part, King Federico
marched east from Naplesand
entered the mountainous prov-
ince of Basilicata where he
found a strong French force
near the town of Atella. The
French were entrenched in-
sidethestrongly fortified town
and prepared to stand asiege.
The king did not have enough forces to
completely cut off supply routes to and
from the town nor did he have enough ex-
perienced soldiers to attempt an assault.
He therefore called on Gonzalo for help.

Fighting March and Checkmate

When Gonzalo received the request for
assistance from King Federico, he con-
sidered three options: continue his cur-
rent successful strategy of methodically
taking towns and castles; shadow the
main French force under Lord Aubigny,
whom he knew was to his north, to ha-
rass him and prevent him from relieving
Atella; or honor the king's summons and
rideto hisassistance. Aswas his practice,
he carefully considered the potential costs
and benefits of each option and decided
toridetotheking' sassistance. Thiscourse
of action seemed the most profitable
since he would help capture an impor-
tant French base in another province, de-
feat amajor French force, and assist the
allied king in his hour of need. In addi-
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tion to these practical reasons, Gonzalo
thought thiswould &l so be the most hon-
orable course of action, and the one that
would do the most to heighten the pres-
tige of both the Neapolitan king and his
own king and queen, aswell asbring oth-
er recalcitrant citiesinto thefold. In mod-
ern terms, he had a sound appreciation for
the second- and third-order effects of an
operational decision and itslikely politi-
cal impact.

Having made his decision, Gonzal o act-
ed with his customary energy. He quick-
ly marshaled hisforces, sending out the
jinetes as a covering force far ahead and
to the flanks of the main body. He then
conducted one of the most remarkable
fighting marches ever. His small force
crossed the mountain wilderness of the
Aspromonte, beginning on the Tyrrhe-
nian coast and ending at Atellain therug-
ged mountains of south-central Italy. This
is, even today, almost impassable terrain
crisscrossed by narrow steep paths that
are often no more than goat trails among
the rocks. Along the way, he fought off
ambushes by French sympathizers, cap-
tured many important towns, including,
once again, Seminara, and routed alarge
French camp, which included many Ne-
apolitan nobleswho had rebelled against
their king. Chief among them was Agos-
tino da San Severino and members of his
family. This action was a night attack in
which Gonza o’'shard-marching forcefirst

identified the enemy position without be-
ing seen and then informed their com-
mander who rapidly reconnoitered theter-
rain and launched a coordinated assault
from all sides, completely surprising the
enemy — arenaissance example of the
principles of seefirst, decidefirst, and en-
gage on your own terms, achieved with-
out the benefit of modern technology.
Thiswasmade possible by theintelligence
furnished to the commander by hislight
cavalry scouts.

Finally, Gonzalo's reinforcing force
reached the town of Atella. Upon arrival,
he deployed his army in order of battle
straight from march column. His intent
was to impress friend and foe alike, and
preparefor any opportunity that may arise.
Hisjinetes continued their unceasing re-
connaissance, riding around the perime-
ter of Atellaand studying the lay of the
land.

TheKing rode out to greet Gonzal o, ac-
companied by Cesare Borgia— the Pope's
son and a distinguished captain — and
the most senior captains of the Neapoli-
tan army.6 After the usual pleasantries,
Gonzalo, rather than alowing his sol-
diers some well-deserved rest, immedi-
ately launched an attack on an outlying
French outpost. Hisjineteshad onceagain
gathered critical intelligence, and noticed
that the French position had not been for-
tified against the type of forces the Span-

“Armor and cavalry officers will notice that Gonzalo’s use of light cavalry jinetes gave him a de-
cisive advantage over the enemy at both the operational and tactical levels of war. His light cav-
alry allowed him to see the battlefield and extend, in modern terms, his “area of influence” and
take advantage of fleeting opportunities. Many military historians fail to give proper weight to the
value and versatility of light cavalry, basing their assessments only on the contributions of light
cavalry to set-piece battles.”

ish had available. The French had occu-
pied a series of watermills near a stream
that provided them with water and ground
flour. The garrison consisted of French
crossbowmen and Swiss infantry. They
were not vulnerable to King Federico’s
Italianinfantry and small force of knights;
however, they were not prepared to con-
front the tactical combinations devised
by Gonzalo Hernandez.

Gonzal o sent hisclose combat sword and
buckler infantry against the mills, fol-
lowed closely by pikemen. He sent a
mounted force of jinetes and afew heavy
men-at-arms to interpose between the
mills and the town to block any attempts
by arelief force to relieve the defenders
at the mills. The bulk of the jinetes were
to ride along the other flank of the mills
and cut off any retreating French. The
Spanish infantrymen, protected by their
shields and armor against French cross-
bow bolts, closed quickly on the cross-
bowmen before they could fire more than
oneor two arrows each. The Swissdid not
have the time or space to properly form
into their fighting phalanxes and were
cut down individually by expert Spanish
swordsmen. Those who fled were then
run down by the jinetes and no relief
could be found in the city. In short, the
Spanish victory was complete — afine
example of atactical opportunity exploit-
ed by Auftragstaktik, before the word was
coined. The French were deprived of their
supply source and demoralized by the
tactical superiority of the Spanish. The
Neapolitan army received aneeded boost
in morale and now had the manpower to
completely seal off the town of Atella
Indeed, a few days later, Gonzalo led a
force that captured the small town of Ri-
vacandida, which dominated the only
possible route from which the French ex-
pected reinforcements. Faced with an un-
tenable situation, the French garrison of
Atella surrendered.

With the Spanish-Neapolitan victory at
Atellg, the campaign was essentially over.
The French soldiers were allowed to re-
turn to their homeland; however, very few
were able to do so. The defeated army
was plagued by various outbreaks of ma-
lariaand other fevers, and was harassed by
avengeful population all theway back to
France.

Gonzalo Hernandez de Cordoba was
recognized by both friend and foe as“the
Great Captain,” atitle by which hewould
always beknown. Other honorsfollowed:
he was awarded the “Golden Rose” by
the Pope; and King Federico rewarded
him with various towns and castles, and
thetitles of Duke of Terranova and Duke
of Sant’ Angelo. The “Great Captain”
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soon returned to Spain where he was re-
ceived with great honors by the king and
gueen. He was destined to fight another
war in Italy against another French king
injust afew years— the onein which he
would distinguish himself in the use of
hand-held firearms (arquebuses) in bat-
tle, and in which he would make excel-
lent use of hislight cavalry.

Assessment and Lessons Learned

Modern officers can draw many lessons
from this campaign, first of which isthe
importance of flexibility in selecting the
appropriate course of action to accom-
plish mission-type orders. Gonzalo Her-
nandez assumed a role very much like
that of amodern combatant commander.
He received broad guidance on his mis-
sion from the heads of state and was al-
lowed a great deal of latitude in its exe-
cution. However, he did not receive ade-
guate resourcesto deal with the potential
threat in a rapidly changing situation.
Gonzalo Hernandez succeeded only be-
cause of his superior ability to “do more
with less” — asituation that is haunting-
ly familiar to commanders at every level
in today’s contemporary operational en-
vironment (COE). Once more, a strong
commander’s character rises above all
other considerations and becomes the
crucial determinant of victory or defeat.
Gonzalo’s ability to minimize the results
of defeat in the Battle of Seminara, and
his ability to sustain the morale of his
troops and organize a new offensive are
truly the marks of a*“great captain.””

Second, Gonzalo Hernandez demon-
strated a mastery of the operational level
of war. Hewas very thorough in hisintel-
ligence gathering and used al the means
at his disposal — light cavalry, inform-
ers, and political channels. When deter-
mining which course of action to select,
he was cautious and carefully considered
all options, but once he made adecision,
he acted with great energy and speed.
This allowed him to operate inside his
enemy’s decisionmaking cycle, gain and
maintain the initiative, and pose opera-
tional and tactical problemsto the enemy,
which were difficult for him to solve.

Finally, the* Great Captain” understood
the capabilitiesand limitations of hisforc-
es and those of his enemy, down to the
smallest details. Thisallowed himto take
advantage of fleeting tactical opportuni-
ties, which he was quick to exploit with
innovative and effective combined arms
combinations, such asthosein the action
before Atella

Armor and cavalry officerswill notice
that Gonzalo's use of light cavalry jine-
tes gave him a decisive advantage over
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the enemy at both the operational and tac-
tical levels of war. His light cavalry al-
lowed him to see the battlefield and ex-
tend, in modern terms, his*area of influ-
ence’ and take advantage of fleeting op-
portunities. Many military historians fail
to give proper weight to the value and ver-
satility of light cavalry, basing their as-
sessments only on the contributions of
light cavalry to set-piece battles. For mod-
ern students of the art of war, Gonzalo
Hernandez de Cérdoba serves as anideal
example of what agreat commander can
achieve when he understands the capa-
bilities and limitations of light cavalry
and uses it appropriately.
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The ground hasforever been the one el-
ement of warfare that commanders strive
to control. Over theyears, terms, such as
“good ground,” “bad ground,” “worst
ground,” “lost ground,” “ gained ground,”
and “bloody ground,” have been used to
describe battle ground conditions. Tech-
nology has allowed mankind to extend
the ground over which he fights, to in-
clude the sea and air. The three levels of
warfare— strategic, operational, and tac-
tical — all have to consider this 360-de-
gree horizontal and vertical battlefield.

Terrain

The most important aspect of discussing
terrainisdefining terrain. TheU.S. Army
has three categories of terrain: restricted,
severely restricted, and unrestricted.: The
terrain definitions below cover every type
of terrain on the planet, but do not ad-
dress climate or vegetation because they
are not asimportant to military planners
as movement and maneuver.

Restricted terrain. Restricted terrain
hinders movement in someway; little ef-
fort is needed to enhance mohility, but
elements may have difficulty maintaining
preferred speeds, moving in combat for-
mations, or transitioning from one for-

by Captain Anthony Rose

mation to another. It also slows move-
ment by requiring zigzagging or frequent
detours. Restricted terrain for armored or
mechanized forces typically consists of
moderate to steep slopes or moderate to
densely spaced obstacles such as trees,
rocks, or buildings. For example, swamps
or rugged terrain may restrict dismount-
ed infantry forces, or logisticsor rear area
movement may be hindered by poorly de-
veloped road systems.?

Severelyrestricted terrain. Severely re-
stricted terrain will hinder or slow move-
ment in combat formations unless some
effort is made to enhance mobility. This
may require committing engineer assets
to improve mobility or deviating from
doctrinal tactics, such as moving in col-
umns instead of line formations or at
speeds much lower than those preferred.
Severely restricted terrain for mounted
forcesistypically characterized by steep
slopesand large or densely spaced obsta-
cleswith little or no supporting roads.?

Unrestricted terrain. Unrestricted in-
dicates terrain free of any restriction to
movement. Unrestricted terrain for ar-
mored or mechanized forcesis typically
flat to moderately sloping terrain, with
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scattered or widely spaced obstacles such
astrees or rocks. Unrestricted terrain al-
lows wide maneuver and unlimited trav-
el by forces and is supported by well-de-
veloped road networks.4

Micro- and macro-terrain. Two other
terrain factors include micro- and mac-
ro-terrain. Micro-terrain describesthose
small folds on the Earth that are not vis-
ibleon a1:50,000 map with 10-meter con-
tour lines— it isarock, ditch, tree, for-
est, or jungle, or city block structure with
windows, alleys, and walls. It iswhere a
person or small-unit element can be con-
cealed from long-range observation, or
close observation for that matter. It isthe
modern domain of the infantryman.

Macro-terrain is large-scale terrain that
can be seen from an observation point,
unobstructed, and is dominated by the
tank. Most of history’s battles have been
fought on macro-terrain — whether at
sea to control trade or on land to control
avenues of approach and trade routes on
unrestricted terrain. Armies designed to
fight on macro-terrain were often slaugh-
tered by an enemy that fought on the mi-
cro-terrain of severely restricted ground.
For example, the Romans|earned thisles-




“Restricted terrain hinders movement in some way; little effort is needed to enhance mobility, but elements may have difficulty maintaining preferred
speeds, moving in combat formations, or transitioning from one formation to another. It also slows movement by requiring zigzagging or frequent
detours. Restricted terrain for armored or mechanized forces typically consists of moderate to steep slopes or moderate to densely spaced obstacles

such as trees, rocks, or buildings.”

son inthe Teutoberger Wald, and the Brit-
ish relearned it in the forests outside of
Fort Duquesne.s

Gaining Global Dominance
at the Three Levels of War

The strategic level of war isthe national
level, which is defined as, “the level of
war at which anation, often asamember
of agroup of nations, determines nation-
al or multinational (alliance or coalition)
strategic security objectivesand guidance,
and devel ops and uses national resources
to accomplish these objectives. Activities
at thislevel establish national and multi-
national military objectives, sequenceini-
tiatives; define limits and assessrisksfor
the use of military and other instruments
of national power; develop global plans
or theater war plans to achieve these ob-
jectives; and provide military forces and
other capabilitiesin accordancewith stra-
tegic plans.”®

The strategic level is most concerned
with what is collectively known as mari-
time mediums of transportation: air, sea,
and over continents. This means that at
the strategic level, the airspace and sea
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lanes of the entire world are in conten-
tion, and control must be gained — con-
trolling the sea often means controlling
theland.”

The Roman road system was a strategic
asset that allowed Rome to control the
whole of the Mediterranean and Western
Europe, which hasbeen atruismthrough-
out history. The Greeks understood the
importance of gaining the upper hand on
the seato gain and maintain control of the
land. Their victory over the Persian navy
at Salamis ensured their eventual land de-
feat.8 The Romans gained control over the
western Mediterranean Sea from Car-
thagein the Second Punic War, which put
them in position to invade North Africa,
take the fight to them, and end with the
Roman Victory at Zama.

Inthe modern era, the British controlled
the sea, which gave them the freedom of
movement they needed to move armies
to operations in India and North Ameri-
ca. The U.S. Navy’s control of the sea
strangled the Confederacy during the Civ-
il War. The British navy starved Imperial
Germany during World War | and the

United States did the same to Japan dur-
ing World War 11. The seais 90 percent
macro-terrain and technology is the key
to its domination.

During World War 1, the British gained
control of the seathrough the use of supe-
rior ships. The HM S Dreadnought serves
asaperfect example of gaining the upper
hand in technology; the minute she was
launched in 1906, all other battleships
were rendered obsolete.? Once all of the
industrialized nations had their own fleet
of battleships, the utilization of that tech-
nology iswhat counted most. By thetime
the British navy hunted down and sank
the Kriegsmarine Ship Bismarckin 1941,
British fire control wasageneration ahead
of the Germans and made a differencein
theability to hit atarget.1° Sinking the Bis-
marck demonstrated the latest technolo-
gy, which soon came to control the mac-
ro-terrain of the sea— the airplane. Brit-
ish Fairey Swordfish torpedo bombers,
launched from the HM S Ark Royal, were
instrumental in sinking the Bismarck; air-
craft sank theHM SPrince of Wales, HMS
Repulse, the Italian fleet at Taranto, and
theU.S. Navy's Pacific Fleet at Pearl Har-
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HMS Dreadnought serves as a perfect example of gaining the upper hand in technology; the min-
ute she was launched in 1906, all other battleships were rendered obsolete.”

bor. The turning point of the Pacific War
was a Midway in 1942 when three U.S.
aircraft carriers ambushed and sank four
Japanese aircraft carriers. Just as the
Dreadnought eclipsed its contemporaries,
the aircraft carrier now eclipsed the bat-
tleship.1t

The air is dso primarily macro-terrain
— the airplane is the technology that al-
lowsthe warrior to exploit the complete
circle. At sea, the vast openness allows
aircraft to move unobstructed toward
their target; the better fighters with the

better pilots gain domination over an en-
tirebattlefield. Yet, lack of air dominance
will completely paralyze afleet (Truk),
or an army (the German army during the
Normandy Campaign).

The Normandy Campaign is one of the
best examples of how amilitary must set
conditions strategically and operational -
ly to fight tactically. The battle of the At-
lantic had to be fought and won; this
meant that sub-hunting strategies, such as
convoys, sonar, hedgehogs, and radar-
equipped aircraft, were needed to end the
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“The Normandy Campaign is one of the best examples of how a military must set conditions stra-
tegically and operationally to fight tactically. The battle of the Atlantic had to be fought and won; this
meant that sub-hunting strategies, such as convoys, sonar, hedgehogs, and radar-equipped air-
craft, were needed to end the submarine threat and bottle up Germany’s surface fleet.”

submarine threat and bottle up Germa-
ny’ssurfacefleet. Theairspace over West-
ern Europe had to be dominated. Thisre-
quired superior aircraft, such as the P51
Mustang and the B17 Flying Fortress.
Further proof of this dominanceisin the
fact that only two German aircraft sorties
and one group of German E-boats (tor-
pedo) attacked the flotilla at Normandy.
Only thislevel of air and sea dominance
allowed the alliesto gain atoehold on the
Norman coast. Once on land, forces be-
ganto movein, only to discover why mi-
cro-terraintruly is“intheform of ahedge-

Normandy is crisscrossed with walls of
dirt and shrubs. French farm fields are
surrounded by hedges, which made per-
fect defensive positions. The terrain was
classed as restricted and had a high per-
centage of micro-terrain. Every square
field had to be attacked and taken with a
combined-arms force at the lowest level
of command, the platoon.12 Platoons re-
quired three squads of infantry and a sec-
tion of tanks set in a support-by-fire posi-
tion, which was a painstakingly sow pro-
cess. When the British army attempted to
break out at Caen, it moved three divi-
sions of tanks into the unrestricted high-
speed avenues of approach north of the
city into macro-terrain. The Germans used
the micro-terrain and the higher technol-
ogy of their 88mm antiaircraft/antitank
guns to stop the attack well short of its
objective.’3 The air superiority of the a-
lies allowed them to fly interdiction mis-
sions against German reinforcements and
isolated the Wehrmacht and Schutzstaffel
in Normandy. Once the infantry fight in
micro-terrain during the Battle of Villers-
Bocage had set conditions, U.S. armored
divisions were in position to break out
of Normandy into unrestrictive terrain to
the south that had a higher ratio of mac-
ro-terrain, surround the Germans, and de-
stroy an entire army group. This scenario
was attempted again on the Rhine with
very different results.

The question of technology in macro-
terrain requires a look at the tanks used
during the Normandy Campaign; partic-
ularly, the Sherman and Panther. The M4
Sherman was originally designed to be an
infantry support vehicle and thereforewas
armed with a short-barreled 75mm main
gun. Thisweapon had an excellent high-
explosive round ideal for theinfantry sup-
port role. Combat experience in North
Africareinforced thisrole aswell, asthe
75mm was powerful enough to destroy
Panzerkampfwagon Il1sand 1Vs.

Inthe Battle of Villers-Bocage, the Sher-
man met a new adversary, the Panzer-
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kampfwagenV Panther. Thisvehicle, with
superior firepower and frontal armor, was
designed as an answer to the Soviet T-34
tank. On the defense, it was vastly supe-
rior to the Sherman, sometimes requir-
ing five Shermansto destroy one Panther.
The Tiger was a more formidable foe;
oneTiger, commanded by Hauptman Mi-
chael Wittmann fixed an entire British
brigade.* However, therewereonly 93in
the Normandy Campaign; the Panzer Di-
vision had two battalions on their table
of organization and equipment. The only
solution was superior close-air support,
numbers, and creative tacticsleading up
to the breakout in July and August 1944.
Interestingly, by September 1944, the
Sherman proved its worth during the de-
fensive against the Panther.

During the Battle of Arracourt, in the
L orraine region, the 37th Armor Battal-

antage in deft
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ion, 4th Armored Division, under thecom-
mand of Lieutenant Colonel Creighton
Abrams, was faced with the attacking
113th Panzer Brigade. The 113th and sev-
erd other brigadeslikeit weretank heavy
and designed specifically to counterat-
tack Soviet armored thrustson the Steppes
of the Ukraine— aperfect missionfor an
85 percent macro-terrain environment.
Unfortunately, the Lorraineis not macro-
terrain; it is very dense restricted terrain.
When the Panthers attacked 4th Armored
(one-fourth of itsforce was dedicated re-
connaissance), they lost contact with the
Shermans, still armed with short-barreled
75mm guns. As the Germans continued
to attack, they regained contact with the
Americans, who were now behind them
and on their flanks. The Americans had
used the micro-terrain to their advantage
and wrecked the German formations.

the Tet Offensive, the NVA [North Vietnamese Army] took over the old
| capital of Hue. Once the NVA infiltrated into the city, U.S. a
oved in column to dig them out, which gave the enemy an
se.This style of defense was also simil
e, strongpoint matrix, and
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By thetimethealliesreached the Rhine-
land and Huertgen Forest area, the ter-
rain was so restricted that the fight quick-
ly became micro-terrain. The Germans
realized they were in no position to fight
on macro-terrain against the American’s
air, artillery, and overwhelming armor,
so they moved to the restricted forest ter-
rain, with its high ratio of micro-terrain,
where they could force the battle into a
squad-on-squad fight; and they still had
the best squads. The Germans kept the
Americans fixed in the Huertgen Forest
for months until they were ready to un-
leash their offensivein theArdennes. This
micro-terrain fight became a common
theme in armies that were beset with no
air technology dominance.

The micro-terrain fight can also be seen
on other battlefields where one side is
totally dominated by seaand air. lwo Jima
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isone of the best examples. The Japanese
carved out fighting positions in volcanic
rock on lwo Jmaand set up their defense
in depth, arranging their machine gun
positions so they could not been seen by
U.S. Marines. The plan wasto attack the
Marines from flank and rear.1s However,
the positions were overcome by the in-
credibly valiant effort of the Marines on
the ground. The volcanic rock positions
fit perfectly in the severely restricted ter-
rain of lwo Jima.

The United States' experiencein Viet-
nam illustrates both situations. The Viet-
namese had been fighting against foreign
armiesfor sometime; they had fought the
Japanese and French before the Ameri-
cans. The Vietnamese used techniques
from the Chinese idea of death from one-
thousand cuts (lingchi). Thisstyle of war-
fare was designed to fight small-squad
through battalion-sized battlesin heavily
micro-terrain areas and wear down an
opponent’s resolve, set the conditions to
move an opposing army into macro-ter-
rain, and destroy the remnants of thein-
vaders outright. In the jungles of the Me-
kong Delta and along the coastal plain,
the Viet Cong dug tunnels and fighting
positionsthat were reminiscent of the Jap-
anese on lwo Jima. The Viet Cong often
fought in squad- and platoon-sized ele-
ments to harass, demoralize, and spread
U.S. and Army of Republic of Vietham
(ARVN) forces thin. They used under-
ground positions and avenues of egress
and ingress to prevent fighting to the
death. The U.S. forces often assaulted
through a position only to find it aban-
doned.16 These tactics set the Viet Cong
and North Viethamese Army (NVA) into
position to attack cities all over South
Vietnam in the 1968 Tet Offensive.

During the Tet Offensive, the NVA took
over theold colonid capital of Hue. Once
the NVA infiltrated into the city, U.S. and
ARVN forces moved in column to dig
them out, which gave the enemy an ex-
traordinary advantage in defense. This
style of defense was also similar to lwo
Jima, characterized by tank canalization,
standoff fire, strongpoint matrix, and re-
peated ambush. These techniques, along
with the ability to exfiltrate out of battle
positions, effectively abandoning stub-
bornly defended positions, wreaked hav-
oc with the attacker’s mind set, confusing
and demoralizing him.1” These same tac-
tics are presently being employed by in-
surgent forces in Afghanistan and Irag
against U.S. forces.

Operation Desert Stormin 1991 and Op-
eration Cobrall in 2003 are excellent ex-

amples of war in the macro-terrain. Both
of these operationsfirst gained air domi-
nance and were supplied by U.S. domi-
nance at sea. Theland combat was mech-
anized with superior U.S. M1A1 Abrams
tanks gaining dominance over Iragi So-
viet-made tanks.1®8 Supporting infantry
cleared the terrain once it had been tak-
en, but they did not need to set conditions
prior to movement. The loss of the Iragi
army in the macro-terrain in 2003 top-
pled Irag’'s government. After the end of
major combat operations in April 2003,
there was arelative calm, at least until 4
April 2004, when the first Sadr insurgen-
cy beganin Sadr City and Fallujah. This
insurgency lead to otherserupting al over
Irag, and they continue to this day.

The current insurgency in Iraq has lead
to the strategic, operational, and tactical
overhaul of the U.S. military, most no-
tably, its Army. These changes focus on
modular combined arms brigadesthat can
be assigned to a division headquarters. A
typical division could have two heavy
brigades, a Stryker infantry brigade, a
light infantry brigade, and a local Iragi
brigade. In the past, adivision was either
heavy or light, not mixed for specific mis-
sions. The present insurgency in the mi-
cro-terrain of the cities of Iraq and Af-
ghanistan require more infantry than ar-
mor, but still requires an armor force for
true combined arms. Military organiza-
tion is not the only answer to fighting an
insurgency in the micro-terrain.

A micro-terrain fight is one of soldier
against soldier, not machine against ma-
chine. The better led, motivated, and
trained squads will win thetactical fight.
The better supplied force will keep the
squadsin thefight, whichisan operation-
a dilemma due to the asymmetric style
of the combat, and the country must mo-
bilize its economic, military, and media
forces to win the hearts and minds of its
own populace, aswell asthat of the ene-
my. As long as the enemy has the will to
fight, it will; al it hasto do isexist.

Sun Tzu once said that there are two
types of combat, orthodox and unortho-
dox; they way one mixes and matches
these two fights are infinite. Today, this
translates into the macro- and micro-ter-
rain fight. The decision to take a country
to war depends on several factors, but
how it fights depends on terrain.

A war against another nation state's ar-
my meansthat it is necessary to first gain
global dominance over the macro-terrain
of sea and air. The operational level of
war must be prepared to fight in the mac-
ro- and micro-terrains, which means the

right mixture of the combined armsforce
and the right logistics tail to move it to
the battlefield and keep it supplied. The
tactical fight means maneuvering theright
force to gain dominance over the micro-
terrain and macro-terrain, with technol-
ogy dominating macro and the human
mind dominating the micro. A micro-ter-
rain fight is between squads, and the men
who serveinthem. Thefight iswoninthe
hearts and souls of those men. A nation
must be completely prepared to fight in
these venues — being unprepared will
result in losing to an enemy who is fully
prepared to fight to the bitter end.
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Rush Hour:

24 Hours of Route Security along MSR Tampa

Irag’'s Highway 1, known as Main Sup-
ply Route(MSR) Tampa, isasix-lanehigh-
way that runs north from Syria and south
to Kuwait. Since the beginning of Oper-
ation Iraqgi Freedom, MSR Tampa has
been the main logistics pipeline for the
entire theater of operations. In April of
2004, lragi insurgents, collec-
tively known as anti-Iragi forces
(AIF), conducted a series of coor-
dinated attacks against coalition
logistics convoys, resulting in a
temporary suspension of all non-
essential movement along the
route. Since that time, a sizable
number of U.S forces have been
dedicated to securing MSR Tam-
pa. During the months from April
2005 to February 2006, 3d Squad-
ron, 3d Armored Cavalry Regi-
ment (3/3 ACR), was responsible
for securing a portion of theroute
that ran from southeast to north-
west along the outskirts of south-
ern Baghdad.
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by Captain Amos Y. Oh

Saging out of Forward Operating Base
Falcon in southern Baghdad, each of the
three cavalry troops and one tank com-
pany was responsible for securing a 15-
kilometer stretch of MSR Tampa in con-
junction with conducting offensive and
stahility/reconstruction operations. Also

assisting in route security were various
military police (MP) and aviation assets
which received their missions directly
from division and corps level.

By July 2005, each 3/3 ACR troop was
required to continually have two tracked
vehicles along its assigned por-

tion of the route. On 17 July, 1st

Platoon, | Troop, 3/3 ACR, was
tasked with the route security mis-
sion. Within a 24-hour period, the
platoon discovered one impro-
vised explosive device (IED) pri-
or to itsdetonation; helped secure
an adjacent unit that had suffered
a catastrophic |ED attack, and co-
ordinated closeair support (CAS)
to destroy insurgents conducting a
complex attack against a contract
logistics convoy. During this se-
ries of disjointed engagements,
the AIF continuously had the ad-
vantage of choosing the time and
place of the battle, and displayed
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“By July 2005, civilian traffic on MSR Tampa was limited to travel during daylight hours. Debris and
brush were constantly being removed and the roads were cleared of vendors and bystanders.
Conversely, military logistics convoys would travel almost exclusively at night. However, patrols
were continuous throughout the day in an effort to prevent AIF from emplacing IEDs and prepar-

ing ambushes to attack convoys later in the day.”

a heightened level of military skill. How-
ever, these advantages were negated by
superior U.S firepower, Situational aware-
nessassets, and the ability to rapidly mass
combat power, rendering the AlF incapa-
ble of accomplishing its mission.

The Mission

At approximately 1200 hourson 17 July
2005, 3 weeks after our unit arrived in
Irag, two of our M3A2 Bradley sections
departed FOB Falcon to relieve one of
our other sections, which was patrolling
M SR Tampa (led by our senior scout, Red
2). These patrols were never routine; we
would typically face a gamut of civilian
traffic, and occasionally be engaged with
small-arms fire, rocket-propelled gre-
nades (RPGs), and the ubiquitous |ED.
Invariably, we would normally encoun-
ter at least one form of contact; however,
on this particular day, we would encoun-
ter all three.

By this stage of the war, the AlF clear-
ly realized the value of MSR Tampa to
U.S. forces. Improved to western stan-
dards during the 1980s, the portion of
M SR Tampa on the outskirts of Baghdad
had all the features of a Californiainter-
state, to include adivided highway, com-
plex interchanges, and American-style
signs posted in Arabic and English. Lo-
gistics convoys, mostly civilian contract
tractor trailers, were slow and vulnerable
targets. If this vital artery was severed,
U.S. operations throughout Iragq would
quickly be halted. Securing the entire
M SR consumed vast amounts of combat

power, but there was simply no alterna-
tive. For the duration, every kilometer of
MSR Tampawould be contested.

By July 2005, civilian traffic on MSR
Tampa was limited to travel during day-
light hours. Debris and brush were con-
stantly being removed and the roads were
cleared of vendors and bystanders. Con-
versely, military logistics convoys would
travel almost exclusively at night. How-
ever, patrols were continuous throughout
the day in an effort to prevent AIF from
emplacing |EDs and preparing ambush-
esto attack convoyslater in theday. These
patrols routinely operated for 12 hours
and patrolled to identify |EDs, conduct-
ed random vehicle searches, and estab-
lished overt short-duration observation
posts (OPs) to overwatch the route (often
0N overpasses).

Earlier onthe morning of 17 July, Red 2
identified an |ED, which was successful-
ly rendered safe by explosive ordnance
personnel. At approximately 1200 hours,
| (Red 1) relieved Red 2 and began patrol -
ling the route with my wingman. At 1550
hours, approximately 4 kilometersto the
south of our sector, an |ED destroyed a
HMMWYV (M1114) that belonged to 1st
Battalion, 108th (1-108) Armor, 48th Bri-
gade Combat Team. Although the unit did
not need direct assistance, we temporar-
ily closed the M SR to prevent the enemy
from driving by and video recording the
attack site for use in propaganda videos
(a.common enemy tactic in our area of
operations).

After the medical evacuation was com-
plete, we continued our patrols and es-
tablished an OP as darknessfell. At 2200
hours, approximately 2 kilometersto the
west of our position, the enemy launched
a complex ambush against a 50-vehicle
contract convoy with an |ED attack onthe
lead vehicle. This effectively brought the
convoy to astop, at whichtimeit wasen-
gaged with small-arms fire and what was
later confirmed as RPG attacks. The es-
cort vehicles began suppressing an enemy
they could not effectively engage, asthe
enemy emplaced their positions behind a
canal, which ran parallel to the MSR.

Our section began to move toward the
ambush site, along with an MP platoon
located in the vicinity, which caused the
enemy to slow itsrate of fire. Dueto the
terrain, we could not maneuver toward the
enemy, so | requested rotary wing close-
air support (CAS), which continuously
remained on aert over Baghdad. Within
minutes, two Apaches (AH-64s) arrived
overhead, which the enemy uncharacter-
istically began to engage. The contract
convoy took this opportunity to rapidly
move out of the engagement area. One
aircraft sustained minor damage, but de-
stroyed the pickup truck in which the AlF
were attempting to escape.

This attack marked the beginning of far
more concerted efforts by the AlF to dis-
rupt U.S. operations along MSR Tampa.
The enemy displayed a surprising level
of proficiency interms of small-armsfire
accuracy and selection of terrain, and dis-
played knowledge of military tactics far
superior to that which we had previously
encountered. Over the next 8 months, the
amount of combat power we devoted to
secure the route continually increased.

Lessons Learned

During our mission, we quickly realized
that air assets (push CAS) werean invalu-
able asset. While the squadron had a stan-
dardized detailed air-ground integration
(AGI) checklist, it proved to bedifficult to
execute whilein contact. Instead, we used
asimpletask, purpose, and orientation to
the battlefield that explained the compo-
sition and disposition of friendly and en-
emy forces, which proved sufficient. Much
of thiscoordination was unofficially done
in advance; the air assets habitually op-
erating in our area of operations had our
frequency and call-signs and vice versa,
which often circumvented thelengthy and
cumbersome process of passing requests
through multiple echelons of command.

Every vehicle in the platoon carried an
AN/PEQ-2A initsturret, which was an
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invaluable tool that served as an aiming
light for air assets, aswell asland forces.
In addition, Blue Force Tracker (BFT)
was used to help verify that friendly forc-
esmoving to the areawere not within the
aircraft’'s engagement area. Although the
convoy was transiting through our bat-
tlespace, we were unable to coordinate
with it because we did not have their fre-
guency and call signs. Asaresult, theonly
alternative was face-to-face communica-
tion, which was not practical. Later con-
voyswith BFT capability were"free-text-
ed” our contact information as they ap-
proached our area of operations. Frequen-
cy modulation (FM) coordination helps
reduce fratricide by alerting transiting
convoys where OPs are established and
affords them the opportunity to receive
details on recent significant enemy activ-
ities.

Mission Analysis

The complex attack along M SR Tampa
was well planned and would have been
more devastating if multi-national forc-

es had not reacted so quickly with over-
whelming combat power. The attack oc-
curred in the samevicinity asthe |[ED at-
tack on 1-108 Armor, which indicated a
large portion of the local populace sup-
ported the AlF. The source of thetwo ini-
tial explosions was unknown, and since
there was no indication of an IED, it is
possible theinitial attacks were carried
out with RPGs. The small-armsfire did
not start until after the convoy had slowed
down or stopped, so it is likely that the
initial attack was intentionally directed at
the front of the convoy to facilitate alin-
ear ambush. Also, since the tracers were
moving at different speeds, it is possible
that at least two different weapons sys-
temswere used (AK-47s and light/medi-
um machine guns).

The AIF used the terrain to its advan-
tage; the canal that runs parallel to MSR
Tampaprevented ground forcesfrom ma-
neuvering onto the enemy. The terrain
also provided ample vegetation to the
south to conceal enemy forces. The AlIF

-

“Our section began to move toward the ambush

site, along with an MP platoon located in the vicinity, -

which caused the enemy to slow its rate of fire. Due to b

the terrain, we could not maneuver toward the enemy, so |

requested rotary wing close-air support (CAS), which con- -
tinuously remained on alert over Baghdad. Within minutes, two b
Apaches (AH-64s) arrived overhead, which the enemy unchar- 1

acteristically began to engage.”

firing at the air element was highly un-
usual and indicates they were extremely
audacious or were concerned their with-
drawal was compromised. However, the
AIF were astute enough to know not to
shoot until the trail aircraft had passed;
unfortunately, the night’shigh level of il-
lumination silhouetted the aircraft and
facilitated the Al F attacks.
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Cultural Awareness fom page 35

for level 1 languages such as Spanish and
French) when their skillsare needed else-
where. We may see this transformation
when current mid-level officers begin
reaching levels of brigade and division
command within the next 10 to 15 years.

Solving the void of cultural awareness
and understanding in our formationsis not
simple. As mentioned before, it starts at
thetop; prioritiesmust be placed ontrain-
ing our soldiers, at al levels, in under-
standing various cultures. A basic under-
standing of culture must begin with lan-
guage and may lead to interaction during
training with foreign nationals or, opti-
mally, a cultural immersion in the target
language country.

Recently, commanders began sending ju-
nior-level soldiersto study language at the
Defense Language Institute (DLI), Pre-
sidio of Monterey, California, in prepa-
ration for future deployments. These sol-
diers are primarily assigned to combat
formations and are infantrymen, tankers,
scouts, and artillerymen. Thisis quite a
shift from sending only linguists or cryp-
tographersfor language study. Language
study at DLI not only teaches languages,
but immerses a student in the culture
through various means. It isdifficult to re-
lease a group of soldiersfrom your ranks

during deployment training; however,
these soldiers will be a tremendous asset
to the unit and during deployment. We
attempt, as much as possible, to not hin-
der other schooling opportunities, such
as Sniper School, Air Assault School,
Ranger School, Warrior Leaders Course,
and noncommissioned officers courses.
The same effort should be applied to cul-
tural awareness/understanding schooling
opportunities. As a caveat, DLI does a
wonderful job of implementing cultural
studiesinto languagetraining. The school
iswell aware that language study alone
does not constitute cultural awareness.

TheU.S. Army, asawhole, needsworld-
wide cultural awareness and understand-
ing because it is not just in the business
of killing afaceless enemy. Our ignorance
of other culturesand theimpact of misper-
ceptions of what we perceive as* normal”
actions will undermine our mission suc-
cess and waste resources through fail-
ures. The tip of the spear is the soldier
who interacts with local nationalswhile
conducting daily operations. That soldier's
actions will likely have a tremendous
impact on the unit’s overall success, just
based on what he or she does or says.

Based on recent DoD directives and
studies (2005 to present), it takestime and

“Contrary to popular belief, and from an isolationist viewpoint, Americans are not held in high re-
gard in some cultures — most of these cultures do not like us because we are Americans. This
view of Americans by other cultures and our own prejudices can be mended and a bridge of un-
derstanding built by interaction and cooperation. We, as an armor force, were truly unprepared for
the culture shock faced in Iraq.”

resources to implement programs, which
explains why cultural awareness/under-
standing and language proficiency is
stressed at the Army level, but is not yet
apriority at thejunior level. Moreimpor-
tantly, it takes effort to prioritize thistype
of training; there arethosewho think itis
awaste of time and just one more thing
added to an aready-overfilled plate. This
thinking will take time to transform.

Theredlity iswe can no longer afford to
focus only on warfighting skills and kill-
ing the enemy; we are tasked to do more.
We took on peacekeeping missions in
Haiti, Bosnia, and Kosovo and there were
arguments about the military’s role dur-
ing these operations. Judging by our cur-
rent doctrine, we accepted that role and
will continue to accept it into the foresee-
ablefuture. Consequently, we should ac-
cept our global role and teach our sol-
diersto be diplomatic, proficient in for-
eign language(s), and culturaly aware.
The battlefield is evolving and the armor
branch has an obligation to prepare its
warriorsfor that evolution— wewill con-
tinue the spearhead tradition by leading
the charge in this new task.
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Slaughter Over Sicily by Charles Whit-
ing, Pen & Sword Books, Ltd., South York-
shire, England, 2006, 179 pp., $14.74 (pa-
perback)

The well-entrenched mystique, in our current
Army notwithstanding, concerning the efficacy
of large-scale airborne operations is still a sub-
ject of debate in some circles. The largest and
most well-known airborne operations in mili-
tary history were executed more than 60 years
ago with mixed, perhaps even disastrous, re-
sults. Assaults on Crete, Sicily, Normandy, and
Arnhem were victories bought at high and ques-
tionable prices. British author Charles Whiting
tells one of these stories in the 2006 reprint of
his 1992 book, Slaughter over Sicily. No com-
parable airborne operations have been suc-
cessfully executed since World War 1l. Drop-
ping airborne divisions into the middle of hos-
tile formations of significant size and ability will
always be a controversial tactic. Yet, armies
worldwide continue to devote assets and ex-
pend resources maintaining large airborne for-
mations.

The allied invasion of Sicily had a significant
airborne component that was rife with problems
from the beginning. Intelligence, training, equip-
ment, planning, and coordination shortfalls and
failures caused hundreds of deaths among the
airborne troopers and flight crews from acci-
dents and friendly fire before they reached the
invasion beaches. The result was a fiasco that
placed the entire operation at risk. Post-opera-
tion investigations and analysis resulted in fin-
ger pointing between the Army, Navy, and Air
Services, and between the British and Ameri-
cans. The exact cause of the debacle has yet
to be agreed on to this day. In the aftermath,
General Eisenhower cancelled all future Brit-
ish and American airborne operations and pri-
vately wrote, “I do not believe in the airborne
division.” Although he would later lift this ban
for the invasion of Normandy, the future of air-
borne operations was in doubt and has been
under scrutiny ever since.

Slaughter over Sicily is a well-written, but
loosely constructed, narrative of these events.
Rather than a solid history, the style applied re-
duces this book to an entertaining, but hardly
elucidative, series of anecdotes, in many of
which the author frequently strays from his top-
ic causing the reader to wonder where he is
going with a particular line of examination. For
example, the chapter on military intelligence
attempting to glean information about Sicily
through contacts with New York mafia families
is interesting, but seems out of place in a book
on airborne operations. The occasional notes
only serve to further the anecdotal information.
The index is incomplete and the source list is
nothing more than a small, but decent, reading
list. Not one primary document, other than a
few memoirs, is referenced.

The bottom line is, Slaughter over Sicily is a
good read for one with a casual interest in
World War Il, but is hardly the final word on the
subject. It does not answer the question of what
went wrong in Sicily or examine the larger ques-
tions of airborne operations. Serious students
of World War Il or airborne operations would
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probably be disappointed by this book and
should seek more significant studies on the
subject.

JAMES CLIFFORD
CSM, U.S. Army

George C. Marshall: Rubrics of Lead-
ership by Stewart W. Husted, Stackpole
Books, Mechanicsburg, PA, 2006, 300
pp., with B/W photos, notes, bibliography,
and index, $23.95 (hardcover)

George C. Marshall is perhaps the least
known of America’s great military leaders of
World War II. Wartime Army chief of staff, post-
war secretary of state (where he advocated
America’s rebuilding of war-torn Europe in what
is known as the “Marshall Plan”), and later sec-
retary of defense during the Korean War, Gen-
eral Marshall has been frequently and favor-
ably compared to George Washington. Profes-
sor Stewart Husted’s George C. Marshall: Ru-
brics of Leadership, presents Marshall as a
“case study in how leaders are developed
(made) after years of experiences that shape
their character, develop their values, and chal-
lenge their decisionmaking and problemsolv-
ing skills”

The Random House College Dictionary de-
fines “rubric” as “any rule of conduct or proce-
dure” Washington’s own character, according
to some biographers, was shaped during his
formative years by the repetitive copying of
such rules of conduct or “civility” Husted has
attempted to distill lessons from Marshall’s life
into his own “rules” of character and leader-
ship and, while he does not advocate that read-
ers copy the rubrics he’s drawn from Marshall’s
example (good thing because there are over
180 of them!), Husted does suggest that they
are “tools...to build or ‘reconstruct’ a career
based on a Marshall servant-leader model”
Husted has arranged his material in convenient
and easily digested topical chapters, such as
“Building and Maintaining Morale,” “Communi-
cations,” and “Conflict Resolution and Negotia-
tion,” and he makes a good case for their ap-
plicability to military and civilian leaders alike;
although, the utility of his last chapter on civil-
military relations may be limited to those lead-
ers who work in that environment.

This book is not history; it is a leadership text
and Husted does not claim it to be anything
else. The examples drawn from Marshall’s life
are used to illustrate the various rubrics out-
lined by the author, which does lead to some
issues. For example, the reader might wonder
about General Marshall’s example of selfless
service as touted by the author in Chapter X:
“A Life of Selfless Service,” when a few pages
earlier, Marshall is portrayed using his con-
nections with his mentor, General Pershing, to
wrangle Pershing’s support in securing Mar-
shall’s promotion to brigadier general. Husted
also suggests that Marshall is an example of
correct civil-military relations, yet cites an event
during his tenure as Army chief of staff where,
not having been consulted in a matter involving
the Army Air Corps, he files a directive, signed
by Secretary of War Stimson, in his desk draw-

er rather than publish it. In these, and some oth-
er cases, the author’s rubrics work at cross
purposes and the supporting examples drawn
from Marshall’'s life seem contradictory be-
cause the vignettes are taken out of their his-
torical context.

The book is also marred slightly in places by
spotty editing. Professor Husted could have
used the help of an editor to double-check facts,
spelling of names and other minor details. Ex-
amples include Marshall receiving two awards
of the Distinguished Service Medal, not the
Distinguished Service Cross, which is given for
valor in combat, and John Foster Dulles never
served as secretary of the Navy, although he
was President Eisenhower’s secretary of state.
For the general readership, these details are
minor and will most likely go unnoticed, but
those who are well-read in history may find
such lapses annoying.

For the Army officer wishing to examine the
life of a great American soldier-leader, a more
complete telling of General Marshall’s story, like
that found in Mark Stoler’s fine one-volume bi-
ography, will perhaps be more satisfying. But
for those who are looking for general leadership
lessons, which are easily read and understood,
Professor Husted has succeeded in drawing
them from someone deserving of study and an
exemplar of great leadership and character,
and has made them accessible to everyone.

STEVEN C. GRAVLIN
LTC, U.S. Army, Retired

Colt Terry, Green Beret, Charles D. Pat-
ton, Texas A&M University Press, College
Station, TX, 2005, 227 pp., $18.95 (hard-
cover)

As members of the U.S. Army’s elite Special
Forces continue to pursue jihadists in Irag and
the remnants of the Taliban and al Qaeda out-
laws in Afghanistan, one is reminded of a not
too distant war where Special Forces carried
the war to another foe. This war, of course, was
Vietnam, and it proved to be the incubator of
today’s Special Forces operations. Leading this
first transformation in land warfare was Lieuten-
ant Colonel Curtis “Colt” Terry, one of the origi-
nal U.S. Army Green Berets. Author Charles D.
Patton’s book, Colt Terry, Green Beret, is a mas-
terful account of this legendary soldier, who
overcame personal adversity to rise to become
one of the Army’s premier Special Forces’ sol-
diers during the Korean and Vietnam wars. In-
deed, as the author concedes, this is a story “of
an ordinary man who performed extraordinary
deeds” in two wars and in many training exer-
cises, and intime, became a pioneer in the tech-
niques and practices of special operations used
today by Special Operations Force soldiers on
the battlefields of Iraq and Afghanistan, the
burning plains and deserts of Africa, and in the
jungles of South America and Asia.

Born and raised in Florida, Colt Terry entered
the U.S. Army in 1946 after a troubled child-
hood and adolescence. After basic training at
Fort Hood, Texas, Private Terry attended the
Army Air Force Radar School, located in Boca
Raton, Florida, and received training as both a
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radar operator and repair technician. Colt later
volunteered for and completed airborne train-
ing at Fort Benning, Georgia, where after grad-
uation the Army assigned him to the 82d Air-
borne Division as a signal technician.

When the Korean War broke out in June 1950,
Corporal Terry volunteered for duty with the
187th Regimental Combat Team (RCT) and re-
ported to Fort Campbell, Kentucky, where he
prepared for combat duty in Korea. After train-
ing in California, Terry and the rest of his pla-
toon left for Korea. Assigned to “George” Com-
pany with the MOS of radio repairman/rifle
squad leader, Sergeant Terry entered combat
near Taegu as leader of the 3d Squad. Here,
Sergeant Terry had his first taste of combat
during the bitter, hard-fought advance past the
38th Parallel. After surviving the harsh winter
attacks of November-December 1950, Ser-
geant Terry and the remainder of the 187th Reg-
iment conducted their first airborne operation
near Munson-ni, North Korea, in March 1951,
to drive both the North Korean People’s Army
(NKPA) and Chinese Communist forces (CCF)
away from the South Korean capital of Seoul.
Here, Colt and the members of George Com-
pany fought off a series of nighttime counterat-
tacks of Chinese and North Korean soldiers,
who attempted to drive the Americans off a hill
near the drop zone. After a night of bitter fight-
ing (24-25 March 1951), the paratroopers fell in
behind an American tank unit sent to break the
siege, and acting as assault troops, the para-
troopers “double timed” alongside the tanks as
they drove off the enemy.

It was during these early engagements in Ko-
rea that Colt Terry began to earn the respect of
his superiors and his subordinates as a com-
petent noncommissioned officer. After the air-
drop at Munson-ni, Sergeant Terry and the rest
of George Company became involved in Op-
eration Ripper (20 February—6 March 1951),
General Matthew B. Ridgway’s counteroffensive
that eventually drove the CCF and NKPA away
from Seoul and back across the 38th Parallel.

Colt volunteered for a special unit that was
being formed by a then relatively unknown U.S.
Army lieutenant colonel, William C. Westmore-
land, to conduct special operations behind
North Korean lines. After maneuvering his name
to the list of qualified candidates, Terry, now a
master sergeant, was shortly thereafter off to
train with a unit known only by its numeric des-
ignation — Miscellaneous Group 8086th Army
Unit. Thus began Colt Terry’s experience with
the Army’s Special Forces — little did he realize
then that the formation of Miscellaneous Group
8086 was the birth of today’s Special Forces.

After being extensively trained by both U.S.
Army and CIA instructors, Colt Terry and his
fellow soldiers were soon sent into action be-
hind North Korean and CCF lines, to gather in-
telligence and conduct sabotage operations
against enemy facilities and their logistics in-
frastructure. Terry, placed on Nan-do Island, car-
ried out clandestine operations, along with sev-
eral other operatives until being slightly wound-
ed. After a quick recuperation, Colt rejoined his
special operations group on Nan-do Island un-
til the Army evacuated him in July 1952.

Commissioned a second lieutenant, Colt vol-
unteered for a new group called “Special Forc-

es” being formed. Assigned to the 10th Special
Forces Group (Airborne) under Colonel Aaron
Bank, Lieutenant Terry had just volunteered for
what became one of the world’s “most elite mil-
itary forces.” Here, the author, relying on inter-
views with Terry and other members of the orig-
inal Special Forces group, provides excellent
details on the diverse training Lieutenant Colt
and his fellow “Green Berets” received as the
new unit stood up. Indeed, as Patton writes, the
Army underwent a significant “transformation”
as it trained this new elite body inside the Army.

Fortunately for the reader, Patton, unlike oth-
er authors whose books on the Special Forces
deal primarily with the Vietnam War, instead
concentrates on the men who made up the first
Special Force units — hard men, tempered by
war and in possession of a desire to make the
Special Forces succeed. Indeed, Patton’s book
concentrates on what this reviewer terms the
‘lost years’ of the Army’s Special Forces dur-
ing the 1950s. Indeed, it is here that Colt Terry,
Green Beret, surpasses other studies, in that
the author demonstrates that contrary to the
popular mythology of the 1950s, the Army, in
fact, underwent a significant “transformation”
not unlike the one presently occurring amidst
the backdrop of the current Global War on Ter-
ror (GWOT).

While Army forces in both the United States
and Europe experimented with the so-called
“Pentomic” army, built around the premise that
the service would operate on a nuclear battle-
field during the 1950s, thoughtful leaders in the
U.S. Army saw the Special Forces as a more
effective means of battling the Soviet Union
and communist China in their own backyards.
It is here that one notable omission by Patton
appears — his failure to point out that the U.S.
Army was well positioned to deal with Soviet
Premier Nikita Khrushchev’s call for “Wars of
National Liberation” against the West in the
Third World. Despite this omission, however,
Patton proves a wealth of information on the
different types of training Colt underwent as a
member of the Army’s Special Forces during
the 1950s and early 1960s prior to his deploy-
ment to Okinawa and Southeast Asia in 1961.

One strong point of the book is the author’s
attention to detail, particularly in his descrip-
tion of the organization and composition of the
Special Forces and the different teams (A, B,
and C) that comprised the 10th Special Forces
Group. These teams, each charged with a spe-
cific mission, suited Colt’s talents naturally, for
he had served in a variety of units and, as Pat-
ton writes, received countless hours of special-
ized training. This training, Patton writes, was
what made Colt Terry different from any other
soldier; as a Special Forces officer, the first and
foremost requirement was that a leader “had
to be a good soldier.

Sent to Okinawa, Japan, and then on to Viet-
nam, where Colt and his C-Team worked among
the Montagnards prior to the fall of Ngo Dinh
Diem in late October 1963, the Special Forces
captain became acquainted early on with the
complexities of waging war in South Vietnam.
In nearly three tours of duty in Vietnam, Colt
Terry fought not only the Viet Cong, but also
the hard-core North Vietnamese Army (NVA),
as well as in the conflicts that arose among the

Montagnards and the Army of the Republic of
Vietnam (ARVN). In fact, on several occasions,
this in-fighting among the Montagnards and
ARVN nearly cost Terry and his team their lives,
as the South Vietnamese government resent-
ed the military assistance being funneled to
the Montagnards by the Special Forces and
CIA teams. As Patton points out, due to Sai-
gon’s oftentimes heavy-handed approach to-
ward the Montagnards, Terry, on more than one
occasion, had to use his connections in Sai-
gon and personal diplomacy to keep the Mon-
tagnards fighting against the NVA and VC. It is
at this juncture that Patton’s book has much
relevancy to our ongoing war against al Qaeda
and jihadists in Iraq and Afghanistan. As Terry
[and his superiors in Saigon] understood it,
counterinsurgencies are oftentimes won at the
village level and not at the national level. Pat-
ton establishes that the U.S. Army did, in fact,
have it right in Vietnam, as the war, demon-
strated by the battle at Plei Me, was a mixture
of counterinsurgency operations, special oper-
ations, and conventional battles.

Yet the war was not totally asymmetrical, as
Patton acknowledges, for it oftentimes required
combined arms to defeat the enemy as Colt
Terry himself experienced during the battle for
Plei Me (19 October-4 November 1966). In fact,
it was during the battle at Plei Me that the sol-
diers on Colt Terry’s C-Team and their Montag-
nard allies required assistance from ARVN
units to break an enemy siege of their Special
Forces camp. Here, an ARVN armored column
spearheaded by M113 carriers, M41 tanks, and
Huey gunships “punched” through an encircled
Special Forces camp located there and, as
the U.S. Army’s official history of the battle at
Plei Me states, “after two hours of battering...
[by the ARVN relief column) ... the attacking
force [NVA] withdrew.”

This is a timely book as the Army continues
to transform the training of soldiers and officers,
while simultaneously fighting in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. The one serious shortcoming (in an
otherwise excellent book) is the lack of maps
that would have made it easier for the reader
to have an idea where Colt Terry and his Spe-
cial Forces group operated in Korea and Viet-
nam. Nonetheless, this is a book that all sol-
diers, enlisted and officer alike, should read
and have in their professional libraries, as it
provides valuable insights into how to fight and
win in the contemporary operating environment.
With this in mind, company-grade officers and
sergeants deploying to Irag and Afghanistan
should read Patton’s book, as it is a master-
piece on how to conduct small-unit operations.
Indeed, as Patton indicates, Vietnam is a war
from which the U.S. Army can learn much about
transformation.

The Vietham War served as the incubator for
today’s victories in Iraq, Afghanistan, and in the
GWAOQT. Indeed, in reading Colt Terry, Green
Beret, one will come away with the impression
that the war in Vietnam was, after all a “win,”
and that by all accounts, was a war that changed
the U.S. Army, the Nation, and a soldier —
Colt Terry, for the better.

LEO J. DAUGHTERY llI, Ph.D.
Command Historian
U.S. Army Accessions Command

ARMOR — January-February 2008



Q

KOO OO OO OO OO OO OO OO OO OO OO

LA LOLLOLOLOLOLOLLILILILILILIILIALILIAIAILAIALILLALALALLALAALAAL A LLO0OOOO0

2008 Armor Warfighting Conference
Frederick M. Franks Jr. Award

The 13th annual Frederick M. Franks Jr. Award will be
awarded during the 2008 Armor Warfighting Confer-
ence, “Forging the Thunderboltin an Age of Persistent
Conflict.” The award is named in honor of now retired
General Frederick M. Franks Jr., and awarded to an out-
standing leader who has demonstrated a longtime con-
tribution to the ground warfighting capabilities of the
U.S. Army. This award signifies the same steadfast devo-
tion of the U.S. Army’s principles as exemplified through
General Franks — duty, honor, country.

General Franks is revered for his brilliant command of
the VII Corps during the coalition’s main effort in Op-
eration Desert Storm, defeating 14 Iraqi battalions, in-
cluding the elite Republican Guard, while receiving
less than 100 American casualties. General

Franks’ “Hail Mary” maneuver feat has

gone unmatched in modern warfare.

His achievements in the Middle East
were the result of proven combat
leadership, as further evidenced
by his long history of successful
battlefield accomplishments.
He saw intense combat in Viet-
nam, where he earned the Silver
Star, Distinguished Flying Cross,
Bronze Star with V Device, 43 Air
Medals, and 2 Purple Hearts.

Because of General Franks’ devo-

tion to his country, his knowledge

of the battlefield, and his valorous

actions, an award was created in his name

for soldiers exemplifying these same char-

acteristics. Maintaining the example so well dem-
onstrated by the award’s namesake, any soldier can rec-
ommend another soldier or civilian for the award. Bri-
gade-level commanders may nominate soldiers, and di-
vision/post-level commanders must endorse the nomi-
nation and forward it to the U.S. Army Armor Center.
Major commands are not limited in the number of nom-
inees they may submit.

To receive a nomination for the Franks Award, each
nominee must have offered a vision that significantly
improved the combat survivability, lethality, or mobility
of the mounted force; developed an innovation in
equipment, materiel, or doctrine that significantly en-
hanced the effectiveness of the mounted combat-arms
elements; exemplified professional excellence in de-
meanor, correspondence, and leadership on issues rel-
evant to mounted warfare; and displayed a love of sol-
diering through leadership skills, recognition of the
sacrifice and achievements of subordinates, and atten-
tion to the intent and directions of higher commands.
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Eligibility is awarded to mounted active duty and re-
serve officers, infantry officers, mounted noncommis-
sioned officers, Department of the Army civilians, and
anyone who has demonstrated a longtime contribu-
tion to the ground warfighting capabilities of the U.S.
Army.

Nomination packets must include, at a minimum, an
ORB/ERB with photo, a letter of recommendation stat-
ing how the nominee met the above criteria, and letters
of endorsement from brigade and division/post level.
Additional information, such as video or pictures that
highlight the character, leadership abilities, and contri-
butions, regarding the quality of the nominee is highly
recommended. Past awards have gone to the following
distinguished leaders for their contributions

to the U.S. Army’s warfighting capabilities:

2007 - Armor and Cavalry Soldiers for
their dedicated service during the
Global War on Terrorism.

2006 - 1SG Richard K. Johnson
for his key role in the training,
development, and dissemina-
tion of TTPs and related infor-
mation that affects hundreds of
thousands of coalition force sol-
diers.

2004 - LTG William S. Wallace for

his command of V Corps and the

toppling of Saddam Hussein and his
regime.

2003 - MG Julian H. Burns Jr., for a multi-
tude of high-level positions he held throughout
his career.

2002 - MAJ Michael C. Kasales for his work in develop-
ing IBCT and reconnaissance doctrine as part of the
transformation process and its monumental impact
on how the IBCT fights and trains.

The Franks Award winner will be presented the award
during the 2008 Armor Warfighting Conference and
the Armor Center will pay the TDY costs of the award
recipient. Nominations must be submitted to the U.S.
Army Armor Center, ATTN: ATZK-DAS-O (Franks
Award), Fort Knox, KY 40121, no later than 1 March
2008. Alternate submittal is encouraged via e-mail to
armor.conference@conus.army.mil. Packets will be evaluat-
ed in a competitive board process with the recommen-
dation forwarded to the Chief of Armor for review and
final approval. Please identify potential nominees and
submit nominations as soon as possible. Incomplete
packets will not be accepted or processed.
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