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CHIEF OF ARMOR’S HATCH

BG John Kolasheski

Chief of Armor/Commandant

U.S. Army Armor School

Preparing Armor
Branch to Thrive

I want to open by stating what a dis-
tinct honor it has been to serve as the
50" Chief of Armor. | cannot begin to
adequately express my gratitude to the
Soldiers, leaders and civilians of the
Maneuver Center of Excellence (McoE)
and the Armored Force for their dedi-
cation, steadfast support and counsel.

In 1990 the Center for Army Lessons
Learned (CALL) published The Musi-
cians of Mars to emphasize the most
critical synchronization tasks for ma-
neuver units to be successful on the
battlefield. This document demonstrat-
ed the importance of synchronizing
and integrating available combat pow-
er and how this inclusion of combined
arms and joint enablers creates a har-
mony that, when present, sets units
and armies apart.

This publication was updated in 2016
as The Musicians of Mars Il, demon-
strating the continued importance of
harmony in today’s operational envi-
ronment. More so than at any other
time since | have served, this harmony
remains key to our Army as part of a
joint, multinational and interagency
team to “win in a complex world.”

Since the original publication, the
Army has continued to embrace com-
bined-arms integration and, in bringing
the Armor and Infantry Branches to-
gether at the Maneuver Center, set
conditions for it to become a

permanent fixture in our doctrine and
how we fight. For the past 10 months,
| have had the privilege to be a part of
this team and represent our branch.
The U.S. Army Armor School and orga-
nizations across the Maneuver Center,
in partnership with the operational
force, have worked hand in hand with
units and commands throughout the
Army to ensure that our training, doc-
trine and force development efforts
are fully in line with the needs of the
maneuver force, supportive of our sis-
ter branches and in overall harmony
with the Army.

To take advantage of these opportuni-
ties and ensure the branch is prepared
to thrive in a rapidly changing opera-
tional environment, we have imple-
mented several significant undertak-
ings | would like to highlight:

e Branch training and leader-
development strategy. The Armor
Training and Leader Development
Strategy, published in March,
provides a comprehensive guide for
the training and education of Armor
and Cavalry leaders to negotiate
complexityand winonany battlefield.
It is provided to complement and
supplement unit training and leader-
development guidance documents
and strategies. It outlines the Armor
School’s vision, mission and key tasks,
and how the institution — in
partnership with the operational

force — builds personnel and training
readiness through a series of
planning, training, maintenance,
operations and assessment focuses.
It can be found at https://www.
benning.army.mil/Armor/content/
PDF/2017-2018%20Armor%20
Training%20and%20Leader%20
Development%20Strategy.
pdf?23MAR2017.

e Soldier and leader education. A
critical underpinning of our branch
training and leader-development
strategy remains professional military
education (PME) and functional/
platform courses. The Armor School
is committed to providing current,
relevant and doctrinally based PME
and functional-course education and
training to every 19-series Soldier in
the Army. We want to prepare you to
carry out your responsibilities when
assigned to your formations, so
please let us know if we need to
recalibrate our efforts—yourfeedback
matters. Also, leaders, consider
sending some of your best back to
Fort Benning to be small-group
instructors and course instructors to
assist us in sustaining a culture of
professional excellence within our
branch.

e Cavalry Warfighters Forum. The
Cavalry Warfighters Forum provides
an Army-wide venue for
reconnaissance and security (R&S)
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stakeholders to collaborate and share
information about observed trends
and updates to current doctrine,
organization, training, materiel
development and education efforts
affecting the conduct of R&S
operations at echelon and across all
formation types. It is hosted by
MCoE’s commanding general; the
U.S. Army Forces Command’s
commanding general is senior
mentor.

R&S handbook. To assist maneuver
commanders in planning and
executing R&S training and
operations, the Armor School
developed the Commander’s
Reconnaissance and Security
Handbook. Authored by 316 Cavalry
Brigade and slated to be published by
CALLin May 2017, the Commander’s
Reconnaissance and Security
Handbook offers a ready selection of
doctrinal guidance, direction,
observations and techniques for
commanders, leaders and staffs at
the levels of brigade combat team
and below to use to conduct R&S
training and operations. Many
leaders from across MCoE, CALL, the
combat-training centers and the

operating force provided input to
create this publication to accompany
Field Manual 3-98, Reconnaissance
and Security Operations.

Soldier 2020. Our Army and branch
are best served by ensuring we have
the right Soldier serving in the right
assignment. In accordance with
Office Secretary of Defense and
Headquarters Department of the
Army direction and policy on opening
previously closed branches and
military-occupation specialties
(MOSs) to females, the Armor School
began integrating female leaders and
Soldiersinto the Armor Basic Officer’s
Leader Course and initial-entry
training. This effort expands the
available pool from which to fill our
ranks while maximizing the
opportunity for each Soldier to
realize his or her potential and
contributions toour Armyand nation.
Once complete with their required
training at Fort Benning, these Armor
and Cavalry Soldiers will be assigned
to 82" Airborne and 1°t Cavalry
divisions. If you have any female
noncommissioned officers or senior
specialists interested in reclassifying
into the 19-series MOS, let us know.

AcrRONYM QuiCcK-ScAN

CALL - Center for Army Lessons
Learned

MCoE - Maneuver Center of
Excellence

MOS - military-occupation specialty
PME - professional military
education

R&S - reconnaissance and security

Lastly, | would like to take this oppor-
tunity to extend a warm welcome to
the 51 Chief of Armor, BG David Les-
perance, and his wife Kelly as they join
the MCoE and Armor School team. A
proven leader, | am confident that BG
Lesperance will lead the branch and
Armor School with distinction.

In closing, it has been an honor to
serve you. | leave Fort Benning inspired
by and confident in the future of our
officers, noncommissioned officers,
Soldiers and branch, and our ability to
fight and win anytime, anywhere and
under any conditions of battle.

We are the Army’s combat arm of de-
cision! Forge the Thunderbolt!

ARMOR =<
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GUNNER’S SEAT

CSM Alan K. Hummel
Command Sergeant Major
U.S. Army Armor School

Noncommissioned Officer
Promotions, Opportunities

The U.S. Army Armor School and |
would like to congratulate all the se-
nior leaders selected for the Fiscal Year
(FY) 2018 command sergeant major
Centralized Selection List (CSL). The Ar-
mor Branch had a battalion selection
rate of 18 percent out of 99 consid-
ered. All 18 who were selected were
slated. The brigade selection rate was
also at 18 percent; out of 51 Armor se-
nior noncommissioned officers (NCOs)
considered, nine were selected and
slated.

The Armor School would also like to
congratulate the 195 sergeants first
class selected for promotion on the
FY17 master sergeant list. Armor NCOs
had a selection rate of 28.8 percent,
which compares favorably to the Army
selection rate of 20.2 percent; out of
681 sergeants first class eligible for
promotion, 195 were selected.

| want to take the opportunity to point
out that the Armor community has

been selecting the best and brightest
operational platoon sergeants to fill
the needs of the Armor Project Warrior
Program, which includes a nomination
from the battalion and brigade chains
of command, routed through Human
Resources Command, and approval
from the Chief of Armor. The Project
Warrior, drill sergeant, master gunner,
instructor, observer/coach/trainer and
recruiter selections all continue to
demonstrate we are selecting the best
of the best — well done!

Your dedication to excellence has cul-
minated with your demonstrated abil-
ity to continue to lead Soldiers across
our incredible Army. Leaders like your-
self continue to be the reason that the
Armored Force remains the tip of the
spear and a pillar of excellence for
many years to come. For more infor-
mation on Project Warrior as well as
the CSL post-board and master

sergeant post-board analysis, please
visit the Army Career Tracker and the
Armor School homepage under the Of-
fice Chief of Armor, http://www.ben-
ning.army.mil/Armor/OCOA/.

Lastly, | would like to ask for your help
with the advancement and promotion
of our specialist population. We con-
tinue to sit below 70 percent strength
in our sergeant population. All I am
asking of you is to sit down and coun-
sel those specialists, and help develop
them to grow and become Armor ser-
geants.

AcRoNYM QuicK-ScAN

CSL - Centralized Selection List
FY —fiscal year
NCO - noncommissioned officer
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2017-2018 Armor Training and Leader
Development Strategy Released

The U.S. Army Armor School (USAA-
RMS) announces the release of the
2017-2018 Armor Training and Leader
Development Strategy (ATLDS).

ATLDS provides an accessible, detailed
and comprehensive consolidated ref-
erence for leader, individual and col-
lective .training to ensure readiness
across the Armor and Cavalry force.
This . document provides a guide for
training and educating Armor and Cav-
alry leaders to negotiate complexity
and win on any battlefield. It is provid-
ed 'toicomplement and supplement
unit training and leader-development
guidance documents and strategies.

The strategy outlines the structural
landscape of the Army’s

mounted-maneuver and mounted /
dismounted reconnaissance-and-secu-
rity training and education architec-
ture. It reviews how USAARMS, Office
of the Chief of Armor, 194" Armored
Brigade, 316 Cavalry Brigade and oth-
er Maneuver Center of Excellence part-
ners combine efforts to enable eche-
loned readiness across the maneuver
force, with emphasis on ensuring suc-
cess in tank platoons, scout platoons,
tank companies and cavalry troops.

Finally, this strategy describes how US-
AARMS and partner organizations de-
velop agile leaders to fight with confi-
dence across multiple domains. It de-
tails the integrated progression of pro-
fessional military education that

prepares officers and noncommis-
sioned officers for assignment to ar-
mored, Stryker or infantry brigade
combat teams, primary staff billets and
command-select opportunities. The
manual concludes with descriptions of
available self-development programs
and how leaders can apply training
support and enablers to enhance unit
preparation for home-station training,
combat-training-center rotations and
operational deployments.

Available from https://www.benning.
army.mil/Armor/content/PDF/2017-
2018%20Armor%20Training%20
and%20Leader%20Development%20
Strategy.pdf?23MAR2017.
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Protecting the Tail of the Tiger:
Reshaping the Way We Train Logistics

While supporting the fight is essential, combined-arms commanders
should learn what it is like to go without during training

by CPT Travis Michelena

Throughout history, each powerful mil-
itary either has learned to master lo-
gistics or has withered without it. Keen
military strategists such as Julius Cae-
sar and Genghis Khan recognized that
if they cut off the supply lines (the tail),
they could simply wait for the enemy
to weaken or grind to a halt as its flow
of logistics trickled and stopped.

As the Army shifts its training focus
from fighting counterinsurgency to
combating a hybrid threat, it is increas-
ingly important to address how the Ar-
my’s logistics infrastructure, security
and training support the continued su-
periority of its combat forces.

Questions for future fight

During World Wars | and II, U.S. forces
had advance warning and a period of
protection from Allied forces in which

e

Figure 1. Soldiers from Dragon Troop, 4-10 Cavalry, 3 ABCT, 4" Infantry Divi-

to mobilize. Production facilities had
years to ramp up the war effort. As the
wars progressed, the United States’
relative isolation kept its manufactur-
ing resources safe. This may not be the
case in the next major conflict. How
long will U.S. stockpiles of materiel
last? Are the nation’s logistics assets
ready to provide continual support
across the world?

Current operational-logistics training
includes abundant supply that is usu-
ally within close proximity and is pro-
vided with little regard to time, dis-
tance, priorities, repair or limitations.
This raises the following questions: Can
combat leaders function with limited
supply? When was the last time they
did? Are U.S. forces conditioned to ex-
pect bottomless supply?

Protecting the supply lines is important
in sustained conflicts. No amount of

sion, conduct recovery operations on a mired humvee. (Photo by CPT Travis

Michelena)

combat power can win a battle
while it waits for fuel and am-
munition.

Current training

The current Army training
structure focuses on preparing the
combat-arms branches for conflict any-
where in the world. The first-class
training facilities and personnel at the
National Training Center (NTC) in Cali-
fornia, the Joint Readiness Training
Center (JRTC) in Louisiana and the Joint
Multinational Readiness Center (JMRC)
in Germany do an excellent job of pre-
paring forces for combat. However,
they fail to stress logistics infrastruc-
ture or teach vital lessons in resource
management and expectations.

While there are challenges, there are
no true limits on available supply; no
consequences exist for losing supplies
during enemy action; and support
moves over hours, not days.

| propose that because our logistics
system is so reliable, some combat
leaders dismiss proper logistics plan-
ning and have not experienced the ef-
fects of limited or lost supply. It is vital
to stretch current logistics capabilities
and allow limited disruption of the
supply chain to reinforce proper con-
tingency planning and resource man-
agement.

Training for distance

Logistics systems and units are de-
signed to move supplies over the long
distances that contingency operations
will likely present, yet the Army trains
with logistics in relatively close proxim-
ity. During training, even long-haul
transportation assets drive just a few
miles to resupply the sustainment bri-
gade’s combat-sustainment support
battalion (CSSB) or the brigade combat
team (BCT)’s brigade-support battalion
(BSB). The availability diminishes the

ARMOR =<
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Figure 2. Soldiers from Dragon

by CPT Travis Michelena)

need for correct tracking and reporting
because resupply is never far away.

What happens when the CSSB is locat-
ed 100 miles from the front lines and
has to support several BCTs? There is
no perfect solution, but it would add
training value for both the logistics unit
and their customers to push the CSSB
and higher echelons of support from
much farther away.

At NTC, the CSSB could be placed at
Twenty-Nine Palms Marine Corps Base,
or for JRTC, locating the CSSB at Barks-
dale AFB would create distances of
around 150 miles. The extended dis-
tances would benefit both the support-
ing and supported units because it
would ensure each forecasts and vali-
dates requirements prior to logistics
convoys, and it would allow convoy
commanders to gain experience with
complex long-distance moves.

Supply

It is hard to imagine having a lack of
fuel, ammunition or parts. In my expe-
rience as forward-support company
(FSC) commander in a cavalry squad-
ron, the FSC did its best to provide as
many supplies as possible. The logistics
status reports sent from the supported
companies were not accurate, but it
did not matter that much. The FSC
pushed fuel and food daily, and mis-
sion-configured loads of ammunition
any time there was a firefight.

The FSC’s Soldiers took a lot of pride in
not allowing logistics to be the point of
failure. However, this is not realistic
and does not teach the supported
company executive officers how or
why to track their internal supplies, es-
pecially fuel.

There is value in limiting available

Troop, 4-10 Cavalry, 3™
ABCT, 4 Infantry Division, conduct field-maintenance op-
erations at a maintenance collection point at NTC. (Photo

supplies. For in-
stance, given a
constrained
amount of fuel and
ammunition, what
units have priority
for the next mis-
sion? How much
fuel is held in re-
serve? | would wa-
ger that in this sce-
nario the senior
commanders
would pay more
attention to logistics movements, dis-
tribution and sustainment rehearsals,
which, in turn, would result in more
well-rounded leaders.

Consequences of loss
Perhaps the most important element
missing in training logistics is the con-
sequences of loss. Too often, logistics
assets are soft targets with limited ra-
dio or battlefield tracking systems.
Units are frequently left to defend
their own convoys, even though they
do not have the equipment or person-
nel to do so. Vehicles are retrofitted
with radio mounts and machinegun
ring mounts, but security has not been
made a priority.

The combat battalions resist losing for-
ward assets to defend supply routes
and convoys. Logistics units are most

Figure 3. Sustainment Soldiers of a CSSB in thin-skinned vehicles must rely on

often left to defend themselves and,
for the most part, do a fine job of exe-
cuting missions. However, they are also
left relatively undisturbed during com-
bat-training-center rotations. There
may be an improvised explosive device
here or there, or maybe some small-
arms fire, or civilians blocking the road,
but the supplies never stop.

If a convoy is attacked and the observ-
er/coach/trainer assesses that one fuel
truck and one palletized load system
carrying meals-ready-to-eat have been
destroyed, then why allow the resup-
ply to continue to its destination? If
that destruction were reality, the logis-
tics planners such as the FSC leader-
ship, battalion S-4s and the BSB sup-
port operations officer would have to
work together to develop an integrat-
ed resupply plan. They would have to
put thought into alternate routes, var-
ious start-point times and asset man-
agement. The logistics and combat el-
ements would have to fully develop
primary and tertiary plans, mitigate
risks and provide cohesive support,
rather than each element narrowly fo-
cusing on their supported battalion.

No Soldiers would starve, but they may
have to eat two meals-ready-to-eat
that day instead of three. The loss of
fuel might require tanks to turn off in-
stead of idling all day, or scouts to use

crew-served weapons such as the M240 and M2HB for self-protection. The fu-
ture operating environment of widely dispersed BCTs conducting semi-inde-
pendent operations will require a renewed emphasis on security operations

between unit areas. (U.S. Army photo)
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humvees instead of Bradley Fighting
Vehicles for a reconnaissance mission.
Interrupting supply chains will not stop
the combat missions, but it will broad-
en the scope for the commanders and
staff officers taking part.

In the Maneuver Center of Excellence’s
latest Army Functional Concept for
Movement and Maneuver (AFC-M&M),
it describes a future in which the BCT
will operate semi-independently at a
high operational tempo for periods up
to seven days over extended lines with
reduced reliance on echelons-above-
brigade support. For the Army to en-
able the freedom of maneuver de-
scribed in the AFC-M&M, commanders
and staffs must think through all the
problems, not just the combat one.
There is truth to the military adage
“amateurs talk tactics, while profes-
sionals talk logistics,” but we continue
to ignore the potential weaknesses in

our support structure.

In the current structured training sce-
narios, the supply flow is not touched
for fear it will interrupt combat train-
ing. Disruption is exactly what will hap-
pen, but when properly administered,
it will have positive training value for
both logistics and combat leaders.

History implores us to train, build and
protect the tail of the tiger as much as
we do the teeth, and it is imperative
that we do not wait. While both offen-
sive and defense tactics and technolo-
gy perpetually seek to counter one an-
other, logistics remains the true linch-
pin in victory or defeat.

CPT Travis Michelena is a senior ob-
server / coach / trainer and the S-3 for
1-351t BSB, 181% Infantry Brigade, at
Fort McCoy, WI. Previous assignments
include commander, Headquarters and
Headquarters Company, 181 Infantry,

Figure 4. Since the ABCT consumes more than 100,000 gallons of fuel a day,
protecting its supply line is critical for operational success. (U.S. Army photo)

AcrRoNYM Quick-ScAN

ABCT - armored brigade combat
team

AFC-M&M - Army Functional
Concept for Movement and
Maneuver

BCT - brigade combat team
BSB - brigade-support battalion
CSSB - combat-sustainment
support battalion

FSC - forward-support company
JRTC - Joint Readiness Training
Center

NTC — National Training Center

Fort McCoy; forward-support troop
commander, 4-10% Cavalry, 3 Ar-
mored Brigade Combat Team (ABCT),
4% Infantry Division, Fort Carson, CO;
security-forces adviser team, Afghan
National Army brigade logistics advis-
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Defeating the Russian
Battalion Tactical Group

by CPT Nicolas J. Fiore

The Russian battalion tactical group
(BTG) is a modular tactical organization
created from a garrisoned Russian
Army brigade to deploy combat power
to conflict zones. BTGs were typically
effective in combat operations in
Ukraine from 2013-2015, but on sev-
eral occasions, BTGs were tactically de-
feated by Ukrainian regular-army units
despite Russian overmatch in firepow-
er, electronic warfare (EW) and air-de-
fense artillery (ADA).

This article researches the weaknesses
that allowed Ukrainian Army units to
defeat Russian BTGs and describes tac-
tics that an American brigade combat
team (BCT) can employ to create simi-
lar opportunities to tactically defeat a
BTG if required in a future conflict.

Idea in brief

The BTG strategic imperative is to con-
trol! terrain to shape post-conflict ne-
gotiations. When possible, the BTG
commander will employ his strike

assets to cause casualties to pressure
his opponent to negotiate a settle-
ment, but he must also preserve his
own strength because it cannot be re-
generated operationally and casualties
are strategically expensive. To preserve
combat power, BTGs employ a force of
local paramilitary units as proxy forces
to secure? terrain and guard? the BTG
from direct and indirect attack. Al-
though Russian tactical defeats were
uncommon and typically ended in an
operational stalemate rather than de-
cisive defeat, Ukrainian regular-army
successes exist in sufficient number to
suggest that Russian BTGs present tac-
tical vulnerabilities that can be exploit-
ed by BCT commanders:

e Shortages in ready maneuver forces,
especially infantry, significantly limit
Russian maneuver capabilities. BTGs
cannot simultaneously mass for
offensive operations and maintain
flank and rear security, and they
struggle to concentrate artillery
against attacks on multiple
simultaneous axes.

e Command-and-control (C2)
limitations require the BTG
commander to concentrate mission-
command and intelligence assets to
direct-fires and EW shaping efforts
and strikes. These assets are
employed selectively to substitute
for offensive maneuvers, are not
available across the entire BTG’s
battlespace and can be overloaded
by aggressive dispersion and
displacement tactics.

e BTGs cannot quickly regenerate
combat power without cannibalizing
other units in theater or garrison.
Once teams and units are degraded
by casualties, they will rapidly lose
effectiveness until completely
reconstituted. Intheface ofacredible
threat, maneuver and support assets
will likely be withdrawn and
conserved for future use.

Idea in practice

Although some BTG systems are tech-
nologically superior to the correspond-
ing U.S. equipment, the BTG doesn’t

Warfighting
function

BTG vulnerability

BCT opportunity

Mission com-
mand

BTG C2 is centralized without a networked COP.
Changes to the COP are difficult to disseminate.

Change the battlefield as often as possible through
deception, repositioning and counterattacks.

Movement and
maneuver

BTGs prefer to escalate contact after thorough re-
connaissance from behind a proxy guard force to
conserve regular forces and retain the initiative.

Penetrate proxy-force defenses and inflict casual-
ties on the BTG regulars to force their withdrawal,
then isolate and reduce paramilitary positions.

Intelligence

BTG collection concentrates narrow-FOV UAS, elec-
tronic listening and paramilitary HUMINT for de-
tailed IPB of a single objective; little general cover-
age.

Use dispersion, camouflage and deception to re-
duce signatures; these increase the risk and re-
sources required to gain adequate information.

Fires

BTGs concentrate artillery and observers to attack
with overwhelming fires whenever contact is made.

Initiate contact at multiple locations to dissipate
the BTG’s fires superiority and overload their fire-
direction center.

Sustainment

BTGs sustainment is ad hoc, under-resourced and
overburdened by proxy forces. Medevac is ex-
tremely limited.

Add stress to the BTG’s sustainment systems; cause
battle losses to quickly degrade unit performance.

Protection

BTG soldiers and equipment are protected with
modern armor and PPE, and use battle positions
and fortifications.

Train precision marksmanship and gunnery, engage
with HE rounds and grenades, train on breaching
and trenches.

Table 1. Warfighting functions compared.

ARMOR =<

Spring 2017



10

have the capacity to observe, target
and attack the BCT simultaneously
across a broad front. Not only can a
BCT sustainably maneuver three times
as many formations, the decentralized
nature of U.S. mission command allows
each formation to maneuver simulta-
neously, independent of brigade-level
direction.

BCT commanders can maneuver
against BTGs’ vulnerabilities by avoid-
ing static deployments of forces that
allow the BTG commander to select,
prepare and execute limited strikes.
BTG capabilities are extremely lethal
when concentrated against individual
units but diminish rapidly against high-
tempo distributed maneuver or de-
fense-in-depth because a BTG can’t re-
source economy-of-force missions. In
contrast, American BCTs have asym-
metrical advantages in maneuver and
sustainment, which can be leveraged
against a BTG. To defeat a BTG, in-
crease uncertainty and shape the bat-
tlefield by “burning more calories” to
overload the BTG commander’s most
valuable systems and personnel. Once
hostilities are initiated, attack on mul-
tiple fronts to destroy his maneuver
force, displace his mission command,
EW and fires assets, and seize his sus-
tainment area.

Control terrain

The Russian army deployed BTGs to
control terrain. In the opening months
of the 2013 Ukraine crisis, Ukrainian
regular-army forces largely defeated
the separatist militias in Donetsk and
Luhansk in eastern Ukraine. To prevent
the catastrophic defeat of the separat-
ist movement, whole Russian Army
units entered the theater, achieved
tactical and operational surprise, and
destroyed a large percentage of
Ukraine’s regular maneuver force. Rus-
sian military, intelligence and private
contractors supported local militias.
Ukraine mobilized its reserves and
fought the Russian/separatist force to
a geographic stalemate in 2014. In
Spring 2015, both sides signed the
Minsk Il ceasefire protocol and fighting
subsided to occasional sniper, artillery
and EW attacks.

Russia’s regular-army brigades usually
deployed half their personnel and
equipment to the Ukrainian theater as

Asymmetric calorie-burning
strategy explained as
sports metaphor

Imagine two teams with fixed ros-
ters competing in a foot race.
Team A chose to use a relay team
of four runners. Team B is just a
single runner who is much faster
than any of the runners on Team
A.

In the first race, Team B wins with
a comfortable margin. Then the
teams race again. This time B
wins as well but feels more tired
than the runners on Team A. The
third race ends in a tie, and Team
A finally wins the fourth race. In
the fifth race, the runner on Team
B starts cramping, and Team A
comfortably wins every race after
that, no matter how many times
the race is repeated.

Even though the runner on Team
B is a superior athlete, his metab-
olism can’t sustain running four
times his competitors’ distance at
a pace fast enough to win. Even
with some time to rest, eat and
hydrate between races, he can’t
recover from the repeated exer-
tion fast enough; the lactic acid
will still build up in his muscles
and joints. He must either forfeit
most races or rotate with other
runners on his team.

Although the Russian Army has
leapfrogged U.S. cyber, EW and
ADA capability, in theater there
are few of these systems relative
to the number of U.S. platoons
that need to be targeted. These
systems and their personnel can’t
operate 24 hours a day/seven
days a week indefinitely, and Rus-
sian sustainment can’t rotate, re-
pair or replace the systems fast
enough to keep up with well-sus-
tained U.S. troops maneuvering
across a broad front. If a BTG tried
to keep up with the 75 platoons
in a BCT, they will wear out equip-
ment and burn out key personnel
— the equivalent of pulling a ham-
string mid-race!

BTGs. A BTG had the entire brigade’s
support and enabling resources, but it
had only one mechanized-infantry bat-
talion, often supplemented by a tank
company and additional rocket artil-
lery.* (Figure 1.) The remaining person-
nel and equipment stayed at the bri-
gade’s garrison. As many as a third of
the deployed soldiers were high-qual-
ity contract (volunteer enlistment) sol-
diers who were recruited to be the
noncommissioned-officer corps of a
modernized and professional Russian
Army. They served primarily in the
combat, EW and fires roles.

The supporting units consisted primar-
ily of lower-quality conscript soldiers.
This distinction is important: con-
scripts must be supervised continuous-
ly for even the simplest of tasks and
are rarely used in combat.

The second issue was that the Russian
Army had too few contract soldiers to
man the current and future force struc-
ture. High casualties in Chechnya and
Georgia significantly depressed volun-
teer recruitment. Russian military lead-
ership wanted to avoid a similar situa-
tion where high casualties in Ukraine
might further depress recruitment. As
a result, even though the BTG repre-
sents the best personnel a Russian bri-
gade can deploy, two-thirds of the de-
ployed personnel are unsuitable for
close combat, and the third that is
combat-ready is too valuable to risk
unnecessarily.®

In hybrid-war doctrine, a nation com-
mits regular military forces (officially
organized, active and uniformed mili-
tary units) to “resolve contradictions”
during a conflict to shape the post-con-
flict resolution.® In the 2014 Ukraine
crisis, the contradiction was that both
the Ukrainian national government
and the separatist people’s republics
claimed to administer the same geo-
graphical region. Although Russian in-
telligence, special-forces and small ar-
tillery units had supported separatist
militias since the annexation of Crimea
in 2014, regular forces organized as
BTGs were not committed until Ukrai-
nian tactical success in July and August
threatened to completely defeat the
separatists, restore the international
border and resume local governance.

Similar to Russia’s expeditionary
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* Artillery batteries are reported
tacansict of self-prapelled guns
and multiple launch rockets.
The number of batteriesis
repartedtobe two or three.

Figure 1. Task-organization of Russian BTG. (Graphic designed by MAJ Amos C.
Fox and reprinted from his article published in ARMOR’s July-September 2016

edition.)

military interventions in Moldova
(1990), Serbia (1998) and Georgia
(2008), Russia committed a regular
force organized as BTGs to the Ukraini-
an theater to ensure that Russia con-
trolled enough terrain to shape a favor-
able negotiating position. Different
from the previous campaigns, the BTGs
sent to Ukraine had few maneuver
forces and had to rely on paramilitary
proxies to secure the necessary terrain.

Strike from behind

BTGs typically strike from behind a proxy
guard force because their strategic im-
perative is to control terrain to shape
post-conflict negotiations. When possi-
ble, the BTG commander will employ his
strike assets to cause casualties, pressur-
ing his opponent to negotiate the settle-
ment, but he must also preserve his own
strength because it cannot be regener-
ated operationally and casualties are
strategically expensive.

Although the BTG deploys with a large
complement of direct- and general-
support units, only a reinforced battal-
ion of maneuver forces are available to
the BTG commander. To compensate
for the shortage of maneuver forces,
and to preserve combat power, BTGs
employ a force of local paramilitary
units as proxy forces to secure terrain
and guard the BTG from direct and in-
direct attack. These units are com-
prised of local militia, Russian veteran
volunteers and mercenaries who de-
fend the line of contact and key infra-
structure.

The guard force is also the source of
the BTG’s freedom of maneuver — its
presence frees up the BTG’s maneuver
soldiers from security missions, pro-
tects them from attack and allows the
BTG commander both free movement
to his point of attack and time to pre-
pare the battlefield for the attack.
When opportunities to strike Ukrainian
forces are identified or if the proxies
are attacked, the BTG can employ indi-
rect fires from behind the guard force
to destroy its adversary with minimal
risk to the regular force.

Operations in a BTG physically and geo-
graphically center on the group com-
mander. He requests information, de-
cides the course of action and then
personally directs employment of forc-
es, often using a physical map. This
geographic concentration of leadership
has the added benefit of reducing the
BTG headquarters’ electronic signature
and traffic, but it will create a physical
signature that can be observed through
overhead reconnaissance.

Once the plan is issued, the lack of
common operating picture (COP) tech-
nology at the platoon level limits the
BTG’s flexibility and its commander’s
ability to quickly disseminate enemy
updates, change sub-units’ orders and
communicate with adjacent units.
Communications between the BTG and
paramilitary forces are particularly ten-
uous. Paramilitary commanders said
they use cellular phones, satellite
phones or unencrypted radios to com-
municate with the BTG headquarters.’

There were no reports of permanently
assigned liaison teams. The BTG’s C2
structure thus has excellent unity of
command but may be vulnerable to
raids, counterattacks and other sur-
prise movements because reliance on
analog C2 limits subordinate units’
ability to understand and react to
changes of circumstance.

BTGs are adept at combining high-end
collection assets such as unmanned
aerial systems (UASs), electronic listen-
ing and partisan human intelligence
(HUMINT), but all these platforms have
a limited capacity, so the BTG con-
serves and concentrates them to con-
duct intelligence preparation of the
battlefield (IPB) for attacks. To coordi-
nate these assets, BTG C2 requires co-
location of maneuver companies and
intelligence, surveillance and recon-
naissance (ISR) personnel in tactical-
assembly areas (TAA), which become
high-payoff targets. The physical co-lo-
cation also limits the geographic area
these high-end assets can affect on the
battlefield based on their range from
the TAA. Consequently, ISR coverage
outside the focus area is limited, and
ISR assets are not usually used in a
general protection role for the paramil-
itary guard force.®

BTGs field a brigade complement of ar-
tillery that outrange and outgun U.S.
BCTs, but the BTGs only have a rein-
forced battalion of maneuver detec-
tors. This is important because a BTG
does not have the normal complement
of mounted and dismounted personnel
that would normally serve as forward
observers. The ISR platforms must ei-
ther serve double duty as forward ob-
servers, or maneuver personnel must
move forward to the line of contact
(LoC) to coordinate indirect fires. BTGs
assume that fires and air-defense su-
periority gives them the freedom to
employ long-range strikes whenever vi-
sual or electronic contact is made, re-
gardless of infrastructure and civilian
damage. Local fires superiority gives
BTG artillery the confidence to remain
in place, and it provides the BTG with
constantly available indirect-fire sup-
port.

The BTG’s four maneuver companies
may not be required for flank and rear
security, but they still must provide lo-
cal and convoy security for the

ARMOR =<

Spring 2017



12

enabling and supporting units. BTGs
deploy from garrison with about 200
infantrymen in four maneuver compa-
nies. According to Russian Army manu-
als, in the field as many as 50 percent
of infantry soldiers can be required for
local security and routine administra-
tive tasks. This leaves relatively few in-
fantrymen available for mounted
squads. Squads are usually organized
ad hoc and are less than fully manned,
which makes them less effective and
less independent. For opponents, it
also means that it requires fewer casu-
alties to neutralize the Russian squads.
Tank and Boyeva Mashina Pekhoty
(BMP) (a Russian armored fighting ve-
hicle) availability is less effected, but
routine maintenance still reduces the
readiness of the BTG’s force of 50 ar-
mored combat vehicles.

The lack of infantry causes BTG com-
manders to prefer to isolate urban in-
fantry strongpoints for prolonged sieg-
es instead of assaulting to reduce them
in the mode of Grozny (1999) or the
American clearance of Fallujah (2004).°
BTGs address this shortfall by incorpo-
rating light-infantry militia from the lo-
cal area. Unfortunately, militia are dif-
ficult to coordinate, move and sustain
in the offense — even in the defense,
coordinating, supporting and sustain-
ing the militia taxes mission-command
and sustainment resources. For these
practical reasons and the strategic is-
sues discussed previously, Russian
commanders in Ukraine were risk-
averse in the employment of both reg-
ular infantry and mechanized fighting
vehicles. Instead of executing com-
bined-arms maneuver (CAM) to over-
power inferior Ukrainian forces, Rus-
sian BTGs preferred to escalate con-
tact, employ fires when possible and
commit tanks only after thorough re-
connaissance.

In many ways, BTGs epitomize modern
individual vehicle and soldier protec-
tion. BTG tanks and BMPs are equipped
with multiple active-protection sys-
tems and explosive reactive armor,
rendering U.S. individual shoulder-
fired anti-tank systems ineffective. The
Ukrainian Army reported success using
teams of tanks to destroy Russian T-
72B3s on several occasions, but multi-
ple hits were required to defeat the
tanks’ reactive armor.

BTG infantry has modern body armor
and personal protective equipment
(PPE) — even paramilitary units were
equipped with basic helmets and torso
protection. Russian forces also used
terrain and entrenchment for physical
protection. In 2014, battles focused on
controlling mass-construction urban
infrastructure, where small infantry
teams relied on rubble-based simpli-
fied battle positions for effective pro-
tection against small-arms and artillery
fire. As the LoC solidified in 2015, ex-
cavated fighting positions with over-
head cover, communications trenches,
bunkers and protective obstacles be-
came the norm for both sides of the
conflict.

Finally, the king of all Russian protec-
tion assets is their integrated air-de-
fense system. Although Russian ADA
was not employed against warplanes
or bombers, the Ukrainian Army lost
six helicopters and a transport plane
early in the conflict to well-coordinat-
ed Russian ADA systems. Also, shoul-
der-fired missiles are ubiquitous at all
levels of regular units.

There were no reports of chemical, bi-
ological, radiological and nuclear war-
fare (CBRN) protective gear deployed
to Ukraine and no reports of CBRN use
in the conflict.

BTG sustainment was typically ad hoc
and conducted over large distances.
Replacement personnel, equipment
and parts were primarily drawn from
the already reduced units that re-
mained in garrison, which could be
more than 500 kilometers away from
the BTG's field site. This allows the bri-
gade to surge replacements to the BTG,
but it is not conducive to long-term
regular sustainment. Consumable sup-
plies arrived at depots from the West-
ern Military District Headquarters (two
echelons above brigade, similar to a
U.S. corps headquarters) and were
then delivered directly to the BTG dep-
uty commander for distribution.

BTGs rapidly deploy from garrison by
rail. However, for field logistics, the
BTG requires a road and bridge net-
work because its light trucks do not
have the same mobility characteristics
as its combat vehicles. Paramilitary
proxies distribute supplies using pri-
vate vehicles of varying (limited)

mobility. A lack of tactical logistics sup-
port may have prevented Russian BTGs
from pursuing defeated Ukrainian
units, which were often able to recon-
stitute less than 50 kilometers from
the old LoC. Medically, BTGs have very
limited professional medical-evacua-
tion (medevac) and field-treatment re-
sources. Their inability to quickly get
wounded soldiers advanced care in-
creased deaths due to wounds, which
had a large psychological effect, made
their commanders more adverse to
dismounted risk and reduced a BTG’s
ability to regenerate combat power.

In summary, a BTG is not a maneuver
formation in the traditional sense; it
will not close with its enemy to destroy
them through firepower and maneu-
ver. Instead, it is an asset provider to
relatively static paramilitary units who,
in turn, act as a guard force for the BTG
and deny adversary personnel access
to the geographic areas the BTG is as-
signed to control. However, the BTG is
capable of extremely lethal strikes
against its adversary and will execute
those strikes whenever both assurance
of success is high and the risk to BTG
personnel and equipment is low. With
that in mind, U.S. BCTs should employ
tactics that make one or both of those
criteria uncertain at best.

BTG’s vulnerabilities
American BCTs, or at least American-
led brigade-sized task forces of coali-
tion units, may be deployed in the fu-
ture to deter®® or defeat!! a BTG (in
other words, keep the BTG from con-
trolling territory through regular or ir-
regular forces). The BCT will probably
receive orders to execute both tasks,
in order, depending on the operation’s
phase. If a conflict occurs in the near
future, technology to overcome Rus-
sian ADA is unlikely to be available;
therefore it is unlikely that the conflict
will start with a high-intensity CAM at-
tack. Instead, the conflict will open
with Russian BTGs and American BCTs
maneuvering in proximity to each oth-
er, with opposing allies and proxy forc-
es deployed in between, but regular
forces not yet in direct contact.

The BTG will presume fires, EW and
ADA superiority in the anticipated
fight, but numerically the BCT fields
many more combat systems and has a
much better sustainment reach. These
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U.S. ABCT Russian BTG Ratio (# of U.S.

Available Losses required Available Losses required losses requwed ue

“ " “ ., | #ofRussian loss-
for “destruction for “destruction -

es required)

Tanks 90 30 10 3 10x
IFVs 140 47 40 12 ax
Squads 60 20 36 11 2x
Aggregate 97 26 4x

“destroy” the same BTG.

A Russian BTG must destroy four times as many targets to tactically “destroy” a U.S. ABCT than an ABCT must destroy to

Table 2. “Battlefield math,” using a destruction threshold of 30-percent casualties.

two factors become the BCT’s asym-
metric advantage; the BTG knows it has
to destroy four times more Americans
than it takes in casualties!? (Table 2) to
consider an engagement a tactical suc-
cess. The BTG commander will go to
great lengths to only plan attacks that
are certain to cause large enough num-
bers of American casualties to pre-
clude an American counterattack.

The essential task for the American
commander is to ensure there is a
credible threat to deter the BTG. The
BTG commander must be convinced
that the expected benefit of attacking
the BCT will be outweighed by a cer-
tain and unacceptably costly American
counterattack. The American brigade
commander must simultaneously de-
crease the certainty that a Russian
strike will successfully defeat the BCT
and increase assurance that the coun-
terstrike will defeat the BTG. These two
critical tasks are sides of the same
coin: if more platoons survive a Rus-
sian artillery attack, they can conduct
a stronger counterattack. The task then
is to convince that Russian commander
that no matter how well the BTG exe-
cutes its strike, too few platoons will
be destroyed to prevent a counterat-
tack, and that counterattack will cause
unacceptable casualties to the BTG.

Assume that the BTG strike will disrupt
the U.S. C2 needed to coordinate a bri-
gade-level attack. The attack may also
neutralize the brigade reserve and fires
batteries. Therefore, every U.S. battal-
ion and company should have a ready-
to-execute attack planned and re-
hearsed, including authority to initiate
if communications are lost in an attack.
The BCT must plan to counterattack on
a broad front to assure that the threat
is dangerous, because if the BCT

counterattacks on a narrow front, the
BTG will be able to mass to defend ef-
fectively.

Conducting visible rehearsals and pub-
licly committing to massive retaliation
will further increase the credibility of
the counterattack threat to the BTG
commander, just as dispersion and fre-
quent displacements will decrease the
expected effectiveness of an artillery
attack. In the face of penetrations on
multiple axes, the BTG must withdraw
to protect its fires and sustainment as-
sets, which would abandon the para-
military guard force. American coali-
tion forces can then surround, isolate
and reduce them to seize their terrain.
The combination of sustaining casual-
ties, losing valuable equipment and
abandoning territory would significant-
ly erode the Russian negotiation posi-
tion to an extent unacceptable to the
BTG chain of command.

Before shooting starts
Before shots are fired on the battle-
field, a key task is to shape the battle-
field by overloading the BTG’s critical
systems. The BTG will attempt to de-
feat a BCT by concentrating effects on
individual U.S. sub-units in sequence.
Although several of the BTG’s high-end
systems are technologically superior to
the corresponding U.S. equipment, the
BTG doesn’t have the capacity to ob-
serve, target and attack the BCT simul-
taneously across a broad front. Not
only can a BCT maneuver three times
as many formations, the decentralized
nature of U.S. mission command allows
each formation to maneuver simulta-
neously and independent of brigade-
level direction. Therefore, the BTG
must track, analyze and counter each
movement. Unfortunately, the BTG is

not resourced for a burden of that
magnitude, and it doesn’t have formal
reachback protocols to use higher lev-
els of analysis.

An aggressive BCT can sustainably ma-
neuver three times more platoons on
the battlefield, increasing its surviv-
ability and also increasing the BTG’s ef-
fort required to track it. For the BTG to
maintain contact and an accurate situ-
ational awareness, assets must fly
more hours; analysts must examine
more footage and photography; and
targets must be constantly updated.
The Russian commander must either
burn out his people and systems or ac-
cept risk to his recon assets and uncer-
tainty in his reconnaissance picture. In
effect, by executing high-tempo disper-
sion maneuvers, the BCT can sustain-
ably burn more calories than its adver-
sary — if the BTG tries to keep up, its
systems will degrade rapidly before the
first shots are fired.

Finally, it is worth highlighting that the
BTG commander is as risk-adverse as
American commanders, although for
different reasons. American tactical
leaders know that loss of life can erode
public support at home and in coali-
tion-partner countries, but they are
willing to accept more risk to equip-
ment because they are confident that
it will be repaired or replaced. Similar-
ly, Russian tactical leaders are con-
cerned with the impact that casualties
have on public support and recruit-
ment; the major contrast is that Rus-
sian leaders cannot accept as much
risk to equipment because there is no
assurance of speedy replacement.
Even inexpensive, off-the-shelf equip-
ment such as quadcopter unmanned
aerial vehicles (UAV) are only available
in limited quantities and take time to
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acquire. High-end EW platforms are
rare, expensive and crewed by small
numbers of specialized personnel.
Therefore, BCTs should make it harder
for BTG systems to perform their func-
tion, not only to avoid detection but
also to force the BTG commander to
expose his reconnaissance platforms to
risk of attack.

For example, a Russian UAS uses nar-
row-field-of-view (FoV) cameras to re-
con the battlefield. Dispersed platoons
that reposition regularly require more
recon missions to maintain contact.
Adding to that idea, dispersed and
camouflaged units are harder to find.
They require more flight hours, UAS to
fly at lower altitudes and closer to ad-
versary ground-to-air defense systems.
This combination accelerates the BTG
assets’ burn rate unless more recon as-
sets can be brought to bear from else-
where in theater.

Also, the reduced signatures are hard-
er to detect and classify, so the BTG
commander must either accept more
risk to his UAS to conduct reconnais-
sance to the same standard, or he
must accept more uncertainty. In oth-
er words, each repositioning of an
American platoon requires an addition-
al BTG flight to reacquire it, increasing
the load on the aircraft, its flight team,
the analysts and the tracking head-
quarters. Finally, if a UAS is lost — ei-
ther shot down or out of action due to
a maintenance problem — the future
load must be borne by even fewer plat-
forms and, at the same time, the BTG
commander’s tolerance for risk will de-
crease. He must accept even more un-
certainty or even more risk to his re-
maining recon platforms (which will
now be even more overworked), and
the cycle repeats.

discussed the reason Russia deployed
its ground forces in a BTG configura-
tion, described why and how BTGs
fight, and proposes a tactical frame-
work that BCTs can use to exploit BTG
vulnerabilities. Would Russia deploy
ground forces as BTGs in a conflict with
U.S. ground forces that are organized
as BCTs, given that one BTG is numeri-
cally inferior to an American BCT? Mil-
itary experts on Russia at the Foreign
Military Studies Office (FMSO), Fort
Leavenworth, KS, believe that BTGs are
an intermediate construct, temporar-
ily employed to push modernization
into Russia’s current force, and that at
the end of the modernization program,
the Russian Army will return to a divi-
sional structure with fully manned,
equipped and deployable brigades —
especially if faced with a peer compet-
itor such as the United States.'® There
are, however, several reasons to pre-
dict that the return to a divisional
structure could be several years away.
In the meantime, the BTG may remain
Russia’s deployable organization of
choice.

The most important reason to believe
that the Russian Army will continue to
deploy as BTGs is that the structure
worked. It was effective at translating
tactics and weapons into successful na-
tional strategy. Once the paramilitary
guard force was established, the BTG's
utility has proven extremely cost-effi-
cient (in terms of minimizing casualties
and lost equipment). Similar tactics
and organization are currently being
used in Syria. The Syrian army and pro-
Assad militias serve as a guard force to
allow Russian regular forces to deliver
devastating artillery and armor strikes
to reduce rebel strongpoints. The same
military strategy is also being used: de-
ploy regular forces if needed to control
terrain as necessary to shape a favor-

slowed dramatically when the price of
oil fell in May 2014. Recently the price
of oil has recovered somewhat, but the
revenue provided is 40 percent of the
revenue Russia enjoyed from 2007-
2014 (Table 3). At the same time, Rus-
sia’s combat operations in Syria con-
sume resources at the expense of mod-
ernization. Until the price of oil returns
to 2010 levels and Russia increases
modernization expenditures, triage in
modernization funds will prevent the
Russian Army from modernizing its en-
tire force and then reorganizing them
into deployable brigades and divisions.

Finally, in addition to monetary ex-
pense, there is a sunken psychological
cost to breaking from the BTG con-
struct. The current military and politi-
cal leaders are the same leaders who
introduced the BTG structure; their
reputations and careers are closely
tied to its success. Instead of moderat-
ing BTG rollout and keeping a portion
of the Russian Army in a divisional
structure to train for high-intensity
CAM, Russia’s leaders are accelerating
the rate that units convert into BTGs.
In a Sept. 14, 2016, press conference,
Russian GEN Valery Gerasimov stated
that the army will increase the number
of BTGs from 96 to 125 in 2018, with a
significant effort to man them with
contract soldiers instead of con-
scripts.’® This comment indicates that
Russia’s military leadership is commit-
ted to investing in BTGs during the next
two years, perhaps longer. If faced with
a peer-competitor threat such as the
U.S. Army, it is likely that Russia will
simply deploy more BTGs to the bat-
tlespace so that each BCT may face
more than one BTG.'¢

At the end of January 2017, skirmishes
and artillery strikes flared up again in
eastern Ukraine after almost two years

Conclusion able negotiated settlement. of relative calm. Similar tactics as be-
Will a BCT ever fight a BTG? This article Second, the pace of modernization fore are reported in the media,
2008-2014 Present

Average price of energy $100 $55

Cost to extract, sell and deliver* S20 $20

Net revenue to the Russian state $80 $35

Bottom line: Current Russian state net

revenues from energy cannot fund the

same modernization period as before.

Table 3. Energy prices, using the price of oil in $/barrel as a proxy.
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indicating that similar organizations
are involved. If the BTG construct con-
tinues to prove its utility in Ukraine,
Syria and future conflicts, and Ameri-
can and Russian ground forces find
themselves on opposing sides in a con-
flict, it is likely that BCTs will have to
defeat Russian Army units organized as
BTGs in the near future (before 2025).
Major technology fielding is not ex-
pected prior to 2025, so in such a con-
flict, the BCT will deploy with a table of
organization and equipment similar to
the current modified table of organiza-
tion and equipment —and the BCT can
expect similar adversary overmatch in
fires, EW and ADA. The BCT’s asym-
metric advantage in this fight is its ma-
neuver and sustainment capacity,
which can be leveraged to shape the
battlefield, deter the BTG from striking
first and, if necessary, overwhelm and
defeat the BTG through dispersed
CAM.

BTG battle summaries
Following are some summaries of bat-
tles to show tactics deployed against
Russian BTGs.

Zubrowski’s Raid: In early August
2014, Ukraine’ 95" Air Assault Brigade
(Mechanized) conducted the largest
and longest armored raid behind ene-
my lines in recorded military history.
The 95" was comprised of two mecha-
nized-infantry battalions, one tank bat-
talion and a battalion of self-propelled
artillery. The brigade attacked on mul-
tiple parallel axes of advance, and
combined-arms company-sized teams
penetrated the thinly defended sepa-
ratists’ positions and regrouped in the
rear. The brigade then penetrated in
depth along the two separatist regions’
internal border and maneuvered 200
kilometers east along the southern
border of the Donbass. They destroyed
and captured Russian tanks and artil-
lery, relieved several isolated Ukrainian
garrisons and, finally, returned to their
starting position near Slovyansk. They
marched 450 kilometers behind enemy
lines and brought back captured Rus-
sian armor and heavy artillery as well.?
The raid achieved its objective of re-
lieving Ukrainian forces in the separat-
ist provinces, and it proved that Rus-
sian regular units were operating in
Ukraine. However, the gains were un-
done in November 2014 when Russia

deployed BTGs to [

the conflict in
overwhelming
numbers to sup-
port the separat-
ists directly.

() DPRILPR territory before 12-17 February 2015

| () DPRILPR territory on 18 February 2015

<€— DPRI/LPR attack 12-17 February 2015
<€ Ukrainian forces withdraw 18 February 2015
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regulars. This \
suggests the
absence of
theater-level
battle tracking,
cross-unit
communication and a difficulty
transmitting orders to create a
coordinated response to the
marauding Ukrainian brigade.

Battle of Mariupol: Toward the end of
the war in February 2015, separatist
militia attacked Mariupol from the east
with only limited success. A Russian
tank battalion was committed to the
fight to capture the town before the
Minsk Il ceasefire was signed, but a
company(-) of Ukrainian Army tanks
were able to defeat them.*® The infan-
try attack continued for three more
months, with support from Russian ar-
tillery and multiple-launch rocket sys-
tems (MLRS), but the separatists were
unable to penetrate the city’s eastern
outskirts. Ukrainian volunteer infantry,
backed by army tanks and long-range
artillery, prevented a Russian success
because there were insufficient local
separatists, and Russia was unwilling
to commit enough regular infantry.®

e Lessons for a BCT: The Russian
regulars involved in the attack to
capture Mariupol were operating
without the level of paramilitary
support they enjoyed in the eastern
parts of Donbass Province. Without
these light infantry, even armored

Figure 2. Separatist and Ukrainian regular-army forces’
movements in February 2015. (Map by Goran tek-en, used
as licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution-Share
Alike 4.0 international license)

forces were unable to overcome the
city’s defenders. Articles and reports
also comment on extensive use of
MLRS rockets to bombard the
attackers, but the defenders were not
destroyed the way other Ukrainian
units had suffered catastrophic
casualties in other battles. This
indicates that the forward observers
had trouble calling for effective fire
in an urban environment; perhaps
the targeting was inaccurate due to
fewer ISR or HUMINT assets, or
perhaps the munitions were not as
effective against dispersed targets
using mass-construction urban
terrain as cover. Ultimately, the
Russian commander operated
without enough paramilitary infantry
and effective indirect fires, and he
was unwilling to risk his regular forces
to press the attack and overcome the
defenders. The concurrent fighting at
Donetsk Airport may also have
consumed key assets and manpower
that otherwise could have been used
to support the Mariupol offensive,
suggesting that the Russian theater
headquarters could not coordinate
and sustain multiple simultaneous
offensives.

ARMOR =< Spring 2017



16

Siege of Donetsk Airport (September
2014-January 2015): From the out-
break of the war, both sides battled for
control of Donetsk city. Much of the
fighting centered at the Donetsk air-
port, but Ukrainian Army regulars had
so far successfully defended from the
airport terminal. As the conflict drew
to a close, the separatists renewed
their attack on the Donetsk airport, de-
fended by a company(+) of light infan-
try. For months, buildings changed
hands as first one side, then the other,
would capture the four-story struc-
tures that comprise the airport. Both
sides had supporting artillery and, af-
ter months of shelling, the airport was
ruined. It was still partially in govern-
ment hands when, in January, Russia
broke the stalemate by driving tanks
onto the runway and engaging Ukrai-
nian positions at ranges of 400 meters.
The defenders were forced to retreat,
and the separatists were able to breach
the final building and seize the airport
before Minsk Il was signed.

e LessonsforaBCT:SimilartoMariupol,
Russian artillery was not as effective
in urban areas, and Russian infantry
was not committed to the fight. Even
the tanks Russia used to support the
final approach were only brought up
when all other options were
exhausted and the separatists had
cleared enough of the structure to
guarantee the tanks’ safety. This is
further evidence of risk aversion and
over-reliance on artillery and proxy
infantry. Video the defenders posted
on-line shows the mass-construction
building they defended held up
remarkably well despite nearly
constant suppression by artillery and
heavy machineguns.?® The target-
trackingradar (TTR) reportspecifically
commented that simple battle
positions made of rubble were
excellent cover against both types of
fire,?! but the tank-fired high-
explosive (HE) rounds were extremely
effective. Videos of separatist
assaults do not show use of smoke
grenades, fragmentary grenades or
40mm grenade launchers.??
Therefore, extensive use of these
weapons by American infantry may
also be effective in similar
environments.

Battle of Debaltseve

(July

2014-February 2015): A reinforced
Ukrainian Army mechanized brigade
defended the key road-rail junction of
Debaltseve for five months, even
though it was slowly being encircled by
Russian-supported separatist units.
Russian President Vladimir Putin used
this as leverage in the ongoing Minsk Il
ceasefire negotiations, which only re-
inforced Ukrainian determination to
hold it. Finally, Russia concentrated
massive artillery strikes and armored
assaults (including the use of T-90
tanks), which finally broke into the
town of Debaltseve. Cut off, the Ukrai-
nian brigade exfiltrated through the
wooded countryside on foot, leaving
behind their heavy equipment and
supplies. Despite this, the brigade was
able to reconstitute a new defensive
line 30 kilometers to the rear because
Russian and separatist forces were un-
able to exploit the success.?

e Lessons for a BCT: Russian forces
were unable to pursue the brigade as
it retreated on foot (slowly and in
winter), even though the Russians
were mechanized. Without heavy
equipment, the brigade was able to
reconstitute itself, form a new line
and deter further attack from the
superior force. This suggests an
inability of the Russian Army to
sustain a pursuit over 30 kilometers
despite time to prepare and resource
the maneuver. This may have been
due to the difficulty of moving
paramilitary units at the same pace
as Russian regular units and an
unwillingness to attempt a follow-on
attack without sufficient paramilitary
presence. This battle also fits the
strategic pattern of last-minute
Russian-led and resourced attacks,
both here and at the preceding
locations. Their objective was to gain
territory and conclude the Minsk Il
negotiations with the most favorable
conditions.

CPT Nic Fiore is a graduate student at
Dartmouth-Tuck University, pursuing a
master’s of business administration de-
gree as part of the Advanced Civil
Schooling Program. Previous assign-
ments include reconnaissance-platoon
leader, 4""Squadron, 2"Cavalry Regi-
ment, Diyala, Iraq; Mobile Gun System
platoon leader, 4" Squadron, 2™ Cav-
alry, Vilseck, Germany; battalion

assistant S-3 (current operations), 4-2
Cav, Kandahar, Afghanistan; battalion
assistant S-3 (plans), 4-2 Cav, Vilseck,
Germany; and tank-company com-
mander, Company C, 2™ Squadron, 12t
Cavalry Regiment, 1° Armored Brigade
Combat Team, 1°t Cavalry Division, Fort
Hood, TX. CPT Fiore’s military schools
include Airborne School, Basic Officer
Leadership Course), Armor Basic Offi-
cer Leadership Course, Combatives Lev-
el 1, Maneuver Captain’s Career
Course, Ranger School and air-assault
school. CPT Fiore holds a bachelor’s of
science degree in civil engineering from
U.S. Military Academy, West Point. CPT
Fiore’s awards include the Bronze Star
and the Meritorious Service Medal. Af-
ter graduation in June, he will return to
the active-duty Army line for major
key-developmental time.

Notes

1“Control,” Field Manual (FM) 3-90-1, Of-
fense and Defense Volume 1: A tactical
mission task that requires the command-
er to maintain physical influence over a
specified area to prevent its use by an en-
emy or to create conditions necessary for
successful friendly operations.

2 “Secure,” FM 3-90-1: A tactical mission
task that involves preventing a unit, facil-
ity or geographical location from being
damaged or destroyed as a result of ene-
my action.

3 “Guard,” FM 3-90-1: A security task to
protect the main force by fighting to gain
time while also observing and reporting
information and preventing enemy
ground observation of and direct fire
against the main body.

4 Dr. Lester W. Grau and Charles K. Bar-
tles, Military Review, Fort Leavenworth,
KS: FMSO, 2016. Pages 49-53 discuss the
formation of BTGs and analyze mission-
command and strategy behind a BTG in-
depth.

°|bid. Pages 20-23 discuss the differences
between contract (volunteer enlisted) sol-
diers and conscript (drafted) soldiers in
the Russian army.

5 Charles Bartles, Military Review, FMSO,
article on the Gerasimov doctrine, http://
usacac.army.mil/CAC2/MilitaryReview/Ar-
chives/English/MilitaryRe-
view_20160228 art009.pdf.

” These videos interview two separatist
commanders on the front line, Motorola
and Givi, and are valuable for observing
Ukrainian separatist organization, equip-
ment and tactics, techniques and proce-
dures: https://youtu.be/xP_ozv0qgXU,
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and https://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=0EriH__M®6AI.

8 Disclaimer: Much of this analysis is my
opinion from “reading between the lines.”
The idea that BTG assets are not used to
protect the guard force comes from read-
ing common Ukrainian narratives along
the lines of “We were guarding our posi-
tion and heard a UAV — all of a sudden the
radios stopped working and we started
receiving artillery fire.” What | never read
or saw was a narrative along the lines of
“Here we are under constant surveillance
— Russian UAVs check on us every day or
so and occasionally direct fire on our po-
sition.” Thus, | conclude that ISR is not
used regularly for routine surveillance but
intentionally to support specific attacks.

9 U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Com-
mand (TRADOC), G-2 ACE Threats, “[TTR]
Report on Russia,” July 2015. The report
describes Russia’s current military and an-
alyzes combat operations in Georgia,
Crimea and Ukraine. The Ukraine section
specifically reports on the battle for Do-
netsk airport.

10 “Deterrence,” Joint Publication 3-0,
Joint Operations: The prevention of ac-
tion by the existence of a credible threat
of unacceptable counteraction and/or be-
lief that the cost of action outweighs the
perceived benefits.

11 “Defeat,” FM 3-90-1: A tactical mission
task that occurs when an enemy force has
temporarily or permanently lost the phys-
ical means or the will to fight. The defeat-
ed force’s commander is unwilling or un-
able to pursue his adopted course of ac-
tion, thereby yielding to the friendly com-
mander’s will, and can no longer interfere
to a significant degree with the actions of
friendly forces. Defeat can result from the
use of force or the threat of its use.

12 A U.S. BCT fields 600 riflemen and 250
armored fighting vehicles compared to
200 and 50 in a Russian BTG. Thus, to de-
stroy a BCT requires destruction of 180
and 75, whereas destruction of 60 and 15
will force a BTG to withdraw and reconsti-
tute.

13 Grau and Bartles discuss the reasons

the Russian Army may return to a divi-
sional structure.

14 Although this data is a year old, it
shows the relative cost of extraction per
barrel of oil in April 2016: http://graphics.
wsj.com/oil-barrel-breakdown/.

15 GEN Gerasimov’s comments were trans-
lated on https://russiandefpolicy.blog/
category/order-of-battle/, referring to a
report on http://militarynews.ru/story.
asp?rid=1&nid=425709.

16 For perspective, as many as 33 BTGs
may have been deployed to Ukraine
(https://burkonews.info/identification-
units-russian-armed-forces-deployed-
fight-eastern-ukraine). If they were all
there simultaneously, deployed linearly
along the 500-kilometer front line, each
BTG would have been responsible for 15
kilometers of front, roughly the same as a
U.S. combined-arms battalion. It is unlike-
ly, however, that all 33 BTGs mentioned
were in the Ukraine theater at the same
time, and it’s also unlikely that all were
simultaneously on the front. If 1/3 of that
force was deployed to the theater, and
2/3 of it was operating with 1/3 in re-
serve, an average BTG would have been
responsible for 60 kilometers of front —
roughly equivalent to a U.S. BCT.

17 Dr. Phillip Karber, Lessons Learned from
the RussoUkrainian War, Potomac Foun-
dation and the Army Capabilities and In-
tegration Center, July 8, 2015. (“Zubrows-
ki’s Raid” is recounted.)

18 Oleg Mysko, UA Press, Sept. 6, 2014,
http://uapress.info/uk/news/
show/37882.

¥ Karber. The 2015 offensive to capture
Mariupol is described.

20 TRADOC, G-2 ACE Threats, “TTR Report
on Russia,” reports on the battle for Do-
netsk airport.

21bid. Discusses cover-and-concealment
lessons learned.

22 Separatist paramilitary commander Givi
leads an attack on the Donetsk airport
and then breaks contact https://youtu.
be/xP_ozv0qgXU.

3 Karber. He describes the Battle of De-
baltseve.

AcroNYM Quick-ScAN

ABCT - armored brigade combat
team

ADA - air-defense artillery

BCT - brigade combat team

BMP -- Boyeva Mashina Pekhoty
BTG - battalion tactical group
(Russian Army)

C2 - command and control

CAM - combined-arms maneuver
CBRN - chemical, biological,
radiological and nuclear (warfare)
COP — common operating picture
EW — electronic warfare

FM - field manual

FMSO - Foreign Military Studies
Office

FoV - field of view (camera)

HE — high explosive (rounds)
HUMINT — human intelligence
IFV — Infantry Fighting Vehicle
IPB — intelligence preparation of the
battlefield

ISR — intelligence, surveillance and
reconnaissance

LoC - line of contact

Medevac — medical evacuation
MLRS — multiple-launch rocket
system

PPE — personal protective
equipment

TAA — tactical-assembly area
TRADOC - (U.S. Army) Training and
Doctrine Command

TTR - target-tracking radar

UAS — unmanned aerial system
UAV — unmanned aerial vehicle
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Strength Punishes, Speed Kills:

the Stryker Weapons Troop at National Training Center

by CPT Jared Wayne

Two historic “firsts” occurred during
decisive-action-training Rotation 15-10
at the National Training Center (NTC),
Fort Irwin, CA, in 2015.

The 1°t Stryker Brigade Combat Team
(SBCT) of 4t Infantry Division became
the first Stryker BCT to achieve a deci-
sive victory at NTC, and its assigned
Troop E, 2" Squadron, 1%t U.S. Cavalry
Regiment, fought as the Army’s first
Stryker weapons troop.

It was not a simple fight because 1
SBCT had to defeat an opposing force
that was skilled and determined with
considerable experience against Stryk-
er organizations. Fortunately, the bri-
gade’s newly formed weapons troop
changed the dynamic by providing the
brigade’s commanders a fast, lethal or-
ganization that was highly flexible and
could be employed using a variety of
methods to achieve or enable domi-
nance at the decisive point.

Eagle Troop activated in April 2015.
Four months later, the troop and 1%
SBCT deployed to NTC. Eagle Troop’s
experience from activation through
validation at NTC is my focus here. |
will briefly discuss weapons-troop the-
ory, organization, scenarios, capabili-
ties and recommendations for in-
creased effectiveness. My conclusions
and observations are influenced by my
time as the Troop E commander, dur-
ing which | led the troop from its con-
solidation with the Stryker anti-armor
company and activation as the weap-
ons troop through the brigade’s home-
station field-training exercise at Pinion
Canyon Maneuver Site (PCMS) and our
validating rotation at NTC.

Historical perspective

The Army’s decision to organize a
Stryker weapons troop in each SBCT
can be traced to our tank and tank-de-
stroyer experiences in the first half of
the 20™ Century. The anti-tank vehicles
(ATVV) and the Mobile Gun System
(MGS) have striking similarities to the
U.S. Army’s World War Il tank destroy-
ers. Troop E explored some of the

anti-armor and tank-destroyer con-
cepts, capitalized on some of the Ar-
my’s experiences and offered some ex-
amples of “a way” to lead, train and
employ the formation.

At the outbreak of World War I, the
U.S. Army watched the massed Ger-
man armor formations decisively de-
feat the Polish and French armies. The
German blitzkrieg’s tremendous suc-
cess in Poland and France convinced
the United States that “the principal
agent of the Allies’ demise had been
the German panzers ... [resulting in] an
exaggerated fear of the tank that over-
looked Allied strategic blunders in
France and obscured the combined-
arms nature of the panzer division.”?
Having defined the anti-armor chal-
lenge as one of massed tank-pure for-
mations, the U.S. Army’s response was,
in part, to create tank-destroyer units
whose sole purpose was the destruc-
tion of massed tank-pure forces. The
Army’s rationale during World War I
for tank destroyers was one of econo-
my.

The rapidly deployable SBCT (relative
to an armored BCT) is equipped with
tube-launched, optically tracked, wire-
guided (TOW) missile-equipped ATVVs
that are light enough to rapidly deploy,
but it lacks the M1 Abrams armor and
tracks. The ATVVs formed the SBCT'’s
anti-armor company and became the
nucleus of the weapons troop.

The MGS arrived in the weapons troop
by a different path. The MGS was not
intended as an anti-heavy armor plat-
form and was assigned to the infantry
companies to support infantry opera-
tions. However, the low platform den-
sity, coupled with the challenges asso-
ciated with having a low-density mili-
tary-occupational specialty in each in-
fantry company, meant that consoli-
dating the MGS fleet and crews in the
cavalry squadron would improve train-
ing and administrative effectiveness.
However, it also meant new tactical
opportunities beyond those for which
the MGS was originally designed.

Much like the tank destroyers of World

War 1l, the ATVV and MGS are heavily
armed, lightly armored and highly ma-
neuverable. They also support the
SBCT’s rapid deployability. The tank-
destroyer experience serves as a pri-
mary backdrop to understand the
weapons troop and can guide our de-
velopment of the formation in a posi-
tive direction.

Tactical employment
theory

Each vehicle platform in the weapons
troop has a unique purpose and must
be considered during task organization
and tactical employment to produce
maximum effects on the enemy while
minimizing losses. To accomplish this
goal, we centered our strategy for em-
ployment of a weapons troop on heavy
exploitation of a potential adversaries’
weaknesses.

Armies train armor crews to identify
threats, prioritize them from most to
least dangerous, and engage accord-
ingly in rapid fashion. To that effect,
the U.S. Army developed principles to
help Soldiers make these assessments,
followed by requiring their mastery
during gunnery. Tank trainers teach
crews to conduct single-target engage-
ments rapidly and deliberately set the
standard for loaders so they can load
tank rounds at the same speed as the
vehicle engages targets. Heavy-ar-
mored vehicles are now also increas-
ingly capable of firing while moving,
using equipment that greatly increases
accuracy. Their gunnery practices also
incorporate more difficult engage-
ments where both the shooter and the
target move.

By comparison, the ATVV can destroy
heavy armor, but it can only fire while
stationary and requires a significantly
longer engagement time relative to its
target. If an opposing tank can accu-
rately engage a point target four times
faster than an ATVV, this means the
ATVV could potentially be destroyed
four times before it has a chance to en-
gage with a single TOW missile against
a target. On the other hand, the MGS
is capable of firing on the move but its

ARMOR =<

Spring 2017



19

105mm main gun and automatic load-
er means that reloading each round
may take twice as long as an opposing
tank. These technical aspects are abso-
lutely critical to consider when em-
ploying a weapons-troop platoon.

With these time standards as a guide,
we developed a strategy that reduced
an enemy’s potential to engage accu-
rately and rapidly. We determined that
the main objective during any weap-
ons-troop engagement was to enable
the ATVVs — not the MGS —to success-
fully engage enemy heavy armor with-
out being destroyed. We accomplished
this by firing single rounds from each
position before displacing since the fir-
ing signature alerts the enemy to its lo-
cation. (There are exceptions that
would permit multiple shots from the
same firing position.) To do that, mul-
tiple alternate battle and firing posi-
tions are necessary. Leaders must also
consider weapon ranges and munition
flight times.

Another option is to use the MGS to
force the enemy to concentrate on
them. Their maneuverability allows
greater survivability than the ATVV.
Also, the engagement of an enemy ve-
hicle’s crew is just as debilitating to the
target as is damage to the platform it-
self and can be conducted at the sec-
tion or platoon level. This engagement
can be coordinated by the weapons-
troop commander. The damage inflict-
ed by an MGS may also be sufficient to
allow the ATVV to engage the target
with less risk. To execute this maneu-
ver, MGSs can engage while rapidly
moving toward or adjacent to the en-
emy. The MGSs can also engage at
close ranges, particularly from the
flank or rear. These maneuvers can be
initiated from multiple positions, pref-
erably reconnoitered in advance.

A third option is to fire volleys in suc-
cession or simultaneously, using mul-
tiple weapons systems. The effect of
these fires either distracts the enemy
from targeting subsequent friendly
shooters, or through the volume of sig-
natures, it obscures which munitions
are the most dangerous to the enemy.
Friendly units can also use cross,
depth, frontal or a mix of the three fire
patterns to increase survivability by
masking or obscuring the types of
weapon systems being fired.

Task organization
Strength through flexibility. The weap-
ons troop’s main strength is its flexibil-
ity; its organization can be configured
to meet a wide range of individual sce-
narios. The brigade commander deter-
mines the weapons troop’s task orga-
nization, using the brigade S-2 section
— with its information-gathering assets
and ability to generate intelligence — to
make the decision. The keys to the
troop’s flexibility are the habitual rela-
tionships between platoons and their
supported units. These relationships
increase the effectiveness of deliber-
ately planned actions as well as en-
abling the troop to hastily re-task-or-
ganize if necessary.

We established external and internal
habitual relationships with Troop E’s
platoons. Figure 1 illustrates the exter-
nal relationships between platoons
and with the infantry battalions and
cavalry troops. We also established re-
lationships between platoons within
the troop. The external relationships
enabled trust, familiarity, improved lo-
gistics support and increased tactical
effectiveness. The internal relation-
ships enabled platoons to “weaponize”
by altering their platoon-internal com-
positions through platform exchange.
There are several task-organization
techniques, each with their own set of
advantages and disadvantages that,
when coupled with habitual relation-
ships, increase the troop’s effective-
ness. They are also not the only task-
organization techniques, but addition-
al options add unit training objectives
with their associated costs.

Methods, scenarios

This section discusses some of the
methodologies and processes used as
well as scenarios that demonstrate
Troop E’s implementation at PCMS and
NTC. The keys to the unit’s success
were flexibility, speed, violence of ac-
tion and an intimate understanding of
the enemy. We focused training on
performing a limited number of basic
collective tasks well and on conducting
leader development that emphasized
situational understanding, comfort
with ambiguity, a willingness to exer-
cise intelligent initiative and creative
problem-solving. Our efforts created a
unit that was very good at a few things,
could confidently and effectively

execute tasks that were not explicitly
trained and had mentally adaptable
leaders who could take advantage of
enemy weaknesses, knowing when and
how to do so.

Engagement-area (EA) template. EA
development is critical to the execu-
tion of the anti-armor mission. Every
EA is also subject to mission, enemy,
terrain, troops available, time and civ-
il considerations (METT-TC) and is
therefore unique. Every EA also re-
quires considerable planning by com-
manders and leaders, but the weapons
troop may find itself in a situation
where it must use a number of EAs
while lacking the time to thoroughly
plan each one. An approach to this
problem involves creating an EA tem-
plate that can be applied to every po-
tential EA. These EAs can then be pri-
oritized, modified and planned to stan-
dard with the time available. The re-
maining EAs can be modified hastily as
conditions permit, including when ac-
tivated, thereby reducing the amount
of communication to subordinates, ad-
jacent units and higher headquarters
by transmitting only information per-
taining to the template modifications.

It is important to note that the weap-
ons troop does not necessarily initiate
an engagement at the leading edge of
the EA. If it does so, it reveals its posi-
tions and exposes the troop to unnec-
essary retaliatory fire, allows the ene-
my to decline to enter the EA or change
its plan or method of attack. If the
weapons troop initiates at a range with
the MGS capabilities in mind, the en-
emy is already committed to the
course of action (CoA) that takes them
through the weapons troop’s EA and
forces them to lose combat power re-
gardless of whether they continue or
abort the attack.

Follow and support a zone reconnais-
sance. One task that the weapons
troop can perform is to follow and sup-
port reconnaissance elements as they
conduct zone reconnaissance. Weap-
ons-troop platoons supporting a caval-
ry troop generally follow a terrain fea-
ture behind their supported elements,
or they move from hide site to hide
site to conceal their presence and pre-
serve the element of surprise when
committed. The rest of the weapons
troop follows behind the
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Figure 1. Task organization. (Graphic by CPT Jared Wayne)
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Figure 2. Follow and support a zone reconnaissance. (Graphic developed by CPT Jared Wayne for Army Technical Publica-
tion (ATP) 3-21.91, SBCT Weapons Troop)

weapons-troop platoons attached to
cavalry troops, using positions that en-
able rapid movement to support the
cavalry troop if their assigned weap-
ons-troop platoon encounters a threat
that exceeds its capability to destroy
quickly. This method allows reconnais-
sance elements to remain concealed to
facilitate the continuance of the recon-
naissance mission while providing
more lethality to destroy enemy forc-
es.

As described in Figure 2, weapons-
troop platoons follow their assigned
cavalry troop. They occupy hide sites
along the axis of attack to conceal
themselves. Once the supported re-
connaissance units make contact with
an enemy force, the cavalry-troop
commander decides whether to em-
ploy his attached weapons-troop pla-
toon. Depending on the enemy’s com-
position, the weapons troop can com-
mit elements to support an attached
weapons-troop platoon.

This method allows the destruction of
enemy forces while preserving the

weapons-troop platoons’ combat pow-
er to the greatest extent possible.
However, METT-TC conditions and the
higher headquarters’ guidance will dic-
tate the degree of acceptability for lost
combat power, which may mean re-en-
gaging from the same positions. In
practice, weapons-troop leaders must
be comfortable with dynamic tactical
conditions that affect position place-
ment but also require the troop to rap-
idly change missions.

Guard. The weapons troop destroys
enemy reconnaissance forces in sup-
port of a screen line in much the same
way as it does while supporting a zone
reconnaissance. The primary differ-
ence is that the operation is defensive
rather than offensive. The key compo-
nents of success are to remain con-
cealed from the enemy except when
engaging targets, use covered and con-
cealed routes to and from friendly EAs
and associated battle positions (BPs),
and ensure the battle handover from
the forward reconnaissance units to
platoons in support of a cavalry troop
and the weapons troop that are

supporting the cavalry squadron or
troop.

As illustrated in Figure 3, a cavalry
troop is supported by a weapons-troop
platoon, with the remaining weapons
troop supporting the squadron. Both
the larger weapons troop and its pla-
toon attached to the cavalry troop are
in separate hide sites, and the cavalry
troop is deployed in depth on its
screen line. Engagements occur based
on the identified enemy’s composition
and disposition to maximize enemy ca-
sualties while minimizing target over-
kill.

Defend. More complex than support-
ing screen-line operations, a defense
requires significant planning by the
weapons-troop commander and his/
her higher headquarters. A defense
can be conducted at one or multiple
locations, and it’s limited primarily by
the weapons-troop commander’s abil-
ity to mission command the operations
and by the disposition of the SBCT’s
defense. Depicted in Figure 4, the
weapons troop has been tasked to
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Figure 3. Guard. (Graphic developed by CPT Jared Wayne for ATP 3-21.91)

defeat an enemy’s mechanized pene-
tration of the SBCT defense.

The weapons troop initially conducts a
defense in depth using multiple EAs.
This plan supports the mobility advan-
tage of the Stryker platform and slows
the enemy’s rate of march. By trading
space for time, the weapons troop can
inflict casualties with multiple volleys
using several EAs while preserving its
combat power. However, once clear of
the SBCT’s primary defensive positions,
a counterattack becomes a possible
CoA.

Attack. The weapons troop also has
the ability to conduct offensive opera-
tions. It attacks using two primary
methods: a flank attack or a penetra-
tion. The flank attack is the preferred
method because it uses an assailable
enemy flank and allows the weapons
troop to maintain its ability to maneu-
ver. Any attack, such as a turning
movement, where the weapons troop
engages from a static position is less
preferred because it fixes the troop
once it occupies its primary BP. It also
exposes the troop to enemy indirect
fires and aviation assets.

Conduct a task-organized attack. To
conduct a task-organized attack, heavy
armor, infantry or reconnaissance units
must be attached to the weapons
troop. These capabilities enable the
weapons troop to conduct a penetra-
tion and keep the passage lane open if
necessary. A penetration can also allow
a raid that disrupts enemy operations
in depth, seizes key terrain that en-
ables another unit’s attack or diverts
the enemy’s attention from the loca-
tion of the main effort. It can also be
used to destroy critical enemy support
units, mission-command nodes or in-
direct-fire assets. However, like other
deliberate or special-purpose attacks,
they require a significant commitment
of reconnaissance assets to provide
the necessary enabling combat infor-
mation. Each has risks.

An example of a task-organized attack
is included in Figure 5. This particular
attack was a spoiling attack planned for
Troop E at NTC, and it included two
weaponized platoons (two ATVV and
two MGS), a tank platoon and a Stryk-
er scout platoon. The troop’s mission
was to destroy the opposing force’s

indirect-fire assets, logistics-support
vehicles (Class Ill and Class V in partic-
ular) and mission-command nodes.
The attack was conducted at night in
less than 5 percent illumination, and it
was heavily supported by aerial recon-
naissance.

The plan used the scout platoon to lo-
cate enemy units in the vicinity of the
western entrance to Hidden Valley and
destroy them with the tank platoon to
allow the weapons-troop platoons to
penetrate the enemy’s line. The tank
and scout platoons then occupied a
position overlooking the central corri-
dor and engaged the enemy, compel-
ling a response in force. This diversion
enabled the weapons-troop platoons
to move east and destroy the logistics,
fires and mission-command nodes
identified by aerial reconnaissance.
Once complete, the weapons-troop
platoons exfiltrated using the route se-
cured by the tank and scout platoons.

The weapons troop’s ability to rapidly
move and maneuver was critical to the
unit’s successful employment. It al-
lowed the troop to engage, disengage
and re-engage on favorable terms. This
increased lethality and preserved com-
bat power. However, sustainment and
mission command also contributed sig-
nificantly to Troop E’s success.

Sustainment

Sustaining the weapons troop is chal-
lenging. Our experience had three re-
curring difficulties:

e Understanding and forecasting
requirements;

¢ Casualty evacuation; and

e Maintenance.

By the time of our NTC rotation, the
brigade-support battalion, cavalry
squadron and brigade headquarters
became very adept at supporting the
weapons troop. Our keys to successful-
ly overcoming the challenges lay in
predicting requirements, flexible plans,
expertise and resources as far forward
as possible. Then we had to communi-
cate the requirements and capabilities
to supported units. These keys facili-
tated planning and reduced the fre-
qguency and severity of reactive sus-
tainment.
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Mission command
Weapons-troop mission command can
be challenging as well. Our goal was to
rapidly achieve subordinate under-
standing of a situation and a leader’s
intent, and do so under combat condi-
tions. In our experience, we found
some techniques to be particularly
helpful: doctrinal understanding, suc-
cinct orders using truly useful tem-
plates and formats, graphics standard
operating procedures, battle drills and
aggressive use of parallel planning at
echelon.

Influencing the enemy’s command
and control (C2). At NTC, the weapons
troop made a deliberate decision to
degrade the enemy’s C2 system. Re-
ducing their ability to react to our ac-
tions increased our lethality and sur-
vivability.

Our plan inflicted significant casualties
on the enemy early in the rotation. We
did this through careful planning and
violent execution, accepting greater
amounts of risk initially if it yielded
considerably more damage to the en-
emy. In some cases, we even dismount-
ed and destroyed enemy vehicles that
failed to locally secure themselves. The
confidence boost to our formation —
coupled with the corresponding in-
creased frustration in the opposing
force — helped set the tone for the ro-
tation. It also convinced the opposing
force of our lethality and capability.
This allowed us time to use other as-
sets (such as indirect fire and aviation)
to affect the enemy operations that at-
tempted to fix or outmaneuver us.

When we executed a hasty defense in
depth, our aggression also encouraged
the enemy to overextend by having an
element execute a retrograde. The ad-
vancing enemy was drawn into an EA
overwatched by the weapons troop or
another weapons-troop platoon, and
was rapidly destroyed to prevent the
communication of critical information
to their higher headquarters.

The destruction of the enemy’s observ-
ers and reconnaissance elements re-
duced the enemy’s situational aware-
ness and ability to execute operations.
It therefore slowed the speed of ene-
my decisions. Also, it allowed us to in-
fluence their observations. For exam-
ple, prior to destroying an enemy scout
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Figure 4. Defend. (Graphic developed by CPT Jared Wayne for ATP 3-21.91)

section, we might present the troop’s
guidon or additional forces to the ob-
server and simulate an enduring pres-
ence. Once the observer was de-
stroyed, we would rapidly move the
troop to either exploit an enemy coun-
terattack or move to another cavalry-
troop sector in anticipation of an ene-
my response there. By doing so, any
enemy retaliatory action was often
against unoccupied terrain, and it
sometimes unnecessarily revealed ad-
ditional enemy forces that we could
destroy.

We also presented multiple troop-lev-
el signatures in rapid succession when
and where possible. The foundation of
this strategy was the attachment of
weapons-troop platoons to each cav-
alry troop, thus increasing the difficul-
ty of determining whether the weap-
ons-troop elements in the

cavalry-troop sector were a platoon or
the entire troop. This generated mul-
tiple reports from several enemy ob-
servers with seemingly conflicting in-
formation. Even if the enemy analyzed
the reports correctly, determining the
chronology of the weapons troop’s ac-
tual actions and its current disposition
was a difficult task. These actions al-
lowed us to convince the enemy we
were in a location of our choosing
while simultaneously concealing our
actual location. In several cases, the
enemy committed forces to destroy
the weapons troop at the false loca-
tion, in turn allowing us to achieve sur-
prise and engage on advantageous
terms, inflicting considerable casual-
ties.

Conclusion

The weapons troop’s strengths are
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Figure 5. Task-organized attack. (Graphic by CPT Jared Wayne)

flexibility and speed. The unit can be
task-organized to meet specific force
requirements across the brigade, fur-
ther enabled by habitual relationships.
The weapons troop can also be com-
mitted at a location and time of a com-
mander’s choosing, optimizing the

conditions under which the unit will
fight. It can also be used to provide an-
ti-armor capabilities across the bri-
gade’s area of operations, thus provid-
ing options for battalion- and compa-
ny-level commanders. The most impor-
tant asset is the unit’s speed that

Figure 6. Soldiers of 15t SBCT, 4* Infantry Division, tactically move a Stryker
over the Mojave Desert during Decisive Action Rotation 15-10 at NTC, Fort Ir-
win, CA, Sept. 24, 2015. (Photo by SGT William Howard)

allows it to rapidly relocate and reor-
ganize to adapt to changing conditions.

Of course, the weapons troop’s flexibil-
ity is only as good as the intelligence
driving the decisions on where, when
and how to employ it. The weapons-
troop commander is an important part
of the intelligence flow within the bri-
gade. He/she must be able to outthink
the enemy and exploit the enemy’s
weaknesses — ruthlessly. When en-
gaged with enemy heavy armor, every
shot counts, and every vehicle protect-
ed to continue the fight is significant.

Take-away

The weapons troop is capable of influ-
encing the battlefield in a far greater
way than its modified table of organi-
zation and equipment might suggest.
Much like the Army’s World War Il tank
destroyers, the weapons troop’s
strength in flexibility allows it to miti-
gate the advantages an enemy may
have via its heavy armor. The weapons
troop can also support reconnaissance
and security, plus offensive and defen-
sive tasks. It can even conduct its own
offensive and defensive missions if
properly task-organized. Employed cor-
rectly, the weapons troop is a formida-
ble organization for the brigade and
any unit that it supports.

CPT Jared Wayne is a doctrine writer
for the Maneuver Center of Excellence’s
SBCT Doctrine Branch. Previous assign-
ments include commanding the first
Stryker weapons troop (Troop E (weap-
ons), 2" Squadron, 1t Cavalry Regi-
ment, 1%t SBCT, 4% Infantry Division,
Fort Carson, CO); commander, Compa-
ny C (infantry), 4 Battalion, 9" Infan-
try Regiment, 1%t SBCT, 4% Infantry Di-
vision, Fort Carson; commander, Com-
pany C (armor), 1%t Battalion, 22" In-
fantry Regiment, 1%t Armored BCT, 4t
Infantry Division, Fort Carson; observ-
er/coach/trainer, Task Force 3, Opera-
tions Group, Joint Readiness Training
Center, Fort Polk, LA; and scout-platoon
leader/troop executive officer, 1%
Squadron, 9" Cavalry Regiment, 4™ Ar-
mored BCT, 1% Cavalry Division, Fort
Hood, TX. His military schools include
Jumpmaster School, Airborne School,
Air-Assault School, Infantry Mortar
Leader’s Course, Observer/Coach/
Trainer Academy, Maneuver Captain’s
Career Course and the Armor Officer
Basic Course. CPT Wayne has a
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bachelor’s of science degree in political
science from the U.S. Military Academy
at West Point.

A related article is available on-line at
https://army.deps.mil/army/sites/
StrykerNet/Main/Weapons%20
Troop%20Paper%20(20170223)%20(Fi-
nal).pdf. Note: A Department of

Defense Common Access Card is re-
quired to access the article.

Notes

1 Christopher R. Gabel, “Seek, Strike and
Destroy: U.S. Army Tank Destroyer Doc-
trine in World War Il,” Leavenworth Pa-
pers No. 12, Combat Studies Institute,
U.S. Army Command and General Staff
College, Fort Leavenworth, KS, 1985.

AcrRONYM QuiCcK-ScAN

ATGM - anti-tank guided missile
ATP - Army technical publication
ATVV - anti-tank vehicle

BCT - brigade combat team

BP - battle position

C2 — command and control
CATK - counterattack

CoA - course of action

EA — engagement area

LD - line of departure

LoA - limit of advance

METT-TC — mission, enemy, terrain,
troops available, time, civil
considerations

MGS — Mobile Gun System

NAI — named area of interest
NTC - National Training Center
PCMS - Pinion Canyon Maneuver
Site

PL - phase line

SBCT - Stryker brigade combat
team

TAA - tactical-assembly area
TAC - tactical-actions center
TOW - tube-launched, optically
tracked, wire-guided

Armor School Book Offers Free
Professional Development to Individuals, Units

Students from Armor Basic Officer Leader’s Course practice tank gunnery at
the Digital Multi-Purpose Range Complex, Fort Benning, GA. The course, ad-
ministered by 2" Squadron, 16" Cavalry Regiment, trains Armor Branch lieu-
tenants to provide the Army, Marine Corps and allied nations with armor of-
ficers capable of conducting unified land operations as part of a combined-
arms team. (Photo by Patrick A. Albright)

Armor in Battle: Special Edition for
the Armored Force 75 Anniversa-
ry offers examples of the tactical
employment of armored combat or-
ganizations from the interwar years
through Operation Iragi Freedom.

Based on first-person accounts, af-
ter-action reports, interviews, spe-
cial studies and other source mate-
rial, this book also includes sections
devoted to the early development
of armor, including the full text of
the orders that established the Ar-
mored Force. The material readily
supports professional development
at platoon, company and battalion
levels.

Armor in Battle can be ordered di-
rectly from the Army Publishing Di-
rectorate by providing the title and
PIN number (106431-000) to either
(703) 614-3727 or usarmy.penta-
gon.hgda-apd.mbx.customer-ser-
vice@mail.mil.

There is no cost to military organi-
zations.
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Bringing the Future Back to Combat Systems:
Recognizing the Need for a New Main Battle Tank

by MAJ Michael J. Trujillo

The Army’s current stagnation with de-
veloping a fully capable and modern
armored-combat platform to replace
the aging M1 Abrams main battle tank
(MBT) promises to degrade our ability
to deploy, fight and win our nation’s
wars on the future battlefield. With po-
tential and realized adversaries devel-
oping and purchasing modern combat
systems that may outmatch our ar-
mored fleet, the Army must reinvigo-
rate a more realistic version of the Fu-
ture Combat Systems (FCS) initiative,
focusing first on the development and
fielding of a new MBT.

History is cyclical; just as the genesis
for the development of the M1 Abrams
was in response to what was then

Manned Systems

po

Infantry |

Carrier
Vehicle

Recon

Mounted Combat Surveill

Soviet-era tank developments during
the Cold War, we again find ourselves
in a race to field the most capable, le-
thal and deployable platform ahead of
our competitors/adversaries. The de-
velopment of a new MBT does not,
however, require a “blank sheet” way
ahead. The intellectual capital, infra-
structure and pre-existing require-
ments already live in the archives of
the Army’s cancelled initiative to
achieve what GEN Eric Shinseki, former
Chief of Staff of the U.S. Army (CSA),
called “the objective force.”*

FCS

In October 1999, GEN Shinseki began
the path that would lead the U.S. Army,
Department of Defense and acquisition
community down a 10-year,
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multi-billion-dollar stretch to a vision
that completely reorganized and trans-
formed the U.S. Army. GEN Shinseki’s
vision involved achieving “the objec-
tive force.” The objective-force trans-
formation promised to create a family
of vehicles (FoV) and systems that
would increase the Army’s lethality,
decrease force build-up timelines and
decisively execute cross-domain fires
through a highly effective and integrat-
ed communications system.

GEN Shinseki envisioned a highly capa-
ble land force capable of deploying a
brigade in four days, a division in five
days and five divisions in 30 days.? In
addition to the 14 combat and combat-
support platforms, the plan called for
both manned and unmanned systems
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Figure 1. The 18+1+1 FCS systems. (From Lessons from the Army’s Future Combat Systems Program, Figure 1.1, pub-
lished by the RAND Corporation, 2012. Original source: RAND Corporation. Copyright 2012 by the RAND Corporation, San-

ta Monica, CA; reprinted with permission.)
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as a part of what would become FCS.
The FCS concept included the XM1202
Mounted Combat System meant to re-
place the M1 Abrams MBT.

Arguably, the path to cancellation and
divestiture of the FCS program began
in June 2003. As GEN Shinseki left his
position as CSA and the realities of two
prolonged counterinsurgency (COIN)
campaigns began to surface, the ele-
ments of the original FCS concept be-
gan to shift and change in response to
the Army’s increased commitment to
COIN operations. The Army quickly re-
alized emphasis on the FCS redesign
was in many ways counterproductive
to the COIN fight save for a few tech-
nologies like communications and in-
telligence, surveillance and reconnais-
sance, which were not only relevant
but necessary in the COIN fight.

Also, program requirements for the
FCS initiative became more and more
unrealistic — namely weight and size re-
guirements of the FCS FoV. Demon-
strating a desire to be more agile and
lean as a land force (an ostensible
“have to have” in the face of the de-
mands of urban warfare), program de-
velopers became obsessed with weight
and dimension requirements for the
FCS FoV. The requirements, or what
one developer called “desirements,”?
became so ridiculous that an initiative
to deliver the FCS vehicles directly to
the main battle area (or close fight)
levied yet another new requirement
for the development of a Vertical Take-
off and Landing Aircraft capable of lift-
ing, transporting and delivering a
ground-combat vehicle.

Further, a weight restriction of 20 tons
(roughly 50 tons lighter than the com-
bat-ready M1 Abrams MBT) related di-
rectly to the maximum cargo capacity
of the Air Force’s C-130 aircraft. Pro-
gram developers later admitted that
the C-130 transport requirement
wasn’t related to deployment or force-
buildup requirements, but was more of
a “forcing function” to decrease the
weight of the FCS platforms.*

The aforementioned data points dem-
onstrate a mere sampling of the many
causes of the failure and cancellation
of the FCS program. In addition to un-
realistic weight requirements, the Ar-
my’s commitment to Operation Iraqi

Freedom (OIF) and Operation Enduring
Freedom (OEF) forced the Defense De-
partment to tap developing technolo-
gies or “spin outs” in support of the
wars in Irag and Afghanistan. This sub-
tracted several technologies from the
FCS program to “spin out” and answer
the operational needs of OIF/OEF. Al-
though this move by the Defense De-
partment was appropriate and neces-
sary, it diluted the perceptive need to
continue development of the FCS pro-
gram, and it mortgaged the Army’s
ability to fight and win in major com-
bat on future battlefields.

Familiar threat,

familiar need

In the late 1960s and early 1970s, the
Soviet Union executed an aggressive
armor-development program. The
United States’ response to this devel-
opmental threat equaled acknowl-
edgement that the M48 and M60 se-
ries tanks, “while equal to or better in
some ways than many Soviet designed
and built [MBTs], would never be able
to overcome the large imbalance in
numbers between the American and
Soviet tank fleets.”® As an army, we be-
gan development of what was to be-
come the world’s most lethal war plat-
form, the M1 Abrams tank. During a
nearly 15-year development timeline,
the M1 arrived in armor formations in
the early 1980s and began its life as
the Army’s decisive combat arm. In Op-
eration Desert Storm, combined with
the mobility and flexibility of the M2
Bradley Fighting Vehicle (BFV), the M1
proved its worth by outmatching
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Figure 2. Russia’s T-14 Armata MBT.

Russian-built T-72 tanks on the battle-
fields of Iraqg.

During the 26 years since the end of
Operation Desert Storm, we remember
with great nostalgia and pride the ef-
fectiveness and lethality of the M1
Abrams MBT. Fortunately, the cyclical
nature of warfare once again places us
in a position of opportunity to recog-
nize the need for a new decisive com-
bat arm. The Soviet Union is gone, but
Russia’s desire to regain its place on
the geostrategic stage is demonstrated
by its weapons-development pro-
grams, including the T-14 Armata. The
Armata program closely mirrors that of
FCS; it only increases the FoV fleet to
28 platforms, with its champion as the
T-14 MBT.

Russian defense-media outlets cap-
tured through open-source means ad-
vertise various capabilities of the T-14
MBT, such as a 125mm main gun, and
active-protection systems capable of
defeating kinetic-energy weapons and
anti-tank guided missiles (at any angle
of attack). Furthermore, Russia’s de-
fense-media campaign makes claims of
“composite armor protection up to
1,200-1,400 millimeters for shaped
shells and 1,000-1,100 millimeters for
armor-piercing sub-caliber shells.”®
Also, Russian defense developers have
a fantastic advantage over the United
States by simply seizing the opportuni-
ties to apply lessons-learned from the
conflicts in eastern Ukraine and Syria.

President Donald Trump’s new nation-
al security adviser and celebrated
member of the U.S. Army Armor
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community, LTG H.R. McMaster,
summed it up best when he said, “Rus-
sians have superior artillery firepower,
better combat vehicles ... should U.S.
forces find themselves in a land war
with Russia, they would be in for a
rude, cold awakening.””

Renewed focus

As previously mentioned, the last re-
placement program for an American
MBT began in the late 1960s, and it
didn’t field a finalized platform to the
force until the early 1980s. Although
recent information tells us that the M1
MBT series promises to last through
the 2030s with continued upgrades,
we must recognize that a replacement
program that uses the latest material
composites for armored protection
and modern technology for active-pro-
tection systems is the most prescient
manner to prepare for the combat en-
vironment of the future.

Furthermore, one could easily argue
that with the Army’s renewed focus on
unified land operations — specifically
the ability to fight and win in the of-
fense and defense — our defense appa-
ratus is in a better position both ideo-
logically and operationally than we
were during the global war on terror-
ism as it relates to development of a
new MBT.

Way ahead

Any resurrection of the FCS program,
specifically the development of a new
MBT, must offer a decrease of the fan-
tasy that once was FCS and an increase
in the reality of our operating environ-
ment. Weight and platform movement
(intercontinental sea or air lift) must
serve as considerations, not debilitat-
ing constraints. The current weight of
the M1 Abrams MBT (roughly 70 tons)
does offer significant limitations to ex-
peditionary capability, so any replace-
ment systems should aim to correct
that issue.

We must, however, acknowledge the
reality of our situation as a land power.
In contrast to potential adversaries
(Russia) or competitor nations (China),
our design must continually recognize
the need for intercontinental deploy-
ment while balancing, not wishing
away, the natural constraints of an
MBT’s weight. The requirement to stra-
tegically lift large formations of

combat power to battlefields far away
from the homeland is a constraint we
have to endure.

New main gun needed
Development of a new MBT must in-
clude a larger main gun. With full ac-
knowledgement that a larger-caliber
main gun yields heavier ammunition,
development teams should prioritize
kinetic killing power while balancing
weight and protection requirements.
Russia, our main threat topic, aims to
extend its tactical reach through long-
range weapon systems at both the op-
erational and tactical (as evident by
the integration of a 125mm main gun)
level. Developers should seek oppor-
tunities to leverage the highly effective
targeting capabilities of the M1A2 Sys-
tem Enhancement Program V4 to ex-
tend the range and lethality of our new
MBT’s main armament.

Development of command, control,
communications, computers and intel-
ligence (C4l) capabilities for the re-
placement MBT should integrate into
pre-existing and joint communications
architecture. Furthermore, cross-do-
main fires for the replacement plat-
form must be at the forefront of the in-
tegration of any C4l capability just as
in the original FCS design. Again, this
effort should not involve building the
airplane while it’s flying. Developers
should be able to tap into pre-estab-
lished lessons-learned and planning
horizons to greatly reduce develop-
ment and fielding timelines.

Finally, Army Battle Command System
integration and improvement must
consider the potential for cyber intru-
sion. The potential for cyberattacks
that aim to disrupt and degrade Global
Positioning Systems is very real; it must
be considered for any replacement
combat platform.

Concept to fielding

The original model for FCS fielding
called for a brigade combat team (BCT)
at a time. This is, of course, a sound
and logical way to integrate a new ar-
mored platform into our combined-
arms battalions. However, the logical
starting point is to identify a test bri-
gade housed under 1% Armored Divi-
sion. The vast training areas provided
at Fort Bliss, TX, and the inherent ar-
mored-warfare expertise within the

division offer the opportunity to test,
refine and field a replacement MBT.

The integration of the new MBT into a
test armored BCT addresses testing
and validation of what will become
several hundred conditions required
for fieldling the next generation’s MBT.
Furthermore, fielding horizons should
be realistic but not ridiculous or
rushed. As mentioned earlier, the field-
ing timeline for the M48/M60’s re-
placement, the M1 Abrams, took near-
ly 15 years from concept to fielding.
We’ve already established lessons-
learned from two programs (M1, FCS)
to mitigate the repeated failures or de-
lays of the past.

With FCS cancellation fees of $350 mil-
lion® fresh on our minds, we must com-
mit to development of this platform
and avoid shiny-object distractions
such as current operational needs that
will disabuse us from preparing to win
on future battlefields. Simply put: de-
crease unrealistic requirements in the
short term with a focus on the devel-
opment of a new MBT, and in the mid-
to longer term, identify the opportuni-
ty to develop a new mechanized Infan-
try Fighting Vehicle to replace the BFV.
Keep it simple, keep it realistic and
win.

Conclusion

As the world’s premier land power and
decisive operation for the joint force,
the U.S. Army’s preparation for the
next war must include development of
an MBT that directly addresses the
warfighting capabilities of our near-
peer adversaries, both potential and
realized. The cancellation of the FCS
program was an unfortunate, albeit
necessary, measure to enable the con-
tinued fights in Irag and Afghanistan.
With that said, we are in a position
now to focus on the next war.

The development of the M1 Abrams
occurred in direct response to the de-
velopment of what was then improved
Soviet armor. The swift and decisive
victory on the battlefields of Iraq dur-
ing Operation Desert Storm provided
our proof of concept for the Abrams.
We cannot, however, become en-
trenched in past successes, creating di-
minished returns in our current armor
capability. We must again recognize
the need for a replacement platform
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that prepares our Army to win on the
battlefields of tomorrow.

Our Army is in a position to enjoy an
unprecedented advantage, the likes of
which we may not see again; volumes
of lessons-learned from not one, but
two, programs that aimed to increase
the lethality of American armor. Resur-
rect the MBT portion of the FCS pro-
gram and look ahead to the develop-
ment of other combat vehicles so we
are ready to win the next war.
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by LTC Christopher S. Mahaffey, MAJ
John W. Denney and 1LT Victoria C. Hulm

The Army Operational Concept charges
U.S. Army forces to “engage regionally
to ensure interoperability, build rela-
tionships based on common interests,
enhance situational awareness, assure
partners and deter adversaries.”! Since
then, that policy has been implement-
ed as regionally aligned forces (RAF).

The 5% Squadron, 7™ Cavalry, partici-
pated in RAF — along with the rest of
1st Armored Brigade Combat Team
(ABCT), 3rd Infantry Division — in Eu-
rope during three three- to six-month
rotations to several European nations,
often as the only U.S. element in-coun-
try. Each nation posed a different set
of challenges and circumstances in
building interoperability, assurance
and deterrence, which demanded
greater conceptual development than
is usual during the military decision-
making process (MDMP).

During the squadron’s latest rotation
to Hungary, 5-7 Cav found that the
Army Design Methodology (ADM) was
helpful for coalescing the complexity
and ambiguity of a regional environ-
ment into feasible operational objec-
tives possible for a battalion-level staff
to conduct with some modification.

ADM was also worthwhile for the focus
and synergy produced among com-
manders and staff despite challenges
to effective evaluation and assess-
ment.

We will explore the practical applica-
tion and limitations of ADM in hopes
of providing a guide or inspiration to
other regionally allocated battalions.

Background

Before describing what 5-7 Cav did, it’s
important to show why ADM was used
in the first place, to describe briefly
what it is and to illuminate the chal-
lenges impeding battalion-level appli-
cation of ADM.

Army Technical Publication (ATP) 5-0.1,
Army Design Methodology, provides a
helpful section devoted entirely to
when to employ ADM. The ATP states,
“When problems are hard to identify
or the operation’s endstate is unclear,
commanders may initiate ADM before
the headquarters engages in detailed
planning.”? Those conditions applied
for 5-7 Cav; its mission in Europe was
“Task Force 5-7 Cav conducts unified
land operations as part of the [RAF]
mission from March 28 to Sept. 14 to
improve U.S./North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization (NATO) force-training readi-
ness, promote regional stability and

-..,-...

"fﬂr the

security, strengthen the NATO alliance
and foster trust while improving in-
teroperability with the multinational
forces.”

The broad mission statement provided
a multitude of unanswered questions
that required clarification before de-
tailed planning as part of MDMP could
begin. What elements of training read-
iness could 5-7 Cav feasibly improve
while in Hungary for ourselves and for
our Hungarian allies? What is the state
of U.S.-Hungarian relations within the
framework of the NATO alliance, and
how can 5-7 Cav affect relations posi-
tively? Evidently, even at battalion lev-
el, conceptual planning was necessary
for effective detailed planning.

Within the context of RAF, this should
not be surprising. The brigade com-
manded forces distributed among nine
countries, each with different cultures,
security relationships and actors. The
brigade staff did not have the time or
personnel to tailor a specific mission
for each battalion, so it relied upon the
battalions’ disciplined initiative to act
within the commander’s intent accord-
ing to the situation’s specific needs and
opportunities.

While 5-7 Cav and 1%t ABCT faced these
challenges in Europe, a Strategic
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Studies Institute paper articulated a
similar challenge in Africa: “[T]he 2™
Brigade, 1% Infantry Division, Soldiers
supporting operations in Mali are
2,000 miles from U.S. Army Africa
headquarters. The dispersed nature of
RAF missions and relatively few com-
munications enablers necessitate an
exceedingly clear understanding of
commander’s intent. When facing un-
foreseen circumstances far from au-
thority with little supervision, Soldiers
must successfully exercise initiative to
complete the mission in accordance
with the commander’s intent.”?

The 5-7 Cav used ADM to develop the
“exceedingly clear understanding of
commander’s intent” that 2" Brigade,
1*t Infantry Division, had identified and
to determine the right areas in which
to apply initiative.

Conceptual planning as part of ADM
focuses on what to do and why do it
rather than how to do it. The latter
comes in detailed planning once
“what” and “why” have been an-
swered. ADM applies “critical and cre-
ative thinking to understand, visualize
and describe unfamiliar problems and
approaches to solving them”* and is
followed by MDMP to develop a spe-
cific course of action and produce an
order.

ADM proceeds through three stages of
“framing.” The first focuses on the op-
erational environment, particularly the
current state and the desired endstate
upon conclusion of an operation. Sec-
ond, framing the problem identifies
the differences between the trajectory
of the current state and the desired
endstate, identified as tensions, which
in turn coalesce into “a set of interre-
lated problems.” Finally, the command-
er details the operational approach, in-
cluding broad actions and the means
to solve identified problems as part of
framing the solution.

Doctrinally, each of these frames
would include a narrative and visual
model developed by a collaborative
and diverse team of staff, with input
from the commander.® A variety of fac-
tors normally deters battalion-level or-
ganizations from pursuing this process
and, indeed, prevented 5-7 Cav from
applying ADM as it is doctrinally de-
scribed.

Battalion-level challenges
Time and personnel are foremost
among the challenges to applying ADM
at battalion level. ATP 5-0.1 recom-
mends distributing conceptual and de-
tailed planning either in time by con-
ducting one step, then another, or
among groups of people by having a
planning team for each that collabo-
rates regularly.® The 5-7 Cav, like many
battalions, did not have the luxury of
either.

The squadron entered Hungary follow-
ing a combat-training center rotation
and a major multinational exercise in
Poland. Both events consumed 5-7
Cav’s staff functions and prevented ef-
fective long-range planning. Limited
planning conferences before arriving in
Hungary also inhibited a shared under-
standing of the constraints and limita-
tions before the unit actually arrived.
In-country, the staff had two subject-
matter experts (SME) — an officer in
charge (OIC) and a noncommissioned
officer in charge (NCOIC) —in each spe-
cialty-staff section (S-1, S-2, S-4 and
fires). There were four SMEs in opera-
tions (the S-3 and his/her assistants).
One of the experts per staff section
was usually engaged in current opera-
tions at any given time, leaving a small
contingent focused on planning; this
small group could not easily be further
divided between conceptual and de-
tailed planning.

Impact of education level
The difference in education between a
battalion-level staff and the brigade-
and higher-level staffs who normally
execute ADM is also notable. Battalion
staffs have only three field-grade offi-
cers who are formally educated in
ADM as part of intermediate-level ed-
ucation and have probably applied
ADM as part of a higher staff: the ex-
ecutive officer, S-3 and commander.
Most battalions have a handful of post-
career-course captains who have re-
ceived cursory education on ADM but
who have no practical experience. Bri-
gade and higher staffs, on the other
hand, have greater numbers of field-
grade officers who can bring experi-
ence and expertise. In contrast, execu-
tive officers and S-3s on battalion staffs
who execute ADM must educate most
of their subordinates about what ADM
is before planning can begin.

The 5-7 Cav’s response to these limita-
tions on personnel, time and education
was to start the process with heavy
commander input to give the staff
greater direction initially and then pro-
ceed with a more structured version of
ADM, which achieved the collabora-
tion, creativity and criticality necessary
but largely eschewed onerous narra-
tives and visual models.

The commander’s input to ADM jump-
started the staff to get them moving
forward on the three frames of ADM.
At the squadron level, the commander
must drive the operations process us-
ing his/her experience to focus the
staff.

The following paragraphs cover that
jump-start and follow each frame se-
quentially before addressing how 5-7
Cav approached reframing and assess-

ing.

Jump-starting ADM

The 5-7 Cav’s commander defined for
the staff the broad operational ap-
proach, which was adapted from the
vision he had articulated upon taking
command a year earlier. This opera-
tional approach identified four lines of
effort (LoE), endstates for those LoEs
and sample activities for each line (Fig-
ure 1). Critically, only one of the iden-
tified LoEs actually related to the ex-
pressed mission of 5-7 Cav in Europe,
“win!” The other three LoEs reflected
broader goals that extended beyond
RAF. The commander was in the best
position to know and articulate those
goals.

Portions of the squadron had rotated
back and forth to Europe two times
during the past year, never spending
more than three months at home sta-
tion. The 5-7 Cav had already spent
three months in Europe upon arrival in
Hungary. Adequately stewarding mo-
rale and personnel readiness as part of
the “take care of troopers” LoE was
necessary to maintain a capable force.

Similarly, the “train hard and develop
leaders” LoE reflected 5-7 Cav’s next
mission at the National Training Center
(NTC), which would begin only six
months after returning from Europe.
The very limited time at home station
to execute a full training progression
meant the squadron needed to
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Take care of troopers (yourself and others)

Activities: personnel readiness, PT, MRT, safety, “Not in My Squad,” counseling, FRG, SHARP,

EOQ, esprit de corps, intervention, PHA, dental, MEB, etc.

Take care of your equipment

Activities: maintenance, motor stables, services, property accountability, OCIE accountability,

physical security

Train hard and develop leaders

Activities: training, QTB, training management, gunnery, LT lunches, LPDs, NCOPDs, leader

development

win?)

Activities' operations, training events, 10, deployment tasks, ask the assessment question (did we

Figure 1. Commander’s initial operational approach.

capitalize on its time in Hungary to de-
velop crews and teams.

Finally, the “take care of equipment”
LoE reflected the need to turn in the
European Activity Set equipment be-
fore redeployment. Maintaining that
fleet to the highest standards possible,
despite long supply lines and limited
maintenance facilities, preserved the
Army’s ability to project power in Eu-
rope through prepositioned equip-
ment.

Defining LoEs and an endstate prior to
fully framing the operational environ-
ment and the problem certainly damp-
ened staff dialogue and creativity. Re-
ciprocally, however, it focused the dia-
logue and creativity of an inexperi-
enced staff onto problems with more
structure so less time and effort was
wasted on how to begin.

The commander also used the pre-
defined LoEs to task-organize the staff.
The “train hard and develop leaders”
LoE became the S-3 shop’s focus, while
the S-1 and fire-support officer took
the lead on “win!” with the assistance
of the S-2 and the advice of a support-
ing civil-affairs (CA) team (not co-locat-
ed with 5-7 Cav). The executive officer,
S-4 and squadron maintenance officer

(SMO) led the “take care of equip-
ment” LoE. Finally, the operations ser-
geant major led a group of enlisted
representatives from each troop to ad-
dress the “take care of troopers” LoE
since those representatives presum-
ably had the best understanding of
what was affecting troopers.

Each of these groups was responsible
for the conceptual and detailed plan-
ning associated with its LoE.

Framing operational
environment

The commander’s operational ap-
proach did not include a written cur-
rent state, but before publishing it to
the staff, the commander discussed
the current state in depth with the pri-
mary staff officers to achieve a com-
mon initial understanding. Each staff
element then conducted its own anal-
ysis to determine the current state of
the specific LoE.

Each Lok fit to a different type of envi-
ronment frame. “Train hard and devel-
op leaders,” for instance, could be ex-
pressed as a matrix of the unit’s mis-
sion-essential task list (METL) and each
task’s feasibility in Hungary. “Take care
of equipment” did not need further

ENDSTATE

Soldiers confident their
leaders care for and wil

diK =

articulation, as the fleet-maintenance
status was constantly maintained by
the SMO and troop executive officers.
A map of stakeholders and issues for
the “take care of troopers” LoE (Figure
2) shows areas of convergence where
issues have greater impact. The 5-7
Cav troopers consistently brought up
pay and mail (in other words, connec-
tion with home) to the chain of com-
mand as areas of concern that reflect-
ed important convergence areas be-
tween troopers and their families.

“Win!” represented the most complex
LoE because it focused on relationships
and perceptions of Hungarian, Ameri-
can and other foreign actors. Figure 3
shows a map of those actors, relation-
ships and media. “Assurance” and “de-
terrence” required 5-7 Cav to have a
positive effect on the Hungarian gov-
ernment, Hungarian public and other
European nations — within and out of
NATO - indirectly through second-or-
der relationships and media. Interop-
erability was achieved by the direct
military-to-military interaction be-
tween 5-7 Cav and Hungary’s 2" Bat-
talion, 25% Infantry Brigade. Although
5-7 Cav never created a definitive nar-
rative on the current operational envi-
ronment, the staff achieved a common
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Figure 2. “Take care of troopers” environment frame.

understanding of the current state
through group discussions.

This common understanding also re-
flected the basics of 5-7 Cav’s initial re-
lationship with the relevant actors as
well as some projection for how the
environment would trend. The
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Figure 3. “Win!” environment frame.

Hungarian military was very interested
in working with U.S. forces, so those
relationships would likely trend posi-
tive even without concerted effort. Lo-
cal-populace support, on the other
hand, was initially positive but could
trend negative with mundane events
(for example, minor traffic accidents

— Formal relationship

with logistics convoys or cultural disap-
proval of off-duty troopers) if 5-7 Cav
did not make an effort to induce posi-
tive interaction and mitigate risk. Amid
many other distracting operations, bri-
gade and higher headquarters would
likely notice only negative events if not
actively induced to see 5-7 Cav’s posi-
tive efforts. The other three LoEs large-
ly represented internal readiness,
which would naturally atrophy if not
maintained.

The endstate articulated by the com-
mander’s initial operational approach
stood largely unrefined at this stage.
While framing the solution, more de-
tailed objectives were determined
since framing the problem would illu-
minate the tensions, limiting or chang-
ing those objectives.

Framing the problem
Since each LoE distinctly defined cur-
rent and desired endstates, the differ-
ences between those two states, or the
problems, were defined independently
as well. ATP 5-0.1 describes three types
of problems: well-structured, medium-
structured and ill-structured. This pro-
vides a helpful framework to discuss
not only the varied content of each LoE
but also the varied natures. Well-struc-
tured problems are easy to identify
and can be solved by perfecting an es-
tablished technique. In contrast, medi-
um-structured problems have a higher
degree of interactive complexity, so
while the problem may be easily iden-
tified, solutions will have to be adjust-
ed to changing conditions. Finally, ill-
structured problems are the most com-
plex and dynamic, so leaders may dis-
agree on the characteristics or even
feasibility of the desired endstate and
on the nature of the problems.”

“Train hard and develop leaders” was
5-7 Cav’s most well-structured prob-
lem. The problem was self-evident: 5-7
Cav needed to train METL tasks rele-
vant to the direct-action environment
at NTC while incorporating the avail-
able Hungarian units. Success required
application of routine planning for
training. Challenges in execution, such
as a lightning strike that disabled the
target-control mechanisms on the Hun-
garian gunnery range, were addressed
by simply reassessing which training
objectives were feasible and prioritized
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and adjusting orders appropriately.

On the other hand, challenges in exe-
cution transformed the well-structured
“take care of equipment” LoE to a me-
dium-structured problem because
those challenges changed the nature
of the situation. For reasons transpar-
ent to and above 5-7 Cav, supplies (in-
cluding parts for all vehicles) were not
delivered in a timely manner to 5-7
Cav’s forward-support troop located at
a nearby airbase. As a result, 5-7 Cav
had to transport supplies across almost
400 miles and two international bor-
ders from Germany to maintain its
equipment but without abandoning
force protection or straining Hungarian
tolerance of military vehicles on civil-
ian roads. Success in this LoE required
adapting and perfecting the solution
over time.

The remaining two LoEs were ill-struc-
tured, presenting high degrees of both
structural and interactive complexity.
The problems with “take care of troop-
ers” were often niche and unconnect-
ed in and of themselves. In aggregate,
however, the problems compounded
to exacerbate troopers’ experiences.
For instance, the contracted laundry
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Figure 4. Detailed operational frame.
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service was unaccustomed to such
large volume so troopers experienced
delays in service and lost or damaged
items. After field exercises in Germany
and Poland, many troopers arrived in
Hungary with damaged uniforms. Mail
did not arrive in Hungary for many
weeks so troopers had very few ser-
viceable uniforms without any pros-
pect of replacing them. In this way, un-
related causes had very related conse-
quences.

A myriad of other challenges with sim-
ilar complexity depressed trooper well-
being, but success in this LoE was dif-
ficult to define, much less achieve,
since trooper welfare was essentially
subjective and uneven across the
squadron.

“Win!” represented the most quintes-
sential ill-structured problem of all.
Leaders within the squadron disputed
whether a battalion-sized element
could achieve deterrence, assurance or
interoperability, much less how to pur-
sue any of them. Although challenges
to assessment will be covered in great-
er depth following, refining under-
standing of the problem and applying
adaptive iteration as prescribed by ATP
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5-0.1 was severely handicapped by 5-7
Cav’s inability to assess assurance, de-
terrence or interoperability. The 5-7
Cav had only subjective assessments
from various leaders to judge the sta-
tus or progress in these areas. Subse-
qguently, the staff’s understanding of
the operational environment shown in
Figure 1 barely changed or developed
during the two-month rotation. More
important, the tensions around devel-
oping assurance, deterrence and in-
teroperability in Hungary never be-
came clear, which prevented 5-7 Cav
from developing a targeted solution.

Framing the solution

Framing the solution creates the con-
ceptual plan to address the tensions
identified in the “framing the problem”
step in the form of an operational ap-
proach. ATP 5-0.1 provides several in-
termediate steps to match problems
with solutions, most of which do not
apply in a RAF environment. RAFs gen-
erally deploy to areas that lack an ad-
versary and already experience a sta-
ble peace. Therefore, RAFs can forgo
identifying decisive points, defeat
mechanisms and stabilization mecha-
nisms. Centers of gravity, however, re-
main a useful construct for assessing
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priorities in some LoEs, if not in all cir-
cumstances. As discussed previously,
the convergence of family and trooper
interests was the center of gravity for
the “take care of troopers” LoE, which
led to mail and pay issues becoming
priorities. In the initial iteration of
framing a solution, however, many of
these issues were unknown and would
only come to fruition in time.

For the ill-structured LoEs, the solution
was so vague, diverse or unidentifiable
that 5-7 Cav bypassed framing a linear
solution and instead identified discrete
objectives that the staff judged would
help move toward the desired end-
state. Figure 4 shows an operational
approach from the beginning of 5-7
Cav’s rotation after the staff elements
added supporting objectives plotted
over time. This approach did not give
the intellectual comfort of a neat nar-
rative moving the unit progressively
closer to its endstate. However, the
chart did help the staff visualize tempo
across all the LoEs and did aid them in
seeing how phases would shift focus
among LoEs. Initially, a lot of focus was
devoted to improving trooper quality
of life so that efforts in that area could
be enjoyed for the maximum amount
of time.

During 5-7 Cav’s time in Hungary, the
most effort went to “train hard and de-
velop leaders” and “win!” However,
during the last week before rail opera-
tions to take the squadron back to Ger-

“take care of equipment.” In this way,
the staff visualized the solution to the
well-structured problem, then identi-
fied where there was space and time
to include support for the ill-structured
problems that lacked a clear solution.

Assessment and
reframing

The solution frame did not remain con-
stant, especially as the problems that
needed solution evolved as opportuni-
ties were presented. To reap the full
benefit of ADM, 5-7 Cav incorporated
it into the squadron’s regular battle
rhythm. Partially because the staff was
broadly unfamiliar and uncomfortable
with ADM, 5-7 Cav implemented re-
framing as a more familiar cycle: tar-
geting. Each supporting objective was
recast as a target,® and each staff ele-
ment created a target-synchronization
matrix, reflecting its LoE’s targets (Fig-
ure 5).° Detailed information on each
target was displayed as a baseball card
(Figure 6).1° As each event, activity or
initiative differed so widely from every
other, no two baseball cards looked the
same, but most contained a timeline,
description and graphic or photograph.
Commonly, they also displayed re-
quests for information and coordinat-
ing instructions for tasking subordinate
units. Each target had its own OIC, usu-
ally from within the staff element re-
sponsible for the applicable LoE. The
OICs conducted their own open-source
research and coordination with the

authorities to develop their target, cre-
ate a plan and produce supporting
products (for example, concept of op-
erations, strip map or biographies on
key personalities).

Working groups for each LoE were held
every week, where OICs briefed their
progress. All the members validated
targets for operational feasibility and
for compliance with the desired end-
state. These working groups could
nominate new targets or brainstorm
improvements to ongoing initiatives
for presentation at the weekly target-
ing decision briefs. The squadron com-
mander chaired targeting decision
briefs and held final authority over
whether a nominated target would be
executed, altered or discarded. Since
all LoEs came together during target-
ing decision briefs, these also repre-
sented opportunities to coordinate
and share information across LoEs.

Furthermore, the squadron’s Public Af-
fairs representative, the CA team de-
voted to Hungary and a representative
from Hungary’s 2-25 Infantry were in-
vited to participate in the “win!” LoE
targeting meetings and the target de-
cision briefs. Although 5-7 Cav did not
control these organizations, including
them in the process not only shared in-
formation and brought new insights
into 5-7 Cav’s operations but also pro-
vided a way to shape these stakehold-
ers’ actions to unify all efforts.

While a deliberate reframing never

many, the focus shifted exclusively to Hungarian military or civilian took place, the commander used the
“Win!” targets
Decide Detect Deliver Assess
Target Target number Asset/OIC Location Date Delivery unit Measure of perfor-| Measure of effec-
mance tiveness

Raider 6 vis-| AR7050 1LT Smith Camp Ujmajor July 27-29 5-7 Cav Training exercises|Feedback from Raid-

it observed out of|er6
those planned

Air Force| AR7080 1LT Jones Central Training|July 27 5-7 Cav

Day. Area

Ambassa-| AR7060 1LT Smith Central Training|Aug. 8,9, 11 5-7 Cav Training exercises|Feedback from am-

dor visit Area observed out of|bassador or mem-
those planned bers of her staff

Static dis-| AR7025 1LT Jones Hajmaskér Aug. 12-13 Troop C Personnel and vehi-|Response from Hun-

play cles present out of|garians through so-
number requested |cial or traditional

media
DAT visit AR7065 1LT Smith Central Training|Aug. 8,9, 11 5-7 Cav Feedback from DAT
Area
DAT out- 1LT Smith U.S. Embassy in Bu-| Aug. 23 5-7 Cav
brief dapest
Figure 5. Targeting synchronization matrix for “win!” LoE targets.
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Troop: Crazyhorse

Who SCO, CSM, 1 BFV, 1
humvee, 2 HDV vix

When | Aug. 1213

Where | 34T BT 83264 31557

Timeline:

Aug. 12

1700 — opening ceremony

Aug. 13

0800 — roads closed
0845 —vehicles staged
0900 — SCO speech
1300 — vehicles depart

RFls:
1. BFV, humvee signs
2. Interpreters

AR7025: Hajmasker Static Display

e

- \ ‘/
- L -

Aug. 12;: SCO and CSM attend opening ceremony at Hajmaskér Museum followed by dinner and a toast. HDF soldiers

will attend, along with several other organizations, including a community outreach and battle re-enactors.

Aug. 13: CAteam is coordinating with local police to shut down the road from 0800-0830 to allow 1 BFV, 1 humvee, and
2 HDF vehicles to drive into town with a police escort. Primary route uses tank trail from CTA to the Hajmaskér Museum

{about 600 meters). Lunch will be provided for seven U.S. troopers.

photo

Vehicles
Personnel
Signage

Interpreters

Figure 6. “Target” baseball card.

daily update briefs, including open-
source intelligence and troop-com-
mander feedback, to shape his and the
staff’s mental running estimates. Dur-
ing weekly targeting meetings, the
mental running estimates of everyone
involved fed group discussion and re-
shaped the common understanding of
the operational environment, prob-
lems and 5-7 Cav’s impact.

Benefits and limitations
The limitations to creativity and criti-
cality of 5-7 Cav’s implementation of
ADM cannot and should not be ig-
nored; however, the focus, collabora-
tion and synergy achieved overcame
any drawbacks to ADM. Simply con-
ducting ADM provided valuable train-
ing to the staff.

Starting with the initial operational ap-
proach prevented the staff from pro-
ducing a truly innovative or fresh ap-
proach. The commander applied his
philosophy and mental framework to
the situation, which, while efficient,
curtailed the unassuming, collabora-
tive brainstorming that usually under-
pins design. In 5-7 Cav’s situation, this
shortcut was likely necessary to bring
the staff to workable frames in the

time available. Battalion commanders
need to take a more active role in guid-
ing staff work than their brigade or di-
vision counterparts due to the inexpe-
rience of their staffs. Home-station
practice on ADM may empower the
staff to apply broader creativity and
produce a shared understanding of de-
sign or to begin framing the operation-
al environment and its problems in the
RAF environment.

Critical thinking was limited by two dis-
tinct forces. First, objective assessment
of the ill-structured LoE was practically
impossible. Using the “win!” LoE as the
most potent example, deterrence re-
lies on creating an impression on an
adversary, but 5-7 Cav had no means
to collect or process outside intelli-
gence that would illuminate the im-
pressions of adversaries. Without lan-
guage proficiency, 5-7 Cav could not
monitor any media, even in the local
area, to gauge assurance. The only
feedback mechanism was through Eng-
lish-speaking Hungarian officers and
NCOs, who were uniformly friendly to
the U.S. presence. Second, without an
oversaturation of events or initiatives
to prompt prioritization, 5-7 Cav made
no concerted effort to create a subjec-

tive assessment standard.

During a 2014 RAF mission in Kuwait,
2" Brigade, 4™ Infantry Division, used
a similar targeting-style process to the
one 5-7 Cav implemented but devel-
oped a matrix for each event, assigning
numerical values based on several
characteristics. These were then to-
taled to create a qualitative score for
each event.! Although the creation of
the matrix was subjective, applying the
same standard across all events pro-
vided a level of objectivity not other-
wise present. Without an available or
fabricated assessment mechanism, 5-7
Cav never re-evaluated its initial un-
derstanding of the environment or as-
sumptions, which may have prevented
the squadron from recognizing the
need or opportunity to adapt.

Despite the lack of effective assess-
ment, 5-7 Cav succeeded in remaining
focused on the endstates of every LoE.
Even to the end of the rotation, the
squadron continued to seek and capi-
talize on opportunities to improve re-
lations with the Hungarians and to
build assurance, deterrence and in-
teroperability to the best of our under-
standing. The ADM kept 5-7 Cav from
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Figure 7. SPC John Boyle, 5-7 Cav, meets a Hungarian girl and her family during
his unit’s static display at a village festival Aug. 14, 2016, in Hajmaskér, Hunga-
ry. (U.S. Army photo by SPC Ryan Tatum, 1t ABCT Public Affairs Office)

doing only the measurable things:
maintaining equipment and improving
internal training readiness. While
items appearing on quarterly training
briefs are the proverbial low-hanging
fruit, resisting the temptation to only
improve home-station statistics in-
stead of maximizing benefit across all
LoEs made ADM, even in its limited
form, worthwhile.

Furthermore, battle-rhythm events
built around LoEs kept the staff com-
municating with one another and syn-
chronizing efforts. Incorporating enlist-
ed troop representatives in the “take
care of troopers” LoE broadened that
collaboration beyond the staff and
commanders, and it discernably im-
proved the squadron’s situational
awareness. Finally, each targeting de-
cision brief included troop command
teams so that not only was the squad-
ron commander providing input and di-
rection to the staff, but troop com-
manders could also articulate their
needs and concerns in the same forum.
In aggregate, these interactions pro-
duced a combined effect greater than
each staff element could have individ-
ually.

Beyond the benefits during the RAF ro-
tation, conducting ADM and a modi-
fied targeting cycle produced valuable
experience to those involved. Rather
than applying an ad hoc process to

each environment, the staff and troop
command teams experienced planning
and operations in ways they can easily
apply in other environments. Much has
been made in this article of the inex-
perience of battalion-staff captains and
lieutenants, but those same Soldiers
moved forward from this rotation with
insight and practice they can take to
the next mission and to their next bat-
talion.

Conclusion

Operating in a regionally aligned envi-
ronment challenges each unit to adapt
to that location’s unique culture and
set of actors, to pursue lofty strategic
goals that are difficult to observe at a
tactical level and to perform beyond
the planning support of higher head-
quarters. ADM helps develop the con-
ceptual understanding needed to
transform this complexity into a coher-
ent operational approach. The 5-7
Cav’s experience demonstrated that
ADM is feasible for a battalion staff to
execute. Although that execution sac-
rifices some criticality and creativity,
synergy among a focused staff collabo-
rating with Soldiers and command
teams produced a level of success that
not only made ADM worthwhile to 5-7
Cav, but also makes it worth repeating
by other units in other environments.
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5-7 Cavalry, Fort Stewart, GA. His
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5-7 Cav and all RAF are not entities or ob-

: I::I:' jects of an adversary. Other words such as ﬁ;zgr — armored brigade combat
lbid. “engagement” or “event” could be used
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8 ATP 3-60 (Field Manual 3-60), Targeting, ° ATP 3-60. BFV — Bradley Fighting Vehicle

Washington, DC: Government Printing Of- 1 |bid CA — civil affairs

fice, 2015, defines a target as “an entity d- CGSC — Command and General

or object that performs a function for the 1 MAJ Timothy Gatlin, CW3 Christopher Staff College o

adversary considered for possible engage- Meekins and CW2 Daniel Padilla, “Target- CTA - central training area

HDF - Hungarian Defense Force
HR - human resources

ID — infantry division

IN — infantry

LoE — line of effort

METL — mission-essential task list
MDMP — military decision-making
process

MMAS — master’s of military art and
science

NATO - North Atlantic Treaty
Organization

NCOIC - noncommissioned officer
in charge

NTC - National Training Center
OIC - officer in charge

PAO - Public Affairs Office

RAF - regionally aligned forces
SCO - squadron commander
SME - subject-matter expert
SMO - squadron maintenance
officer

USAEUR - U.S. Army Europe

ment or other action.” This article contin- ing in Support of a Regionally Aligned
ues to use the word “target” to clarify the Force,” Fires, July-August 2014 edition.

Figure 8. SSG Aaron Brewster, 5-7 Cav, acts as a “safety” for a 2" Battalion,
25t Regiment, Hungarian Defense Force (HDF) soldier during a stress shoot
June 14, 2016, that incorporated both Hungarian and U.S. Soldiers at the Cen-
tral Training Area in Hungary. (U.S. Army photo by SPC Ryan Tatum, 15 ABCT
Public Affairs Office)
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The Reconnaissance and Security Strike
Group: a Multi-Domain Battle Enabler

by MAIJ Nathan A. Jennings

When the U.S. Army reorganized its fi-
nal armored cavalry regiment (ACR) in
2011, it divested its institutional capa-
bility to enable corps maneuver with
forceful reconnaissance and security
(R&S) at the operational level of war.

Designed as relatively independent bri-
gade-sized formations that included
tanks, mechanized scouts, self-pro-
pelled artillery and organic aviation,
storied units like the 2", 3, 11t and
14t ACRs became iconic symbols of
U.S. military power across the plains of
Europe, jungles of Indochina and the
deserts of Mesopotamia.t Throughout
the Cold War and the 1990s, the
unique commands employed advanced
combined-arms integration to, as stat-
ed by BG John Kolasheski, the Army’s
50t Chief of Armor, “fight and win de-
cisively across the full spectrum of con-
flict as part of the joint force.”?

Arguments for the recreation of ACRs
typically center on their outsized im-
pact during major combat operations.
However, in addition to enabling corps-
level attacks across theater depth dur-
ing multi-domain battle, more expan-
sive arguments can demonstrate how

modernized versions of the regiments
— perhaps reconceptualized as more
dynamic R&S strike groups (RSSG) —
could empower joint efforts across the
simultaneous phases of shape, deter,
seize initiative, dominate, stabilize and
enable civilian authority.®> Combined-
arms teams with cross-domain capabil-
ity could provide enhanced flexibility
in diverse operations ranging from mil-
itary engagement to limited contingen-
cy response; defeating adversaries by
fighting for information and providing
freedom of maneuver will remain crit-
ical.

Versatile RSSGs would be suited to
“penetrate denied areas for the rest of
the joint force” while having the agility
to “operate in all domains simultane-
ously,”*said GEN Mark Milley, 39t Chief
of Staff of the Army. As the vanguard
of American landpower, they would
supplement armored brigade combat
team (BCT) rotations through Europe
and East Asia while providing a

permanent forward presence to
achieve enduring partnership as a pri-
mary regionally aligned force (RAF).
Second, the concept would augment
the Army’s excursion initiative to tem-
porarily task-organize BCTs to serve as
dedicated R&S elements. A modern-
ized cavalry force optimized to fight for
information and allow freedom of ma-
neuver would achieve deeper exper-
tise as the “eyes and ears” of joint-forc-
es commands.

Cross-domain capabilities
Modernized RSSGs would combine tra-
ditional strengths with emerging tech-
nologies. Improving on the ACR, its
core would comprise three armored-
cavalry squadrons designed to fight
dispersed under group control or indi-
vidually detach to support divisions.
Each RSSG would control three cavalry
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troops with mechanized scouts, tanks,
unmanned aerial surveillance and mor-
tars to allow “hunter-killer” reconnais-
sance, a tank company to provide over-
match, engineers for mobility and self-
propelled cannon in direct support.® As
described by LTG H.R. McMaster, COL
Mark Elfendahl and LTC Chris McKinney
in their Foreign Affairs article (May-
June 2013 edition, https://www.for-
eignaffairs.com/articles/north-ameri-
ca/2013-04-03/why-us-army-needs-ar-
mor), “Why the U.S. Army Needs Ar-
mor,” they would have the combat
power to “fight their way through long-
range weapons fire and gain physical
contact with hard-to-find opponents”
while striking enemies “from unex-
pected directions with multiple forms
of firepower.”

While armored squadrons would em-
ploy maximum mobile protected fire-
power to fight forward and dispersed,
the RSSG’s true value in joint opera-
tions would stem from emergent cross-
domain capabilities. Beginning with in-
direct fires, it could include a multi-fac-
eted artillery battalion with direct con-
trol of two long-range rocket batteries

and an air-defense company while co-
ordinating self-propelled cannon fires
in support of each squadron during dis-
persed maneuver. This seamless inte-
gration of complementary fires assets
— exceeding the capabilities of the
ACRs — would allow massed or distrib-
uted fires in support of scouts who are
reconnoitering at extended distances.
When integrated with corps and joint
fires, the group would operate semi-
independently while allowing support-
ed commands to economize resourc-
es.®

The inclusion of an organic aviation
squadron would represent a second
area where the RSSG would emulate
and surpass ACR capabilities. The for-
mation would first employ three
Apache troops to reconnoiter in sup-
port of ground scouts and armor. It
could also include an attack company
to increase lethality, an air-assault
company to allow modest insertion ca-
pacity and a lift company to facilitate
responsive logistical or personal move-
ment. Finally, to extend operational
reach, the squadron would control, on
behalf of the group commander, Gray

Eagles with missiles and long-range
sensors.” These capabilities, with inte-
grated air traffic services support,
would enable the command to, as
mandated in the Army Operating Con-
cept, “dictate the terms of operations”
and “seize, retain and exploit the ini-
tiative.”®

The inclusion of a multi-domain squad-
ron with intelligence, signals and elec-
tro-magnetic capabilities would ex-
pand capacity to dynamically “shape
the deep fight,” while synchronized di-
rect, indirect, aerial and joint fires
would prove critical in dominating en-
emy disruption zones. This would in-
clude a company to enable human-
and signals-intelligence collection and
analysis at group and squadron levels,
a company to train and allocate intelli-
gence-support teams to cavalry troops
and tank companies, and a company to
facilitate integrated electronic warfare.
These capabilities — in addition to net-
work operations to enable dispersed
mission command and attached cyber,
space and informational capabilities —
would enable expanded cross-domain
fire and maneuver.

Figure 1. Objective RSSG organization.

88 x Raven

165 x M3/ M2/ T 18 x 155mm ERC-A 32 x AH-64
114 x M1A2 16 x MLRS 8 x UH-80

36 x 120mm mortar 24 x Avenger & X CH-47

12 x CBRN recon 8 x Prophet 8 x Gray Eagle

13 x MP vehicles

18 x security vehicles
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The entire RSSG, as a high-tempo com-
bined-arms team, would include a sus-
tainment squadron tailored to facili-
tate extended lines of communication
for seven to 10 days. By fielding a dis-
tribution company to conduct forward
resupply, a field-maintenance company
to ensure equipment readiness, a med-
ical company to provide Role Il-plus
care, a chemical company to execute
reconnaissance and decontamination
and forward-support companies for
supported squadrons, the command
would provide multifunctional logistics
across the group’s area of operations
while enabling more than 300 kilome-
ters of operational reach by forward
air, ground, cyber and electronic
scouts. With an organic security com-
pany and internal aerial surveillance,
the squadron could secure convoys
while “pushing” logistics to dispersed
formations.

This array of capabilities would conse-
guently allow RSSGs to enable corps or
joint commands to dislocate complex
defenses through high tempo and
forceful information collection and
counter-reconnaissance. The integra-
tion of diverse enablers — including cy-
ber, electronic, indirect and aerial fires
—would reflect a 21 Century approach
to conducting aggressive zone, area
and forcible reconnaissance or contest-
ed screen, guard and covering assign-
ments. The ability to detach squadrons
to support modest joint task forces in
disparate theaters would likewise mit-
igate the capabilities gap left by the
demise of division cavalry in 2004.°
With cross-domain optimization, the
group would offer an agile formation
to bridge air and land component ef-
forts across theater depth during uni-
fied land operations.°

Joint expeditionary
operations

The potential operational impact of
RSSGs can be assessed according to po-
tential contributions during joint ef-
forts across the doctrinal phases of
theater engagement. Moving beyond
appreciation of the ACR’s outsized, but
relatively narrow, impact in large-scale
offensives as experienced in the Per-
sian Gulf, an expansive conception of
how modernized air-ground teams
could support multi-domain battle
across broader ranges of operations is

more applicable. In this context, for-
ward positioned RSSGs would enable
the U.S. Army, as described by GEN Da-
vid Perkins, the 15" commander of the
U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Com-
mand (TRADOC), to “combine suffi-
cient cross-domain fires” to “enable
decentralized ground maneuver and
the creation of durable domain win-
dows for the joint force.”!

The first phase of joint expeditionary
operations, according to joint doctrine,
focuses on continuously shaping the
enduring security environment by “in-
fluencing adversaries’ and allies’ per-
ception” and “providing U.S. forces
with peacetime and contingency ac-
cess.”?2 RSSGs with cross-domain capa-
bilities would serve as ideal forward el-
ements to conduct these enduring ac-
tivities due to unique pairing of tradi-
tional strengths with emerging tech-
nologies. As a ground formation per-
manently assigned to combatant com-
mands — as opposed to BCTs that con-
tinuously rotate and unavoidably dis-
rupt continuity of partnership — they
would routinely cooperate with a vari-
ety of theater elements while support-
ing allies according to RAF assignment.

The RSSG’s potential for shaping evolv-
ing theater environments finds ready
precedent. As an example, 14" ACR
provided theater R&S capability along
West Germany’s borders throughout
much of the Cold War. For more than
23 years, as the U.S. military defended
Europe against potential Soviet aggres-
sion, it covered the U.S. Army’s V Corps
and the Third German Corps with an
evolving armament of aerial and ar-
mored platforms at famed places like
the Fulda Gap.®® While American joint
forces have now embraced an expedi-
tionary approach with fewer forma-
tions stationed abroad, the same mod-
el of employing forward RSSGs to exe-
cute security-cooperation activities
would allow commands to shape favor-
able conditions with an air-ground
team resourced to conduct dispersed
operations.

The second phase of joint expedition-
ary operations is designed to “deter an
adversary from undesirable actions be-
cause of friendly capabilities and the
will to use them.”** While armored
BCTs own premier ability to threaten
military response, RSSGs would offer a

similarly intimidating mechanized pro-
file with enhanced integration of en-
ablers. Posturing the groups to serve
as lead elements for forward joint
commands would imply willingness to
defend politically or operationally im-
portant terrain while providing a cov-
ering force for follow-on divisions dur-
ing coalition mobilization. The return
of memorable cavalry lineages to the
forefront of American power projec-
tion, if publicized as a demonstration
of national resolve, would also signal
concrete intent to support allied na-
tions against belligerent regimes.

This strategic deterrence is exemplified
by the current rotations of armored
BCTs in Europe, the Middle East and
East Asia. Operation Atlantic Resolve,
for example, has evolved to include the
positioning of mechanized task forces
in former Eastern Bloc states to deter
Russian aggression. As argued by Mc-
Kinney, Elfendahl and McMaster, such
formations “are well suited to seizing
terrain and exercising control over
populations and resources” and “are
critical both to deterring aggression
and to winning conflicts when deter-
rence fails.” However, rather than ro-
tating BCTs or relying on temporary
R&S brigades, forward strike groups
would be uniquely suited — by struc-
ture, training and specialization — to
permanently conduct this mission in
concert with infantry and Stryker units
already on the continent.

RSSGs would prove irreplaceable when
joint forces seize initiative at the onset
of major combat operations as they
enable shaping and deterring efforts.
As the lead ground element for corps
or theater armies, they would fulfill
combatant commands’ requirements
to “gain access to theater infrastruc-
ture and expand friendly freedom of
action” by “creating and exploiting
temporary windows of advantage,”
Perkins wrote. The group’s lethality
and survivability would prove critical in
penetrating and dislocating challeng-
ing area denial networks, and their ex-
pertise in facilitating a complex array
of cross-domain fires would bridge air
and land component efforts. Whether
attacking or defending, the RSSGs
would contribute to “setting the con-
ditions for decisive operations” in the
next phase.®®
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The success of 2" ACR in Operation
Desert Storm in 1991 provides a histor-
ical example of a large air-ground team
enabling higher echelons to seize ini-
tiative during forced entry. When the
U.S. Army’s VII Corps enveloped the
Iragi Army’s western defenses in a
sweeping attack, the regiment rapidly
advanced, destroyed two brigades of
the Tawakalna Division and opened the
way for follow-on divisions to annihi-
late the Iraqi Republican Guard. The
robust cavalry formation — serving in
its doctrinal role to shape advanta-
geous conditions across its parent
command’s “deep fight” — combined
the superior target-acquisition capabil-
ities of M1 Abrams tanks and M3 Cav-
alry Fighting Vehicles with self-pro-
pelled artillery fires to validate the ACR
concept.'®

The most decisive phase of joint expe-
ditionary efforts usually occurs when
ground forces dominate their oppo-
nents through multi-domain fire and
maneuver. This synchronized action re-
quires aggressive scouts to fight
through adversary “recon-strike” net-
works to dislocate networked architec-
ture and blind opposing commands. As
described in Joint Publication (JP) 3-0,
Joint Operations, operational success
during offensive maneuvers “depends
on overmatching enemy capabilities at
the critical time and place” on the bat-
tlefield.” RSSGs, as the most mobile of
all brigade-sized ground formations,
would excel at fixing enemy forces,
passing friendly divisions through to
attack and guarding the flanks of corps
and armies during multi-domain bat-
tle. This ability would stem from its
unique ability to fight with minimal
support for extended durations.

The American mechanized-cavalry
groups (MCG) of World War Il illustrate
how dedicated R&S elements can en-
able a corps during large-scale maneu-
ver. The 3" MCG, antecedent of 3™ Cav-
alry Regiment, supported the XX Corps
of LTG George Patton’s Third Army with
a variety of jeeps, armored cars and
light tanks during its advance through
France, Belgium and Germany during
World War Il. By fighting for informa-
tion, protecting flanks and occasional-
ly attacking, the Brave Rifles enabled
their higher command to seize posi-
tions of advantage against Nazi

adversaries.’ According to XX Corps
campaign history, the group, “by a se-
ries of dashes, lightning changes of di-
rection and sometimes plain, ordinary
bluffing ran the gauntlet of enemy
strongpoints.”* Though lacking the le-
thality of later ACRs, the MCGs that
fought across Europe demonstrated a
potential value of RSSGs.

Once major combat operations are
complete, U.S. military forces, accord-
ing to typical joint-phasing sequence,
seek to “establish a safe and secure en-
vironment” while restoring “political,
economic and infrastructure stabili-
ty.”?° While stabilization efforts in war-
torn theaters sometimes favor infantry
formations for dismounted patrolling
in urban, jungle or mountainous areas,
RSSGs could provide unique economy-
of-force options to joint commands.
RSSGs could secure extended interna-
tional or ethnic borders, patrol large
rural territories or conduct rapid at-
tacks against enemy strongpoints with
heavily mined defenses using their tai-
lored combination of mobility, firepow-
er and protection. They would also
prove ideal for partnering with dis-
persed allied units or mitigating critical
coalition capability gaps.

The 11t ACR’s service in Indochina
from 1966 to 1972 provides an exam-
ple of how RSSGs could enable joint
task forces during distributed security
efforts. Predominantly equipped with
M-113 Armored Cavalry Assault Vehi-
cles and M-48 Patton medium tanks,
the Blackhorse Regiment provided the
U.S. Military Assistance Command-
Vietnam three highly mobile squad-
rons that specialized in dispersed pa-
trolling, route security and shock as-
saults. In addition to possessing a “bet-
ter means of gathering intelligence,”
GEN Donn Starry later assessed that
the unit “had a higher density of auto-
matic weapons, possessed long-range
radios and had more aircraft than a
mechanized brigade.”?* The 11™ ACR
would mirror this success three de-
cades later against a similarly challeng-
ing guerrilla opponent in Iraqg.

The final phase of expeditionary cam-
paigning centers on empowering civil-
ian authorities so American forces can
return to shaping security conditions
in normalized operational environ-
ments. Similar to their amplifying

value in stability operations, versatile
RSSGs would own the potential to pro-
vide economized, yet impactful, capac-
ity for joint and allied commands to
control large areas and safeguard tran-
sitioning regions. The combined-arms
teams would excel at dispersed securi-
ty-force partnership and border-secu-
rity operations given their inherent op-
erational reach and advanced sensory
integration. These tasks, reflective of
historical cavalry missions, would en-
able, as usually expected during latter
stages of expeditionary campaigns,
“the civil authority to regain its ability
to govern.”??

The U.S. Army’s employment of con-
stabulary regiments from 1946 to 1950
in West Germany illustrates how ar-
mored teams have previously assisted
in post-war transition. The Stars and
Stripes newspaper explained in 1945
how “highly mobile mechanized secu-
rity force units, which may prove more
efficient for occupation duty than in-
fantry-type troops, will be organized in
occupied Germany.” It then noted that
“using armored cars, tanks, jeeps, mo-
torcycles and other vehicles outfitted
with full radio and signal equipment,
units will patrol areas and maintain
contact with local counter-intelligence
corps detachments, military govern-
ment, German civilian police and occu-
pational-troop commanders.”?®> By
1948, as tensions increased with the
Soviet Union, the 2"9, 6" and 14 Con-
stabularies reorganized as ACRs (Light)
to begin their long service along the
Iron Curtain.?

Enabling multi-

domain battle

The Army’s Chief of Staff recently
warned that “right now the level of un-
certainty, the velocity of instability and
potential for significant inter-state con-
flict is higher than it is has been since
the end of the Cold War in 1989-91.”2°
Even as American forces shape and de-
ter adversaries, seize initiative and
dominate, and stabilize and transition
troubled regions, RSSGs could provide
a versatile cornerstone for the Army’s
forward presence. This concept would
augment BCT rotations in Europe and
East Asia while improving corps and di-
vision information-collection and coun-
ter-reconnaissance capabilities. In case
of an offensive campaign in the Middle
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East, a group or individual squadrons
could deploy to lead forced entry as
the 2" and 3™ ACRs did during Opera-
tion Desert Storm.

Creating regionally aligned RSSGs as
the vanguard of American expedition-
ary operations, while certainly costly,
would ultimately facilitate the Army’s
ability to conduct dynamic multi-do-
main battle. As argued by the National
Commission on the Future of the Army,
which suggested increasing heavy-bri-
gade quantities and forward-stationing
them to attain higher readiness, “the
value of armored forces for conducting
major combat operations adds to their
value for deterring aggression.”?® De-
ploying robust air-ground teams with
specialized reach, lethality and surviv-
ability to contested landscapes would
achieve these propositions while dem-
onstrating resolve to defend allies and
deter enemies. If ACRs seemingly out-
lived their utility in 2011, their reinven-
tion as modernized RSSGs could hold
the key to their reawakening.

MAJ Nathan Jennings is a student in
the School of Advanced Military Stud-
ies, Fort Leavenworth, KS. His previous
positions include assistant professor of

JFLCC/
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Figure 2. RSSG in multi-domain battle.

history at the U.S. Military Academy;
headquarters-troop commander and
cavalry-troop commander, 1°* Cavalry
Division; security-force platoon leader,
1%t Infantry Division; and 19D cavalry
scout in 2" ACR (Light) with Operation
Iraqi Freedom tours in Baghdad and
Kirkuk, Irag. MAJ Jennings holds a
bachelor’s of arts degree in history
from Northwestern State University of
Louisiana and a master’s of arts degree
in history from the University of Texas
at Austin. His military schooling in-
cludes the Maneuver Officer Basic
Course, Maneuver Officer Advanced
Course, Cavalry Leader’s Course and
Air Assault and Airborne schools. He
won 1% place in the U.S. Army Armor
School’s 2015 Starry Writing Competi-
tion, and he is the author of Riding for
the Lone Star: Frontier Cavalry and
the Texas Way of War, 1822-1865.
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Figure 3. RSSG in multi-domain battle, illustrating enemy disruption zone and enemy battle zone.
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Maneuver Leaders’ Role In
Observation Planning

by LTC Jack D. Crabtree, LTC Jonathan
A. Shine and CPT George L. Cass

Fire-support officers (FSOs) at all ech-
elons struggle to get observers into po-
sition to observe planned targets. This
assessment is based on observations
at the National Training Center (NTC),
Fort Irwin, CA.

This problem results in planned targets
that are tied to fire-support tasks not
being serviced or maneuver delayed by
fires. Unlike the effort maneuver com-
manders make finding a useable as-
sault-by-fire or support-by-fire (SBF)
position, they put less thought into the
observers’ location and his or her abil-
ity to observe and adjust fires. They
think either the FSO will figure it out or

the actual observer will move to a bet-
ter location. The contributing factors
are commanders and FSOs not plan-
ning the location of observation posts
(OPs) to service targets, not under-
standing the capabilities and limita-
tions of fire-support teams (FIST) and
forward observers (FO), and command-
ers not selecting an appropriate FIST
control option.

Inadequate fires planning?® starts soon
after receipt of a mission, since FSOs
often do not articulate directed bri-
gade combat team (BCT) or battalion
fire-support responsibilities during
mission analysis. In addition, they also
fail to describe how those fire-support
tasks support the higher headquarters’

Figure 1. Soldiers of Company B, 4t Battalion, 6" Infantry, observe fires for an
attack under live-fire conditions during a decisive-action rotation at NTC. (Pho-
to by SSG Joseph Gonzalez)

concept of operation. Both enable clar-
ity of nesting plans at echelon. Unfor-
tunately, this shortcoming limits the
commander’s (and staff’s) understand-
ing of the higher headquarters’ scheme
of fires, including the observer plan.

The observer plan is further impaired
by FSOs who don’t incorporate the ob-
server into the scheme of maneuver
during course of action (CoA) develop-
ment prior to CoA analysis. The FSO’s
time is typically consumed by placing
targets on a map with little thought to
who, how or when the observer will be
in place to observe targets and trig-
gers.

Maneuver battalion and brigade S-3s
and executive officers do not require
the FSO to attend the wargame armed
with this information. They just want
to see the fire-support overlay with
targets on it. This typically results in
the FSO drawing OPs on the operation-
al graphics during or after CoA analysis
—and sometimes not at all. No thought
is applied to how the observer is going
to get there, how long it will take, the
effects of limited visibility on optics
and other critical factors. The result is
positioning and timing of the occupa-
tion of OPs that is not synchronized
with the maneuver plan. The overall
consequence is that fires are not syn-
chronized to facilitate maneuver.

Fire-support
capabilities, limits
Currently there are no qualification
standards for FIST and FO elements lo-
cated in a formation that is conducting
movement and maneuver. With this
understanding, FIST and FO employ-
ment is best used when an OP is locat-
ed on elevated terrain to observe tar-
gets within the range of the capability
of the fire-support system. Battalion
and company commanders/S-3s must
understand these factors or they will
likely fail to service the targets as-
signed to them by the brigade.

During the military decision-making
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process, commanders/S-3s should re-
quire their FSO to brief the capabilities
and limitations of all mounted and dis-
mounted OPs. The combat power of
fire support they should brief reflects
capabilities and limitations of mounted
vs. dismounted OPs, range capabilities
of the Fire-Support Sensor System
(FS3)/Long-Range Acquisition System
(LRAS), Lightweight Laser Designator
Rangefinder (LLDR)/Vector or map,
compass and binoculars. They also
need to understand the effect of day
vs. night and periods of limited visibil-
ity on all those systems. FSOs need to
understand and communicate these
capabilities and limitations to maneu-
ver leaders so they understand the
purpose behind planning and occupy-
ing OPs.

When fire supporters consolidated into
field-artillery (FA) battalions, the most
significant reason was to ensure they
receive the best training possible in
their primary duties. FA battalion com-
manders are responsible for ensuring
that maneuver battalion commanders
receive highly trained fire-support ele-
ments back as they transition to collec-
tive training for company level and
above. However, FISTs are trained on
very specific tasks that are not always
integrated into maneuver training.

A training gap evident at NTC is that
commanders fail to integrate fire sup-
porters’ occupation of OPs into maneu-
ver training at home station. It be-
comes especially apparent during the
brigade live-fire at NTC. Observers are
more timely and accurate when they
are in an elevated position and station-
ary. During the offense, one of two sce-
narios occurs:

e The FSO, due to the order or implied
requirement that the FSO remain
with the commander, moves behind
the company orbattalioncommander
and is unable to observe or
communicate the trigger or the
target while moving due to the
positioning of the commander.

e The FSO maneuvers to the OP, but
because the timing of the movement
to the OP was not planned or
synchronized with the maneuver
plan, it takes much longer than the
commander visualized. This resultsin
executing the plan without fires or
else the maneuver elements remain

= A

Figure 2. A FIST assigned to Battery A, 4*" Battalion, 1* Field Artillery Regi-
ment, observes a smoke mission providing obscuration of breach site during a
decisive-action rotation at NTC. FIST and FO employment is best used when an
OP is located on elevated terrain. (Photo by SSG Joseph Gonzalez)

stationary for a long time and are
subject to enemy fires, and it
desynchronizes the brigade plan.

This could be attributed to live-fire ex-
ercises at home station where FA and
mortar-impact areas are routinely off-
set from the platoon, company or bat-
talion maneuver live-fire area. This re-
quires the observer to occupy an OP
that is nowhere near where they are
training. Many times observers move
straight to their OP as maneuver is set-
ting up the range and remain there for
the duration of live-fire training with-
out requiring OP occupation to be syn-
chronized. FSOs do not maneuver with
the company or battalion due to the
location of the OP and designated im-
pact areas. The other scenario has the
FSO move with the maneuver element
and call the tactical trigger, but the OP
observing the offset impact area makes
all the fire-support adjustments.

Training this way prevents us from hav-
ing a clear understanding of how long
it will take FSOs and observers to oc-
cupy positions where they can effec-
tively do their jobs and maintain com-
munications that facilitate responsive
fires.

Unfortunately, many maneuver com-
manders possess limited knowledge of

fire-support systems and equipment.
They work with FOs from the time they
are platoon leaders and have FSOs at
every echelon of command. Due to the
presence of these experts, they typi-
cally do not take the time to fully un-
derstand fire-support capabilities and
limitations. If a tank or infantry com-
pany has seven of 14 M1 tanks or M2
Bradleys non-mission-capable (NMC),
a commander would be highly con-
cerned and most likely make a decision
to reallocate combat power or adjust
a subordinate unit’s missions. On the
other hand, if every one of the stand-
alone computer units or FS3 in their
Bradley fire-support team (BFIST) are
NMC, typically commanders do not re-
alize they lost digital-fires capability
with their observers. Nor do they typ-
ically realize the impact that has on
timely and accurate fires.

Commander’s guidance
Maneuver commanders know they
owe their staff and subordinates a de-
scription of their visualization of the
battle. If they intend to fight an unfair
fight weighted with responsive fires,
they need to focus some energy on the
fires warfighting function (WfF). Spe-
cific to the FSO, commanders should
clearly identify the decisive point of
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the operation. They should then be
able to expect the FSO to develop a
plan to mass fires at that time and lo-
cation, including detailed observation
planning.

Commanders should demand that
their FSO backbrief them on this plan,
explaining how fires enable success at
the decisive point. They should direct
the FSO to report back with a pre-bat-
tle conditions check on the fires WfF
prior to the line of departure. This
should include:

¢ The fires combat power;

e Arunningestimate of FIST capabilities
(including digital-communications
status);

e Confirmation that current fire-
support coordinating measures have
beenpushedouttoeverysubordinate;

e Confirmation that primary
communications have been checked
with every sensor and shooter in the
fires technical rehearsal (ideally from
the OP where they will call the targets
if conditions allow);

e Which targets were rehearsed; and

e If any of the triggers were refined
based on the rehearsal’s outcome.

If something isn’t right, the FSO must
understand that he or she owes the
commander the information to make a
risk decision about whether to fight
degraded, change the plan or take
more time to fix problems. One simple
check is for commanders to ask how
long a particular target took to process
during the fires rehearsal (averages for
recent combat-training-center rota-
tions are about 11 minutes); if the FSO
briefs something significantly different,
the commander may need to investi-
gate further to ensure the rehearsal
was adequate to ensure responsive
fires.

Observation planning
Many FSOs do not create a detailed ob-
servation plan that shows primary and
alternate observer locations to support
battalion and brigade targets and trig-
gers. This results in maneuver waiting
on fire supporters to get observers in
position to observe targets that are es-
sential to the battalion/brigade
scheme of maneuver.

Current doctrine for fire-support

Observation planning
6-step technique

The six-step observation plan-
ning technique retains flexibility
at the lowest level to position
observers. Using top-down plan-
ning/bottom-up refinement to
position observers optimizes and
synchronizes observer position-
ing across the BCT. Detecting and
assessing the effects of fires is
critical.

The six-step technique provides
a methodical approach to pro-
duce refined, executable, inte-
grated and synchronized obser-
vation plans. This observation
planning technique also provides
the observer and commander
with the data necessary to rap-
idly adapt that plan during exe-
cution if a planned OP is deter-
mined to be unsuitable after us-
ing a line-of-sight and risk-esti-
mate diagram.

The six steps are (from ATP

3-09.42):

1. Determine the desired effects
of fires;

2.Determine target observation
suitability;
3. Develop the observation CoA;

4.Task observers and OPs in a
top-down observer plan;

5.Refine and rehearse the
observation plan;

6. Monitor and adjust observer
plan execution.

Figure 3.

planning is covered in Army Technical
Publication (ATP) 3-09.30, Techniques
of Observed Fire, and ATP 3-09.42, Fire
Support for the Brigade Combat Team.
ATP 3-09.30 has nothing about obser-
vation planning at battalion level — it
only provides information about the
procedure for occupying an OP. Com-
manders should rely on their FIST and
FOs to occupy OPs on dominant terrain
that can overwatch a wide area. Secu-
rity posture is determined by the com-
mander, but a mounted OP consists of
at least one BFIST or Stryker Fire-Sup-
port Vehicle, and a dismounted OP

Tasks to
subordinate units

(Example of BCT tasking a task
force to occupy an OP)

TF SILVER LION

NLT 130530AUG2016 establish
observation of AE0030 from OP
301 and 302 10T refine targets
and neutralize EN BPs. OPs may
displace once AE0030 is fired or
effective EN fires are received.

Figure 4.

consists of at least two FOs. Command-
ers must assume the risk of those Sol-
diers occupying dominant terrain inde-
pendently to gain a tactical advantage
over the enemy.

The six-step technique for observation
planning (Figure 3) is a forcing function
for subordinate units to analyze the
target and OP planned by the battal-
ion/brigade and submit refinements.
Company commanders often plan un-
der constrained timelines and focus on
what battalion tasks them to do. When
the S-3 includes in its tasks to subordi-
nate units (Figure 4) the requirement
to emplace an OP to observe battalion
targets, the commander is now re-
quired to follow the order or submit a
refinement. This also makes it a con-
sideration briefed in operations orders
and backbriefs and at the battalion
combined-arms rehearsal. They can
then submit refinements to targets,
triggers and OP locations so that they
are incorporated in battalion and com-
pany schemes of maneuver.

FSOs at all echelons should plan OPs
that can service each planned target
they determine as essential to facilitat-
ing fire-support tasks to support the
scheme of maneuver. They should con-
sider risk-estimate distances or mini-
mum safe distances of munitions
planned for the target, line-of-sight
analysis and capabilities available.
They should plan each OP location,
considering whether it is a mounted
OP with FS3/LRAS or a dismounted OP
with LLDR/Vector or map, compass and
M22 binoculars. FSOs need to be famil-
iar with the capability of these systems
and the experience of the specific FOs
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who will use them. When a planned
target does not have a feasible location
to set an OP, they need to be honest
brokers with their maneuver com-
manders and notify them of the con-
straints in observing targets.

“Commanders are the most important
participants in the operations process,”
according to Army Doctrinal Publica-
tion 5-0, The Operations Process.
“While staffs perform essential func-
tions that amplify the effectiveness of
operations, commanders drive the op-
erations process through understand-
ing, visualizing, describing, directing,
leading and assessing operations.”

Many maneuver commanders provide
mediocre guidance for fire support.
This limits the FSQO’s ability to develop
a scheme of fires and included observ-
er plan. It also reduces the staff’s abil-
ity to synchronize fire-support guid-
ance with the maneuver plan.

If commanders provide a similar level
of guidance that they provide for the
movement and maneuver WfF, observ-
ers will be more successful and fires
will be more responsive. Commanders
should consider issuing guidance for
the observer plan by addressing the
following areas:
e Daylight vs. limited visibility
movement and occupation;
¢ Mounted vs. dismounted movement
and occupation;

¢ Not-later-thantimeforestablishment
of OPs;

e Prioritization for special equipment
such as digital-fires capability and
optics observing critical targets or
triggers;

¢ Additional assets the commander is
willing to commit to serve as
observers such as squads, snipers or
scouts;

e Requirements for observation
redundancy of triggers and targets;

* FIST control options; and

e The tactical risk the commander is
willing to assume with the observer
plan (compromise, time, equipment,
redundancy, etc.).

FIST control option

Another significant concept in doc-
trine, not routinely discussed, is the
FIST control option referenced in Army

Option 1, battalion
fire-support platoon

e Consolidate FISTs at the
battalion level to maximize the
battalion commander’s ability
to influence the battle at a
critical time and place.

e Company/troop commanders
may retain access to fire-
support expertise in the
planning process while the
FISTs are centralized at the
battalion level for execution.

(From ATP 3-09.43)
Figure 5.

Technical Publication (ATP) 3-09.30.
When asked about control options,
most fire supporters know about cen-
tralized vs. decentralized control op-
tions to call for fire directly or through
an intermediary to a surface-to-surface
weapon system. However, the ATP also
provides options how to employ the
fire-support platoon for planning and
execution. The three control options
are fire-support platoon, company/
troop FIST and squad FO. Each have
their own benefits and drawbacks.

The first control option is the consoli-
dated fire-support platoon, which cen-
tralizes the fire-support platoon for
planning and employment of FISTs and
FOs to streamline tasking from the bat-
talion commander (Figure 5). The FISTs
can still be available to their company
commanders during troop-leading pro-
cedures, but the battalion FSO plans
their OPs and targets with the focus on
the battalion scheme of maneuver.
This uses the fire-support platoon in a
way similar to how BCTs use combat
observation and lasing teams. It allows
the FSO, as delegated by the battalion
commander, to control the platoon and
have it focus on massing fires at the
battalion commander’s decisive point.

This option is advantageous when an
operation lacks detail in battalion and
company schemes of maneuver. For in-
stance, in the defense, when a battal-
ion has two companies occupying bat-
tle positions set to fire into the same
engagement area, less detail is re-
quired with the company scheme of
maneuver. This control option allows

the fire-support platoon to provide re-
dundant observation from different
OPs to service battalion or BCT targets.

Another scenario is when the battalion
is the shaping operation for a BCT com-
bined-arms breach. The battalion is
tasked to occupy SBF positions to pro-
vide suppression on enemy battle po-
sitions in support of the breach force
advance to the breach site. Again, this
is not detailed at the company level.
The battalion commander can central-
ize the employment of FISTs and FOs to
ensure the battalion suppresses and
obscures at the BCT commander’s de-
cisive point. The battalion staff can fea-
sibly plan the OPs and specify in-posi-
tion-ready-to-observe times that facil-
itate observation of suppression and
obscuration fires in support of the
breach force.

The second control option is compa-
ny/troop FISTs decentralized to compa-
nies for planning and execution. This is
the default and most often used con-
trol option because it is inherent in
mission command that relies on decen-
tralized execution by subordinate lead-
ers. This control option is ideal for op-
erations that require detailed integra-
tion of fires in the company scheme of
maneuver. For example, in offensive
operations with multiple company ob-
jectives, fires need to be synchronized
with company schemes of maneuver to
ensure fires are massed at the compa-
ny commander’s decisive points. Also,
when an urban center is the battalion
objective, using this control option
helps the isolation force develop an
observation plan focused outside the
urban center and the fixing force to
have an observation plan inside the ur-
ban center.

The third control option is squad FOs.
This is the least preferred method but
locates an FO in every squad-sized ele-
ment. This option is not recommended
because it splits up the FO team and
diminishes its ability to conduct dual
independent checks. It also requires a
higher degree of training for individual
FOs than most units are able to
achieve.

The preceding examples are not a rule
but are considerations that maneuver
commanders and FSOs at echelon
should discuss from BCT down to
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Figure 6. A FIST assigned to Company B, 3" Battalion, 41 Infantry, 1% Brigade,
1¢t Infantry Division, observes suppression and obscuration targets for a bri-
gade combined-arms breach. Targets were observed from an SBF during deci-
sive-action Rotation 17-02 at NTC. (Photo by SSG Joseph Gonzalez)

company. Recommended fire-support
control options should be tied to each
CoA during the CoA analysis.

A recommendation is for BCT FSOs to
host a brigade fire-support leader pro-
fessional development class with fo-
cused discussion on observation plan-
ning and FIST control options. Attend-
ees would be brigade and battalion
commanders, executive officers, S-3s
and FSOs, plus company commanders
and company-level FSOs. The battalion
FSOs can do the same thing for a ma-
neuver battalion. A lot can be gained
by developing shared understanding
among leaders across a BCT. It is up to
the fire supporters to advise their ma-
neuver commanders on the options
available, providing different ways to
approach operations. (For training ma-
terials to facilitate this discussion, con-
tact the authors: jack.d.crabtree2.
mil@mail.mil, jonathan.a.shine.mil@
mail.mil or george.l.cass.mil@mail.
mil.)

GEN Dwight D. Eisenhower, Supreme
Allied Commander during World War
11, once said, “The speed, accuracy and
devastating power of American artil-
lery won confidence and admiration
from the troops it supported and in-
spired fear and respect in their

e 7]

enemy.” Fire supporters can win that
confidence within their formations to-
day by ensuring they develop shared
understanding with commanders
about the capabilities and limitations
of the fire-support system and by us-
ing doctrine as a tool to plan and exe-
cute in a manner that provides speed,
accuracy and devastating effects.
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a master’s of military art and science
degree from Air University; and a mas-
ter’s of science degree in international
relations from Troy University.

LTC Jonathan Shine is an FA officer who
serves as senior fire-support trainer at
NTC. His previous assignments include
commander of 4t Battalion, 1% Field
Artillery, Fort Bliss, TX; brigade execu-
tive officer, 15 Armored Brigade Com-
bat Team, 3™ Infantry Division, For-
ward Operating Base (FOB) Apache, Af-
ghanistan; battalion executive officer,
1t Battalion, 41 Field Artillery, Fort
Stewart, GA; aide-de-camp for the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
Pentagon, DC; and commander, Bat-
tery B, 1° Battalion, 39% Field Artillery
(Multiple-Launch Rocket System), Fort
Stewart, GA. LTC Shine’s military
schools include Command and Staff
College and Field Artillery Captain’s Ca-
reer Course. He holds a bachelor’s of
arts degree in political economics from
Princeton University and a master’s of
public administration degree in public
policy from Georgetown University.

CPT George Cass is an FA officer who
serves as a combined-arms battalion-
fire-support observer/coach/trainer at
NTC. His previous assignments include
commander, Headquarters and Head-
quarters Battery, Field Artillery Squad-
ron, 2" Cavalry Regiment, Rose Bar-
racks, Germany; assistant operations
officer (S-3), Field Artillery Squadron,
2" Cavalry Regiment, FOB Walton, Af-
ghanistan; squadron S-4, Field Artillery
Squadron, 2™ Cavalry Regiment, Rose
Barracks; brigade assistant FSO, 12t
Combat Aviation Brigade, Katterbach
Kaserne, Germany. CPT Cass’ military
schools include Precision Fires, Target
Mensuration Only, Weaponeering and
Collateral Damage Estimation Course,
Joint Air Operations Command and
Control Course, Joint Operational Fires
and Effects Course, Field Artillery Cap-
tain’s Career Course, Fire-Support Co-
ordinator Course, Joint Firepower
Course and Joint Fires Observer Course.
CPT Cass holds a bachelor’s of science
degree in criminal justice and sociolo-
gy from the University of North Caro-
lina at Charlotte and a master’s of
business administration degree from
Webster University.

Notes

! Fire-support planning is accomplished
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using targeting and the running estimate.
Fire-support planning includes 1) devel-
oping integrated fire plans (target lists,
fire-support execution/fire-support task
matrix, scheme of fires and overlays); and
2) determining FO control options that
support the commander’s scheme of ma-
neuver. (From ATP 3-09.30)
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ATP - Army technical publication LRAS - Long-Range Acquisition
BCT - brigade combat team System

BFIST - Bradley fire-support team LLDR - Lightweight Laser

CoA — course of action Designator Rangefinder

FA - field artillery NMC — non-mission-capable
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FIST — fire-support team

FO — forward observer

FOB - forward operating base
FSO - fire-support officer

FS3 — Fire-Support Sensor System

NTC - National Training Center
OP — observation post

SBF - support by fire

WIfF — warfighting function

Profession of arms

e Don Higginbotham, George
Washington and the American Mil-
itary Tradition [commercial publi-
cation].

e Suzanne C. Nielsen and Don M.
Snider, American Civil-Military Re-
lations: The Soldiers and the State
in the New Era [commercial publi-
cation].

American Civil-Military Relations of-
fers the first comprehensive assess-
ment of the subject since the publica-
tion of Samuel P. Huntington’s field-de-
fining book, The Soldier and the State.

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

* George Hofmann and Donn Star-
ry (eds), Camp Colt to Desert Storm
[commercial publication].

Anthology that includes set of articles
devoted to principal eras in Armor
Branch history; includes chapter on
U.S. Marine Corps armor development.

* Robert S. Cameron, To Fight or
Not to Fight? [CSI publication].
Overview of doctrinal and organiza-
tional trends related to reconnaissance
organizations and related issues; pro-
vides context for understanding cur-
rent state of cavalry/recon.

¢ John J. McGrath, Scouts Out! [CSI
publication].

Overview of reconnaissance organiza-
tions in modern armies; multinational

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

e Martin L. Van Creveld, Supplying
War: Logistics from Wallenstein to
Patton; 2" Edition [commercial publi-
cation].

A second edition of this classic work, com-
menting on the role of logistics in warfare.

e John Stone, The Tank Debate: Ar-
mour and the Anglo-American Mili-
tary Tradition [commercial publica-
tion].

Analysis of tank development from World
War Il to 2000 with focus upon shaping fac-
tors and technology limitations; multina-
tional perspective.

* National Training Center Operations
Group, Training for Decisive Action:
Stories of Mission Command [CSI pub-
lication].

e Scott C. Farquhar (ed), Back to Ba-
sics: A Study of the Second Lebanon

War and Operation Cast Lead [CSI
publication].

Chronicles the Israeli Defense Force’s
efforts to identify and apply lessons
learned from 2006 to operations in
Gaza; and transition from counterinsur-
gency-centric orientation toward a
more traditional combined-arms ap-
proach, not unlike current shifts in U.S.
Army in the last few years.

Platform development

¢ David E. Johnson, Fast Tanks and
Heavy Bombers: Innovation in the
U.S. Army, 1917-1945 [commercial
publication].

Johnson examines the U.S. Army’s inno-
vations for both armor and aviation be-
tween the world wars, arguing that the
tank became a captive of the conserva-
tive Infantry and Cavalry Branches,
while the airplane’s development was
channeled by airpower insurgents bent
on creating an independent air force.

e Orr Kelley, King of the Killing
Zone [commercial publication].

Highly readable overview of develop-
ment and fielding of the Abrams tank.

e Blair W. Haworth, The Bradley
and How it Got That Way [commer-
cial publication].

Overview of the Bradley Fighting Vehi-
cle and the factors influencing its devel-
opment; also provides contextual un-
derstanding of mechanized infantry
evolution.

e Mark J. Reardon and Jeffery A.
Charlston, From Transformation to
Combat: The First Stryker Brigade
at War [CMH publication].
Overview of Stryker Brigade Combat
Team development and initial entrance
into combat.

Continued on Page 54
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Lessons for Today from
Umayyad Invasion of Gaul

by CPT Thomas W. Doherty

As military officers we were taught the
fundamentals of the offense and de-
fense. However, as an instructor, it has
surprised me that my students do not
understand that the fundamentals of
offense are applicable during defense
and, of course, vice versa. This article
gives a historical exaample of the sym-
biotic relationship between the of-
fense and defense. In this example, the
rulers of Gaul were on the strategic
and operational defensive. Given this,
they used tactical-level offenses to
achieve victory.

Historical background
The Umayyad invasions north of the
Pyrenees Mountains during the first
half of the 8™ Century were critical in
deciding the future social structures in
all of Europe. There is some histotro-
phic debate on the purpose of the
Muslim excursions into what is mod-
ern-day France (then known as Gaul)
and if Christianity would have survived
if the Christian armies had not defeat-
ed the Muslim attacks. The Umayyad
Caliphate did invade to conquer, and
although Christianity may have sur-
vived, a successful conquest of Gaul
would have drastically changed the so-
cial structure of Europe by changing
the dominant religion.

During the early 8™ Century, the
Umayyad Caliphate conquered most of
the Iberian Peninsula and most of

Septimania. However, it did not control
Septimania north of the Pyrenees
Mountains. The Umayyad Caliphate
still maintained the goal of extending
the caliphate to include the lands to
the north of the Pyrenees Mountains.!
With this in mind, Muslim armies be-
gan a campaign to subdue Gaul that
would last for decades.

Some historians credit two pivotal bat-
tles for turning back the tide of Muslim
expansion in Europe. These were the
Battle of Toulouse in 721 AD and the
Battle of Tours-Poitiers in either 732 or
733 AD.? These two battles tend to at-
tract most of the attention due to pro-
paganda put forward by the Christian
rulers; however, they were not the
only battles. For example, the caliph-
ate sent even larger armies north of
the Pyrenees after the Battle of Tours.?
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In 721 AD, the Umayyad Caliphate
launched an invasion led by the gover-
nor of al-Andalus (modern-day Spain),
al-Samh.* Al-Samh’s goals included the
subjugation of the cities of Narbonne
and Toulouse in an attempt to conquer
Aquitania.> Al-Samh easily took Nar-
bonne and then laid siege to Toulouse,
capital of Aquitania.®

Duke Odo, ruler of Aquitaina, was un-
successful in preventing the siege on
his capital. However, he ensured he
was not in Toulouse when it was be-
sieged. This allowed Duke Odo time to
strengthen his army with Aquitanians
and Gascons.” Duke Odo then returned
and attacked al-Samh’s army from be-
hind and from within the city simulta-
neously. During the fighting, al-Samh
was killed and his army fled the battle-
field, returning to Narbonne.

Some saw this as a victory of Christian-
ity over Islam, stemming the tide of Is-
lamist expansion.® However, the
Umayyad Caliphate was not finished
with its plans for the north and re-
tained the city of Narbonne. Al-Samh
was an efficient governor, and his
death set back the caliphate about 10
years.® Infighting disrupted further of-
fensive operations from 725 AD to 730
AD.'® However, Toulouse only marked
the beginning of multiple invasions. Af-
ter a period of recovery, the Umayyad
Caliphate again marched on Gaul.

In either 732 AD or 733 AD, a large ca-
liphate army of Berbers and Saracens
led by Abd ar-Rahman began plunder-
ing across southern Gaul, destroying
everything, including churches.! The
desecration of churches facilitated
Charles Martel’s narrative that this in-
vasion was an attack on Christianity.
Eventually the Muslim army gathered
a vast treasure, and it began to lose
the will to keep fighting.'> Martel, who
was campaigning to the north, turned
his army south to meet the caliphate
invasion. The armies met somewhere
between the cities of Poitiers and
Tours.

For the first few days, the battle con-
sisted of skirmishes of varying degrees
of intensity. Near the end, the main
armies met with the Franks under Mar-
tel, forming a wall with infantry. After
letting the caliphate army batter itself
against the wall, an opening appeared
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for Martel, and Duke Odo conducted a
raid on the caliphate army’s camp.
Large portions of ar-Rahman’s army
broke ranks to protect their loot and
family members. It was at this point
that Martel switched his army to the
offensive and assaulted the caliphate
army with infantry and cavalry. In the
fighting that followed, an arrow killed
ar-Rahman as he attempted to reform
his lines.

Seeing their leader killed, the caliphate
army fell apart. The next day, Martel’s
army moved forward to engage the en-
emy. Instead, his army found the ene-
my camp abandoned with the tents
still standing —the enemy had been so
eager to escape that they did not take
the time to break camp properly.:

After the Battle of Tours, the caliph-
ate’s army retreated in defeat to re-
build. Two years later, another large
caliphate army led by Emir Abd al-Ma-
lik crossed the Pyrenees Mountains.**
In what would prove to be his last ma-
jor battle, Duke Odo defeated al-Ma-
lik’'s army decisively. This caused the
leaders of the Umayyad Caliphate to
recall al-Malik to Damascus in

S

Figure 1. Pivotal battle sites between Umayyad army forces and Europeans.

disgrace.® The Umayyad Caliphate
continued to order more invasions in
an attempt to increase tax revenue and
to eliminate the Franks.'® Incursions
into Gaul with even larger armies con-
tinued for another decade and placed
extreme pressure on the Frankish
armies."

Historiographic debate
After the Battle of Toulouse, there is a
greater histotrophic argument about
the purpose of the Umayyad Caliphate
incursions into Gaul. Tolan, Laurens
and Veinstein argue in Europe and the
Islamic World: A History that the Mus-
lims were simply raiding. Coppee ar-
gues there was a definitive Islamic-ex-
pansion motivation in History of the
Conquest of Spain, and Lewis in God’s
Crucible: Islam and the Making of Eu-
rope argues that the goal of the attacks
was to gain new taxable lands for the
caliphate. Watson in The Battle of
Tours Revisited argues that the 732 AD
expedition was an attempt to kill Duke
Odo. Historians may disagree on why
the caliphate kept sending armies into
Gaul, but not that they did.

Islam does have a voluntary form of
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jihad for conquest called Dar al-Harb
(House of War).*¥ Though voluntary like
the later Christian Crusades, this form
of jihad was a way to make religious
amends. Today’s historian may look
back and think the caliphate had
reached its limits, but the caliphate
was still expanding and had no reason
to believe it could not conquer Gaul.
Also, the Umayyad armies laid siege to
cities and overran Narbonne, which
they held for 40 years.

When the caliphate armies raided to
disrupt possible enemies or to gather
loot, they traveled light and quickly.
They were in the greatest danger on
the way home with baggage trains of
loot and prisoners. Therefore, if the
Umayyad Caliphate’s armies had been
intent on just raiding, they would not
have conducted prolonged sieges like
the one conducted by al-Samh at Tou-
louse. Laying siege to and garrisoning
cities clearly indicated the caliphate
was on a campaign of conquest and
not just raiding for loot. Another key
indicator that the caliphate intended
to conquer Europe was its boasting
about how it would make Europe wor-
ship Allah and his prophet.t®

Meaning for today

There are some key takeaways the
modern warfighter can learn from the
Umayyad Caliphate’s campaign to

conquer Gaul. The Franks were strate-
gically on the defense — however, their
greatest victories came as a result of
properly using the fundamentals of of-
fense. Strategically, the best defense
the Franks had was a good offense.

Duke Odo and Martel used three of the
four characteristics of the offense. In
both battles, they used surprise by hit-
ting the caliphate armies in a time and
manner that was not anticipated. They
concentrated the effects of their
armies both times, allowing them to
severely degrade the enemy’s mission-
command warfighting function. Auda-
cious plans by the Franks won both
battles by throwing the caliphate
armies off balance.

The Franks used two forms of maneu-
ver to achieve victory. Duke Odo first
used an enveloping attack at the Battle
of Toulouse. His coordinated, simulta-
neous attack from besieged Toulouse
and his unbesieged army allowed him
to destroy the caliphate army in its po-
sition. This caused the survivors to flee
Aquitania. During the Battle of Tours-
Poitiers, the Franks used a turning
movement. Even though the army un-
der Martel was in a defensive position,
it had effectively fixed the caliphate
army. Duke Odo’s attack on the caliph-
ate army’s camp caused them to turn
from their positions to meet the new

perceived threat. It was when the ca-
liphate army started to turn from its
position that Martel switched to an of-
fensive posture and routed it.

3 types of offense

The Franks used three of the four types
of offensive operations. Even though
the Battle of Toulouse turned into a
siege, each battle started with a move-
ment-to-contact. During both battles,
the Frankish armies conducted an at-
tack to defeat the caliphate armies.
Martel conducted a non-kinetic form
of exploitation attack using what we
today call information operations (10).
He used the caliphate armies’ plunder-
ing to enrage passion to resist the ca-
liphate invasions. He was also able to
use 10 to paint himself as the hero, set-
ting the stage for the rise of Char-
lemagne (Martel’s grandson).

The Franks used two forms of special-
purpose attacks to achieve victory. At
Toulouse, Duke Odo used a counterat-
tack after the caliphate forces had sur-
rounded his capital. At the Battle of
Tours-Poitiers, Martel also conducted
a counterattack. However, his counter-
attack was in coordination with a raid
conducted by Duke Odo on the caliph-
ate army’s camp. Both times it was
special-purpose attacks that defeated
the caliphate armies.

Figure 2. Umayyad Caliphate (661-750 AD) dominance stretches from the Middle East to Iberia, including Narbonne’s
port, circa 720. The dark red portrays Muslim expansion under the Prophet Muhammad, 622-632. The salmon-colored
areas depict expansion during the Rashidun caliphs, 632-661. Gold shows expansion during the Umayyad Caliphate.
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CPT Thomas Doherty is a small-group
instructor in the U.S. Army Special Op-
erations Forces’ Captain’s Career
Course. Previous assignments include
detachment commander, Special Forc-
es Operational Detachment-Alpha; ob-
server/coach/trainer, Joint Readiness
Training Center, Fort Polk, LA; long-
range surveillance (LRS) operations of-
ficer; and LRS platoon leader. CPT
Doherty’s military schools include Spe-
cial Forces Qualification Course (mili-
tary-occupational specialty (MOS)
18A), Static-Line Jump Master Course,
Military Free Fall Course, Combat Dive
Supervisor Course, Combat Diver’s
Qualification Course, Dive Medical
Technicians Course, Special Forces
Qualification Course (MOS 18D), LRS
Leader Course, Ranger School, Air-
borne School and the Ranger Indoctri-
nation Program. He has a bachelor’s of
science degree in history from Camp-
bell University. CPT Doherty has de-
ployed for operations in multiple coun-
tries, including Colombia, Botswana,
Germany, Tajikistan, Iraq and Afghani-
stan.
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Combat operations

e Center for Army Lessons Learned
(CALL), 17-01, Scouts in Contact,
Tactical Vignettes for Cavalry Lead-
ers Handbook, 8 December 2016
[CAC].

Full of vignettes developed by subject-
matter experts at the National Training
Center to help lead teams through a va-
riety of scenarios that will help challenge
young reconnaissance leaders’ decision-
making skills. Facilitator instructions
guarantee you have the information
needed to make leaders and teams suc-
cessful.

¢ James R. McDonough, The Defense
of Hill 781: An Allegory of Modern
Mechanized Combat.

Follows the fictional exploits of a lieu-
tenant colonel who has died and found
himself in purgatory (which happens to
be the National Training Center). He
must atone for his sins as an officer
through the successful completion of six
missions. A modern version of The De-
fence of Duffer’s Drift, it provides a
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light-hearted tactical primer for making se-
rious command decisions and learning les-
sons about tactics, people and what it takes
to win a battle.

¢ Dale Wilson, Treat ‘Em Rough! [com-
mercial publication].

Narrative of American tank experience in
World War I.

* Harry Yeide, Steeds of Steel: A Histo-
ry of American Mechanized Cavalry in
World War Il [commercial publication].
Readable overview of the varied experienc-
es of mechanized cavalry in all theaters of

operations, including the Pacific.

* Gene E. Salecker, Rolling Thunder
Against the Rising Sun [commercial
publication].

Details operations of Army tank units in
the Pacific during World War Il — good
illustration of the use of armor to sup-
port forcible-entry operations.

e Donn Starry, Mounted Combat in
Vietnam [CMH publication].
Readable text detailing the role of ar-
mor/cavalry in counterinsurgency; high-
lights versatility and adaptive qualities
at a time when mounted counterinsur-
gerncy doctrine was largely nonexistent.
¢ Robert S. Cameron, Armor in Bat-
tle [CMH/APD publication].
Collection of tactical engagements
spanning experience of American armor
from the interwar years through Opera-
tion Iraqi Freedom/Operation Enduring
Freedom.

e Jon T. Hoffman (ed), Tip of the
Spear: U.S. Army Small Unit Action
in Iraq, 2004-2007 [CMH publica-
tion].

Continued on Page 58
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Future Special Operations Forces
and Conventional Forces
Interdependence

by LTC Casey Galligan and
CWS5 Dennis Castellanos

Before the Sept. 11, 2001 attacks, Spe-
cial Operations Forces (SOF) and con-
ventional forces (CF) operated inde-
pendently, separated by both space
and time. This operational mindset
took us into Afghanistan and way be-
yond into the conflict for a long time.

Operations Enduring Freedom and
Iraqi Freedom clearly accentuated the
need for interdependence between
SOF and CF. In the beginning, the war
in Afghanistan allowed for a design to
keep distinct separation between forc-
es. Nevertheless, the nature of the
conflict changed and required SOF and
CF to nest their operations and better
coordinate the effects.! In some cases,
SOF and CF formations’ lack of famil-
iarity with systems resulted in reduced
or limited integration. Challenges with
communication systems and lack of fa-
miliarity with each other’s planning

techniques were chronic symptoms.
However, combat served as a forcing
function to set aside differences and
established nested capabilities. When
leaders were interested in achieving
synchronization of effects, both orga-
nizations discovered how to work to-
gether seamlessly. The result is recog-
nition of the need to institutionalize
SOF/CF interdependence in training,
doctrine and leadership.2

Although this initiative demonstrates
senior-leader resolve to retain lessons-
learned during the last 15 years of con-
flict within the Army, more may have
to be done to fight and win in the an-
ticipated complex environment. Future
military operations will require tailor-
able and scalable solutions to enable
building partner governments’ forces,
military and civil infrastructure to fight
against internal and external threats.?

The new normal will deliberately de-
mand persistent interdependence be-
tween SOF and CF and complementary
regional expertise. Although the cur-
rent episodic models of successful

SOF/CF interdependence support re-
taining the gains made over the last 15
years, a more enduring approach must
be implemented as the Army moves
forward to secure global threats. SOF/
CF interdependencies have to be per-
sistent in training, deployments and ul-
timately combat rotations to truly de-
velop the necessary synergies neces-
sary to defeat future threats.

The U.S. military recognizes it must ex-
pand its ability to provide a small foot-
print capability with a high-impact se-
curity solution. President Barack
Obama ordered the Army to advise-
and-assist Iragi Defense Forces in the
fight against ISIL in Iraq. Similarly, the
Army is conducting small-scale advise-
and-assist operations in Ukraine to
prevent further Russian expansion in
the region.* Although, unexplored at
this point in time, the security-force
assistance missions sets and the estab-
lishment of security-force assistance
brigades (SFAB) may offer a connective
platform for both SOF and CF to devel-
op enduring integration, interoperabil-
ity and interdependencies (I-3).

Opportunity

Currently, the Army’s Force
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Modernization Directorate has asked
the Maneuver Center of Excellence
(MCoE) Concepts Development Divi-
sion to provide a force design for SFABs
with tentative dates for them to be-
come operational in Fiscal Year 2018.5
The Army envisions the SFAB to per-
form security-force assistance tasks to
the same degree of proficiency as
Army Special Forces detachments in
the conduct of foreign internal de-
fense. SFABs will be expected to pro-
vide an economy-of-force solution to
regional security problems much like
Army Special Forces provided during
the 1980s and 1990s in Central and
South America by advising forces in El
Salvador and Colombia to stop the
spread of communism in the Western
Hemisphere.

Much of the success achieved by Army
Special Forces was accomplished by
providing small-scale advisory solu-
tions with Special Forces teams that
were well versed in culture, language
and regional expertise. As a result,
Special Forces operational demands
continues to increase, simultaneously
creating opportunity for CF to share
the train, advise and assist operational
demands. SFABs potentially provide
rapidly deployable and scalable solu-
tions to develop partner capacity for
foreign CF.

Focusing SFABs to work with foreign
conventional forces will allow SOF for-
mations to concentrate in developing
SOF partner’s capabilities. However, to
implement a different paradigm of
SOF/CF I-3, SOF and CF have to conduct
persistent training, persistent deploy-
ment and persistent combat opera-
tions.

Challenges,
recommendations

Episodic training opportunities exist at
the combat-training centers (CTCs).
However, training-center engagements
are few and far between, which limits
attaining realistic enduring SOF/CF 1-3
maturation. Therefore persistent train-
ing solutions are required to increase
the frequency for learning SOF and CF
capabilities, processes and limitations.
U.S. Army Special Operations Com-
mand is committed to SOF participa-
tion in all CTC training rotations for the
next fiscal year. CFs can expect to

begin coordination with SOF elements
as early as 180 days prior to training
execution.® Organizations scheduled to
participate at the CTCs should make
every effort to explore home-station
training opportunities with co-located
Army SOF or operational Special Forc-
es groups (SFGs) for increased opera-
tional familiarization.

The Army must consider the regional
alignment of SFABs alongside with op-
erational SFGs to increase the frequen-
cy of working engagements. Ultimate-
ly these organizations can establish ha-
bitual relationships by conducting pre-
mission training as a precursor to CTC
rotations and deployments. Persistent
steady-state deployments for SFABs
will provide geographical combatant
commanders (GCCs) with a scalable
and comprehensive advisory solution
that goes beyond the tactical level.
Since SOF resources are only commit-
ted at times against small tactical
units, this limits the frequency and op-
tions for engagement at the ministeri-
al level; by deploying SFABs alongside
SOF organizations in support of steady-
state requirements, SOF and SFAB
leadership can leverage expertise and
advice at the ministerial level.” Also, re-
gionally aligned and deployed SFABs
will increase their understanding for
the operating environment and im-
prove the collaborative efforts with
SOF. Ultimately, SOF and CF resources
can be prioritized to best support the
GCCs’ endstate only if deployment
schedules are aligned by dates and
countries.

Persistent combat rotations for SFABs
will only be successful through early in-
tegration during training and rein-
forced by steady-state deployments.
Sustaining habitual relationships sup-
ports success during combat rotations
by increasing SOF/CF I-3 competencies.
SOF/CF I-3 competencies are achieved
by learning each other’s doctrine and
processes. However, improving inter-
dependence will require more than
just exercising tactics and techniques.
It is about establishing relationships to
be able to visualize problems and then
understanding how to solve these
problems together.

The level of SOF/CF I-3 necessary to re-
duce friction is only achieved by maxi-
mizing every available opportunity to

persistently train and deploy together.
Developing operational relationships
will be much more important in many
ways than using the same types of
equipment. Furthermore, as the polit-
ical threshold for large-scale opera-
tions remains low, this collaboration
will only increase the Army’s effective-
ness in Phases 0-2 while increasing our
ability to operate together in Phase 3
if required.

In the past, several successful collab-
orative models help build SOF/CF inter-
dependence by training and deploying
together. For example, village-stability
operations (VSO) showed how mutual
reliance on each other’s capabilities
underscored the importance of early
integration and collaboration.® The
VSO mission emphasized that early in-
tegration during pre-mission training,
preceded by an academic week, in-
creased familiarization with each orga-
nization’s capabilities and processes
ensuring mission success. However,
this kind of mission achieved SOF/CF
I-3 competencies by conventional force
augmentation to SOF and not by mu-
tually supporting each other and cre-
ating synergistic effects in the operat-
ing environment. Combining SFAB and
SOF capabilities in a regional engage-
ment strategy will provide optimal
sourcing solutions conducive to achiev-
ing an economy-of-force during times
when the Army no longer seeks to con-
duct large-scale deployments.

The regional alignment of SFABs with
SFGs offers a unique opportunity for a
different approach to achieve mutual
reliance between SOF and CF capabili-
ties. Past operational experiences re-
inforce the need to preserve the SOF/
CF 1-3 gains made over the last 15
years. However, Army institutional and
organizational changes may be re-
quired to provide GCCs with scalable
packages that assist in building part-
ner-nation security forces capabilities
and capacity.

For example, a permanent liaison offi-
cer (LNO) structure between regional-
ly aligned SFABs and SFGs will sustain
institutional knowledge of units’ capa-
bilities and processes. However, LNOs
are typically temporarily assigned to
other organizations. While LNOs are in-
valuable during the planning and prep-
arations for CTC rotations, a
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consideration for integrating perma-
nent CF LNOs into SFGs and, vice versa,
SOF LNOs integration into SFAB staffs
should strongly be considered.

It is important to note that there is a
need to educate the CF on SOF capa-
bilities, operational conditions for em-
ployment, required resources and pos-
sible effects SOF can achieve.® In the
past, friction between SOF and CF has
emerged at CTCs and during combat
rotations mostly due to the lack of un-
derstanding of SOF capabilities. Also
the tendency to assume that all SOF
units are primarily focused on the ex-
ecution of direct-action missions cre-
ates false expectations for the CF lead-
ership.

Concerns with the misunderstanding
of capabilities go two ways. For exam-
ple, SOF entities do not always under-
stand the requirements associated
with joint combined-arms maneuver
and wide-area security. To improve ex-
isting SOF/CF operational relationships
and to capitalize on the emerging op-
portunity that SFABs will present, it is
useful to establish a forum where unit
leaders and staffs share information
and discuss collaboration opportuni-
ties.

Leader forum needed

A recommendation is to establish a
quarterly SOF/CF leader forum event
designed to serve as a vehicle to pro-
vide operational input on training, re-
gional expertise and battlefield situa-
tions. SOF/CF units that successfully
train together at CTCs and conduct suc-
cessful operations in theater can share
their lessons-learned, successes and
best practices. Ultimately the SOF/CF
forum will serve as a strategy for teach-
ing, training and collaboration, provid-
ing an invaluable learning venue for
the institutional Army.

LTC Casey Galligan is lead officer of the
MCoE Special Operations Element
while also serving as deputy command-
er of 199 Infantry Brigade, Fort Ben-
ning, GA. Previous assignments include
operations officer, 199 Infantry Bri-
gade, and planner with the MCoE Com-
mander’s Action Group, Fort Benning;
executive officer, 1° Battalion, 7" SFG
(Airborne), Eglin Air Force Base, FL;
commander, Company A, 1° Battalion,
7% SFG (Airborne), Eglin Air Force Base;

Figure 1. Green Berets assigned to 3™ Special Forces Group (Airborne) fast-
rope from a CV-22 Osprey assigned to 20 Special Operations Squadron Feb.
27, 2017, at Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico. (U.S. Army photo)

operations officer, 1% Special Warfare
Training Group (SWTG) (Airborne), Fort
Bragg, NC; small-group instructor, 18A
Detachment Commander Course, 1
Battalion, SWTG (Airborne), Fort
Bragg; commander, Headquarters Sup-
port Company, 1° Battalion, 7% SFG,
Fort Bragg, executive officer, Company
A, 1%t Battalion, 7% SFG, Fort Bragg;
commander, Special Forces Operation-
al Detachment-Alpha (SFODA)
7113/713 Detachment, Company A, 1°
Battalion, 7% SFG, Fort Bragg, and rifle
company executive officer and platoon
leader, Company A, 1 Battalion, 9 In-
fantry Division, Camp Hovey, Korea.
LTC Galligan’s deployments include two
tours to Afghanistan for operations En-
during Freedom X and X!l and two
tours to Colombia for counter-narcotics
training missions. LTC Galligan’s mili-
tary schools include Ranger and Air-
borne schools, Bradley Leader Course,
Maneuver Captain’s Career Course,
Special Forces Qualification Course,
U.S. Army Survival / Evasion / Resis-
tance / Escape (SERE) Course and U.S.
Army Jumpmaster Course. LTC Galli-
gan’s awards include the Bronze Star
Medal (one oak-leaf cluster) and Meri-
torious Service Medal (two oak-leaf
clusters). He has a bachelor’s of science
degree in finance and marketing from
Florida State University and a master’s
of arts degree in strategic security
studies from National Defense Univer-
sity.

CWS5 Dennis Castellanos is the execu-
tive officer of MCoE’s Special Opera-
tions Element, Fort Benning, GA. Previ-
ous assignments include battalion-op-
erations warrant officer, 3™ Battalion,
7" SFG, Fort Bragg, NC; group-opera-
tions warrant officer, Combined Joint
Special Operations Task Force-Afghan-
istan; operations warrant officer, Com-
pany C, 3/7 SFG, Fort Bragg; and as-
sistant detachment commander within
SFODA 794 and SFODA 781. CW5 Cas-
tellanos’ military education includes
U.S. Army Warrant Officer Senior Ser-
vice Education, Advanced Special Op-
erations and Techniques Course, Spe-
cial Forces Advanced Reconnaissance
Target Analysis and Exploitation Tech-
niques Course, U.S. Army Warrant Of-
ficer Candidate School, U.S. Army SERE
Course, Sniper Course, U.S. Army Jump-
master Course, Individual Terrorism
Awareness Course, Joint Firepower
Control Course, Special Forces Qualifi-
cation Course, Special Forces Assess-
ment and Selection, U.S. Army Ranger
School, Ranger Indoctrination Program
and Airborne School. CW5 Castellanos’
awards include the Bronze Star Medal
(two awards), Defense Meritorious Ser-
vice Medal and Meritorious Service
Medal (two awards). He holds a bach-
elor’s of science degree with a concen-
tration in history and political science
from Campbell University. CW5 Castel-
lanos also has a master’s of science de-
gree in defense analysis and Irregular
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warfare from Naval Postgraduate
School.
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2014.
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Overtasking and Its Effect on Platoon and
Company Tactical Proficiency: an Opposing Forces
and Observer/Coach/Trainer Perspective

by CPT J. Scott Metz

An opposing-forces commander at the
Joint Multinational Readiness Center
(JMRC) in Germany sits in the back of
his tracked vehicle, planning his mis-
sion for the next phase of the rotation.
His enemy is very similar to what he
has faced many times before. It con-
sists of a U.S. brigade headquarters, a
U.S. battalion with several multination-
al attachments and a multinational
battalion comprised of units from a
handful of several different nations.

The opfor commander contemplates
what his enemy will do. He knows from
past experience that the Americans
will probably stay on or near the roads.
They will stop for long periods of time
in the open with minimal dispersion.
They will not effectively use their dis-
mounted infantry and will likely leave
them in the back of vehicles for too
long, allowing them to be killed with
the vehicle. They also will probably
make little use of tactical formations
and will not use terrain to their advan-
tage. Based on the opfor commander’s
experience, he knows the Americans

are not his greatest threat. In fact, he
is more worried about several of their
multinational partners.

| know what the opfor commander is
thinking because | was he. | spent more
than three years in the opfor at JMRC.
| commanded light-infantry companies,
irregular forces and battalion-sized
multinational mechanized task forces
against many rotational units. Now |
am an observer/coach/trainer (O/C/T)
at the same training center. | work
closely with company commanders in
the same positions as those | used to
fight. My observations of training units
as an O/C/T have confirmed what |
learned about them as an opfor com-
mander: many of our multinational
partners are more tactically proficient
at company level and below than their
American counterparts. In fact, several
of them are significantly better trained
and more prepared for war than we
are.

Based on my experience at JMRC and
by talking to company commanders
who come here to train, | believe U.S.

Army tactical proficiency at company
level and below is lower than many of
our multinational partners due to a
lack of emphasis on collective training
and tactical proficiency at home sta-
tion prior to training at combat-train-
ing centers (CTCs).

Top Army priority?

Itisn’t as if readiness hasn’t been iden-
tified as a problem and priority within
our Army. Former Secretary of the
Army John McHugh identified readi-
ness as the Army’s top priority just be-
fore he stepped down Nov. 1, 2015. He
talked about how the Army was on
“the ragged edge of readiness.” He ex-
plained that the standard for readiness
across brigade combat teams is 60 per-
cent to 70 percent, but the actual read-
iness ratings at that time were be-
tween 32 percent and 33 percent.?

GEN Mark Miley, Army Chief of Staff,
also identified readiness as the top pri-
ority for the Army. He hand-wrote on
the bottom of his Army Readiness
Guidance to all Army leaders for
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2016-17 that “[r]eadiness is No. 1 ...
and there is no other number one.”?

The U.S. Army Forces Command
(FORSCOM) commander, GEN Robert
B. Abrams, probably said it better than
anyone: “Readiness has to be, and con-
tinues to be, the number-one priority
in [FORSCOM]. There is no other prior-
ity. If you ever think you’re going to
need an Army, if you ever think you’re
going to use an Army, then you better
have a good one, and it better be
ready.”?

Therefore, according to our senior
leaders, readiness is the Army’s top
priority. However, my experience at
JMRC leads me to believe that “readi-
ness is the top priority” is not some-
thing that’s trickling down to company
level. Even our ready units may not be
as ready as we think they are.

| assume that most units training at
JMRC fall closer to the “ready” than
the “unready” category as defined
here due to their readiness to deploy
to a CTC. However, when battalion and
company commanders come to JMRC
and meet their O/C/Ts, one thing they
regularly tell us is how low our expec-
tations should be due to the minimal
amount of training conducted prior to
arrival. For example, one company
commander told me the only training
his unit conducted above the individu-
al-Soldier level was a “check the block”
squad situational training exercise
(STX). Two commanders from another
battalion told me they conducted a to-
tal of six weeks of mission-essential-
task-list (METL) training in the 12
months before JMRC, four of which
were gunnery. Neither of them had a
platoon that had moved in a tactical
formation together before coming to
JMRC.

Companies learn a great deal when
they participate in a JMRC rotation,
and they always show vast improve-
ment while they are here. However,
their lack of preparation for the rota-
tion is evident, and they spend most of
the rotation learning lessons they
should have learned at home station.

Armor, infantry struggle
Infantry companies and platoons strug-
gle mightily with fundamental tactical
movement, basic fire and maneuver

F
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Figure 1. An M1A2 Abrams tank of 1 Armored Brigade, 3™ Infantry Division,
conducts a tactical movement during Exercise Combined Resolve VII at JIMRC
in Hohenfels Germany, Sept. 10, 2016. The Combined Resolve exercises train
the Army’s regionally allocated forces to U.S. European Command and include
more than 3,500 participants from 16 European partner nations. In general,
armor and infantry companies and platoons struggle more than their multina-
tional partners with fundamentals. (U.S. Army photo by SPC Danielle Carver)

principles, direct-fire control measures
and troop-leading procedures. In fact,
almost every American unit that comes
to JMRC struggles with fundamentals.
One example was when all three pla-
toons from an infantry company con-
ducted six platoon attacks as part of
STX lanes. All six were executed as
frontal assaults across open areas,
even though in every case there was a
clear concealed route for the assault
element to take that would have al-
lowed a 90-degree flank of the enemy.
There was no bounding on the objec-
tive and little use of tactical formations
because they had never trained as a
platoon before coming to JMRC.

Armor companies struggle with many
of the same fundamentals as the infan-
try. | covered a tank company that had
conducted gunnery through Table XII
(platoon level). They were very good at
what they had trained. Unfortunately,
gunnery was the only training they had
conducted.

Reliance on gunnery as the only means
of training platoons and companies in-
evitably leads to bad habits due to
safety considerations on the range.
Units default to conducting on-line
frontal assaults because that’s all they
have practiced. Throughout the rota-
tion, this particular unit defaulted to a

frontal assault in the open without us-
ing terrain to their advantage in every
engagement. In one of those engage-
ments, a platoon sat static in the open,
engaging an enemy Leopard tank. The
Leopard fired some 10 times from 10
locations in 60 seconds and never
stopped moving while taking con-
cealed routes to and from multiple al-
ternate firing positions.

I’ve never seen an American tank do
anything like that at JMRC. Our units
are not at the level of some of our mul-
tinational partners — again, because
they are not training on maneuver at
home station before coming to JMRC.
Yes, American units progressively im-
prove throughout each rotation. How-
ever, by the end of their rotation, they
are still not at the level some of our
multinational partners achieved prior
to arrival. The problem is not that
American units are making mistakes —
every unit makes many of the same
mistakes as it goes through the train-
ing process. The problem is that they
are making mistakes because they
have not trained as a platoon or com-

pany.
I've worked directly with elements
from at least 11 nations, so | have rea-

son to say that our multinational part-
ners prepare better to come to JMRC
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at home station so they usually do not
have the same difficulties. Our multi-
national partners come here at a more
advanced stage in their training cycle.

The stark reality is that since American
units rarely conduct extensive METL
training at home station, the result is
that units come to JMRC to conduct
battalion- and brigade-level operations
with subordinate units that are highly
challenged when asked to execute fun-
damental missions because they have
not trained for them. In contrast, many
of our multinational partners are very
proficient at the platoon and company
level. They are clearly preparing for
training at JMRC and for war.

Bottom line: American units are not as
prepared or ready for combat as their
multinational partners are at company
level and below.

What’s the problem?

Why are American units not training at
home station? There are a multitude
of reasons. One of those reasons is
definitely not that company command-
ers don’t want to train. All they want
to dois train, but there is massive frus-
tration in current and former company
commanders about the lack of training
opportunities provided for them and
their companies. The consensus from
the company-level perspective is that
they are unable to conduct sufficient
METL training due to overtasking, man-
datory non-METL-related training and,
in some cases, spending a very high
percentage of the year on red cycle.

The reduced budget and size of the
Army has played at least a small role in
affecting our ability to train. It may be
causing some units to spend a greater
amount of time on red cycle than they
would have in the past, which makes it
very difficult to train above the individ-
ual-Soldier level. For example, one
company commander who came to
JMRC told me his unit was on red cycle
performing post gate-guard duty dur-
ing what would have been his train-up
time before coming to Germany. He
said his unit was going straight back to
gate-guard duty as soon as they re-
turned.

That’s not a problem a unit would like-
ly have experienced a few years ago;
extra red-cycle missions due to a

smaller budget have certainly had an
impact on training opportunities. How-
ever, | don’t think most of the problem
can be attributed to this.

Overtasking, or “the deluge of require-
ments” as it was called in the February
2015 report, Lying to Ourselves: Dis-
honesty in the Army Profession,* is the
reason American units don’t train at
home station. The study makes the
case that the Army overtasks subordi-
nates to such a level that it is impossi-
ble for Army units and Army leaders to
do everything they are tasked to do.
The report’s authors further state that
since non-compliance is not a viable
option, leaders must choose which
tasks to conduct to standard and which
tasks to just “report” that they were
done to standard. The report makes
the case that this “deluge of require-
ments” has led to ethical failing within
the military. That point may or may not
be true, but there is no question the
deluge of requirements identified by
that study is negatively impacting our
ability to train our companies and pla-
toons to fight and win in war.

Overtasking is nothing new. A 2002
U.S. Army War College study tallied all
training directed at company com-
manders. There were 297 days of man-
datory requirements for 256 available
training days.®> These mandatory re-
quirements have a significant impact
on a company’s ability to train collec-
tive tasks.

I’'ve heard many senior leaders from
lieutenant colonel to brigadier general
acknowledge that there are too many
tasks. They usually say that leaders
need to learn where they can “assume
risk” and figure out what they can af-
ford not to do. Of course, all leaders
need to be able to evaluate where to
assume risk; it’s part of the job. How-
ever, | don’t think it’s reasonable for a
leader to knowingly overtask subordi-
nates and say, “figure out what not to
do”

Company commanders are put in a po-
sition in which they must assume risk
by choosing to ignore or finger-drill
mandatory training or directed tasks to
train their company for war. What will
happen to that commander if he has
an incident within the company that
arguably could have been prevented if

he had conducted the mandatory
training? Will his battalion and brigade
commanders back him? Some probably
will, and others probably won’t. Un-
fortunately, that commander is risking
his/her career by choosing to train the
company for war rather than do man-
datory administrative training. It is
much easier and requires far less risk
to just do what he/she is told and con-
duct the administrative training or ful-
fill the requirement.

Administrative training has measurable
results, at least in percentage of Sol-
diers trained. METL training does not
because the outcome of it is measured
by the commander’s subjective judg-
ment. When something goes wrong
that should have been covered by
some type of mandatory administra-
tive training, a commander is at risk if
he/she is not up to date on that train-
ing. It may not matter to anyone that
the company is assessed as a “T”
(trained) while all the others are as-
sessed as a “P” (needs practice) in
company attack if his company has a
serious incident in one of these areas
and he is out of tolerance.

We must decide

We need to decide as an Army what we
really want our top priority to be.
Many of our senior leaders said that it
is readiness. However, readiness comes
largely from realistic METL training.
Companies and battalions that come
to JMRC spend much of their time at
home station dealing with the “deluge
of requirements” rather than actually
training for war. As a result, some of
our multinational partners are tactical-
ly more proficient than we are at com-
pany level and below because they
prepare for CTC rotations and for war
by training at home station.

Based on talking to company-level
leadership and my own experience,
mandatory training is certainly the
event most likely to cancel approved
METL training inside the six-week com-
pany training window. However, it is
only part of the problem. Even more
disturbing is the lack of calendar space
that is actually devoted to METL train-
ing; calendar space is devoted to the
“deluge of requirements.” The other
requirements may be maintenance
stand-downs, operation clean-sweeps
or a host of other things that seem
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important. Our problem as an Army is
deciding what important things not to
do so we can devote time to the things
that are really most important.

Steps in solution

The solution to this problem is not
complicated or new; it is just difficult
to implement. The first two steps of
the solution to remedy lack of home-
station training are the same two iden-
tified by Stephen Gerras and Leonard
Wong needed to fix ethical fading,
which was also identified as having
been caused by overtasking. We must
acknowledge the problem and then ex-
ercise restraint in tasking our subordi-
nates.*

The third step is the most difficult and
also not new. We must change the
Army culture from being overcentral-
ized, overstructured and microman-
aged to a culture of innovation that in-
vests and trusts subordinate leaders,
allows a degree of uncertainty and pro-
tects company commanders from ex-
ternal disruptions that prevent them
from training their companies.®

The steps of the solution:

e Firststep:lbelieve we have taken the
first step to acknowledge the
problem. The former Secretary of the
Army, Army Chief of Staff and
FORSCOM commander identified
readiness as a priority. We now just
need to take the next step and realize
how overtasking is affecting our
ability to train at home station and its
negativeimpactontactical proficiency
and readiness.

e Second step: We must exercise
restraint when issuing tasks to
subordinates. “Restraint must be
established in the amount of
mandatory training passed down to
the force,” writes Wong in Stifling
Innovation.® “Instead of making
lower-level leaders decide which
mandatory training or directive they
will ignore, leaders at the strategic
level must shoulder the burden of
prioritizing which directives are truly
required.” Successfully exercising
restraint goes beyond just revamping
or modifying mandatory training;
Wong and Gerras write that we must
also scrutinize “All Army Activities,
policies from major commands and
directives from all headquarters in

regard to their impact on the
cumulative load.”*

e Third step: We must change the Army
culture that is now overcentralized
and overstructured to a culture of
innovation thatinvestsin (and trusts)
subordinate leaders, allows a degree
of uncertainty and protects company
commanders from external
disruptions that prevent them from
training their companies.> We will not
be successful simply by declaring that
readiness and training are our top
priorities.

Unfortunately, cultural change is diffi-
cult and must start at the highest level
but also affect leaders and staffs at all
levels. The most difficult part of cultur-
al change is that, to be successful, it
actually requires leaders to do less.
“Senior leaders need to be convinced
to give standards, some basic guide-
lines, and then let subordinate com-
manders train,” Wong writes.®> That
means an end to brigades tracking in-
dividual Soldier requirements six levels
down.

We will also have to adhere to our cur-
rent training doctrine and stop making
changes to approved training calen-
dars. Senior leaders must assume risk

by trusting their subordinates to train
their units to standard. Some units will
fall short. However, most will likely ex-
ceed expectations and be much better
than they would have been in the cur-
rent overstructured, overcentralized
environment, even though they will
probably not get there exactly how
their higher headquarters envisioned.

In the current requirement-rich envi-
ronment, training at home station is
difficult. The solution is complex and
will take time to address. However,
creative leaders can find a way to mit-
igate the impact. Leaders at all levels
can begin by asking themselves the fol-
lowing questions.

Company level

e Am | identifying administrative
requirements in quarterly training
guidance (QTG) and scheduling them
on the calendar so that | am not put
into a position where | have to cancel
METL training at the end of the
guarter to meet the requirement?

¢ Am | taking services into account for
my quarterly training plan?

¢ Am | being creative in how and when
| conduct mandatory training? For
example, maybe | could cycle one

Figure 2. Slovenian troops from the 45 Center for Tracked Combat Vehicles op-
erate M-84 main battle tanks during Exercise Allied Spirit IV in January 2016 at
Joint Multinational Training Center, Hohenfels Training Area, Germany. The
Slovenians partnered with U.S. Soldiers from 1% Battalion, 4" Infantry Regi-
ment, to play opposition forces during the training. In general, our multina-
tional partners are better prepared for a JMRC rotation than are American
units. (U.S. Army National Guard photo by SGT Brianne Roudebush)
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squad or platoon at a time through
the training while everyone elseison
gate guard.

e When unexpected requirements
arise causing me to lose personnel,
am | immediately canceling planned
trainingor dolconductitasbestlcan
with the personnel | have available?

e Am | maximizing the use of digital
training resources when other
resources are not available?

e As part of the quarterly training brief
(QTB), do | send up reclamas for
directed requirements that will
negativelyimpactapproved training?

e When | reclama, am | effectively
articulating the real impact of that
requirement on my training
proficiency and readiness as a
company?

Battalion level
e Are we issuing QTG?

e If so, are we using the military
decision-making process (MDMP) in
its creation?

e Are services and other similar
requirements coveredin QTG and the
QTB?

e Giventhatthere are more mandatory
requirements than can be conducted
in a given year, are we specifically
identifying which ones our
subordinates should conduct in a
given quarter?

e Are we doing our best to honor
approved training schedules as a
contract between company
commanders and the battalion
commander?

e Who is the approval authority for
additions and subtractions to the
training schedule inside of the six-
week window?

e When short-suspense requirements
arise, are we conducting real analysis
on who can support it with the least
impact to planned training, or are we
equally tasking all subordinate units?

e Are we conducting real analysis on
short-suspense requirements prior
to passing them to our subordinates
toidentify whether we should instead
submit a reclama?

e Are we seriously analyzing reclamas
submitted by our subordinates and
advocating for them when a

requirement is going to affect their
METL proficiency?

Brigade level

e Are we issuing training guidance to
our subordinates?

¢ If so, are we using MDMP in its
creation?

e Are we blocking off time for
subordinate units to conduct METL
before we fill the calendar with other
requirements?

¢ Giventhatthere are more mandatory
requirements than can be conducted
in a given year, are we specifically
identifying which ones should be the
focus?

e Are we doing our best to honor
approved quarterly training as a
contract between commanders?

e Who is the approval authority for
additions and subtractions to the
approved training calendar outside
of about an eight-week window?

e When short-suspense requirements
arise, are we conducting real analysis
on who can support it with the least
impact to planned training?

e Are we conducting real analysis on
short-suspense requirements prior
topassingthemontooursubordinates
toidentify whether we should instead
submit a reclama?

* Are we seriously analyzing reclamas
submitted by our subordinates and
advocating for them when a
requirement is going to affect their
METL proficiency?

Take-aways

We were once considered the undis-
puted best maneuver force in the
world. We probably still are the best
army in the world due to our unique
ability to project power. However,
many of our allies, and likely some of
our potential enemies, are now tacti-
cally better than we are at company
level and below because we do not
train enough at home station.

The problem is primarily the over-
whelming amount of non-training tasks
we place on our subordinates. This
conclusion is based on my experiences
at JMRC and discussions with other ju-
nior leaders. They do not have the time
to truly prepare their units for war. We
must acknowledge we have a problem

with a lack of home-station training
that is affecting readiness. Senior lead-
ers at all levels must exercise restraint
when tasking subordinates, taking into
account the cumulative load of re-
quirements.

Finally, we must change the Army cul-
ture to allow subordinate leaders to
have flexibility to train their units
based on commander’s intent rather
than a long list of specified require-
ments. If we want to be the best-
trained army in the world, we must
make readiness through METL training
the priority that takes precedence over
all other requirements.

CPT Scott Metz is the operations offi-
cer, Security Cooperation Office, U.S.
Embassy, Buenos Aires, Argentina. At
the time he wrote this article, he was
a maneuver-company O/C/T at JMRC
in Hohenfels, Germany. Previous as-
signments include commander, Head-
quarters Company, 1° Battalion, 4™ In-
fantry Regiment, Hohenfels; command-
er, Bravo Company, 1-4 Infantry, Ho-
henfels; and assistant operations offi-
cer, 1-4 Infantry, Hohenfels. Prior to
commissioning as an officer, CPT Metz
served with 4™ Battalion, 27t Field Ar-
tillery, Fort Bliss, TX, and Task Force 2™
Battalion, 6 Infantry Regiment. CPT
Metz’s military schools include Officer
Candidate School, Armor Basic Officer
Leader Course, Airborne School and En-
gineer Officer Advanced Course. CPT
Metz holds a bachelor’s in business ad-
ministration degree and a bachelor’s
of arts degree from Southwestern Col-
lege in Kansas. He also has a master’s
of science degree in geological engi-
neering from the Missouri University of
Science and Technology. His awards
and honors include the Purple Heart,
Meritorious Service Medal and Order
of Saint Maurice.
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AcrRONYM QuiCcK-ScAN

CTC - combat-training center
FORSCOM - (U.S. Army) Forces
Command

JMRC - Joint Multinational
Readiness Center

MDMP — military decision-making
process

METL — mission-essential task list
OI/CIT — observer/coach/trainer
QTB - quarterly training brief
QTG - quarterly training guidance
STX - situational training exercise

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

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

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

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

the Russian Tank Biathlon.

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

If you have such information or would
like to share a personal experience,
please make your submissions to Dr.
Robert S. Cameron, the Armor School’s
point of contact for this action. All ma-
terial provided must be unclassified
and non-For Official Use Only.

Email: Robert.s.cameron.civ@mail.mil.

SULLIVAN CUP

2018

Mailing address: ARMOR magazine,
ATTN: Tank Gunnery, McGinnis-
Wickam Hall, Suite W-142, 1 Karker
Street, Fort Benning, GA 31905.
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Maneuver and Intelligence:
Bridging the Gap for
Unified Land Operations

by MAJ James P. Kolky and
MAJ Michael J. Trujillo

Military-intelligence (MlI) officers un-
dergo various levels of specialized
training to hone skills across various in-
telligence disciplines. However, little if
any schoolhouse training focuses on
preparing MI officers to serve effec-
tively and successfully in a maneuver
formation as an S-2 within a maneuver
battalion or brigade staff. Although the
Army needs Ml officers to serve as sub-
ject-matter experts (SMEs) across the
multiple intelligence domains, maneu-
ver commanders require Ml officers
who are prepared to bridge the gap
both doctrinally and practically be-
tween intelligence and maneuver.

As the U.S. Army continues to adjust its
doctrine and training methodologies to
fight and win in a complex world, it’s
important we continue to refine our
best practices at the tactical level.
More than a decade of low-intensity
conflict yielded a skewed perception of

the understanding or application of the
tactical fusion of intelligence and ma-
neuver. Although counterinsurgency
(COIN) assessments of the enemy tran-
scended traditional opposing-force
(opfor) norms, somewhere along the
way we lost the ability to produce rel-
evant near-peer assessments during
the operations process.

COIN’s impact

Arguably, COIN operations overall were
very routine at the tactical level,
whereas peer-to-peer combat opera-
tions such as division-size movements-
to-contact are dynamic and require in-
creased and committed integration be-
tween intelligence and maneuver. Un-
fortunately, the tactical necessities of
14 years of COIN support degraded our
ability and willingness to bridge the
gap between intelligence and maneu-
ver in major combat operations.

This capability gap exists in several ma-
neuver formations and is both the re-
sult of more than a decade of patrol-
base operations and a decrease in the

deliberate training of our MI officer
corps in understanding and practically
applying maneuver doctrine. The Army
must apply solutions to this problem,
close the gap and create conditions for
Ml officers to link intelligence analysis
with the application of combat power
through movement and maneuver. The
infrastructure and intellectual capital
exists to address and remedy this prob-
lem, and with minor adjustments to
the training programs of instruction
(Pol) within U.S. Army Training and
Doctrine Command (TRADOC), the re-
ality of ill-prepared maneuver battal-
ion/brigade S-2s can diminish over
time and establish a new precedent for
the “fusion MI officers” who not only
understand the requirements of a ma-
neuver commander but demonstrate
understanding in linking their analysis
to the application of combat power
through decisive action (DA).

Maneuver commanders, their opera-
tions officers (S-3) and executive offi-
cers often receive Ml officers who are
unprepared to execute analysis that
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directly relates to tactical actions and
application of combat power in DA. Al-
though the general perception among
many non-maneuver military-occupa-
tional-specialty training programs is
one that points to on-the-job training
(OJT) as the medium for refining the
required skills necessary to serve in a
maneuver battalion or brigade, the in-
telligence warfighting function (IWfF)
—and Ml officers as a whole — stand to
benefit from deliberate and directed
training prior to selection of, and ser-
vice as, a battalion or brigade S-2.

Changes needed

in training

The potential solutions to this issue
must include both institutional and or-
ganizational adjustments within our
tactical formations and professional
schoolhouses. Modifications to the ex-
isting basic course and advanced
course Pols are the starting point to
ensure the next generation of Ml offi-
cers receives the necessary training
and tested proficiency in maneuver
doctrine.

Setting the stage for more capable and
doctrinally proficient S-2s cannot occur
without buy-in from both the U.S.
Army Maneuver Center of Excellence
(MCoE) and the Intelligence Center of
Excellence (ICoE). First, ICOE and MCoE
must coordinate and dedicate a mini-
mum of four days of training space to
pollinating the Ml officer Pol with ma-
neuver development. The MCoE’s con-
tribution includes the commitment of
temporary-duty costs to provide the
requisite number of infantry or Armor
field-grade officers (at least two per
class), preferably former or newly se-
lected battalion or squadron com-
manders, to mentor Ml lieutenants at-
tending the basic course and Ml cap-
tains attending the career course. The
program should show preference to Ml
officers selected to serve in brigade
combat teams (BCT) as their next as-
signment following the basic or ad-
vanced course. The ICoE’s contribution
to this effort is the allocated training
space per class through modification
of the existing Pol.

Training Ml officers for success as S-2s
requires teaching, exercising and as-
sessing an Ml officer’s ability to apply
maneuver-centric analysis to a

previously developed scenario. Instruc-
tors of this curriculum should have ac-
cess to DA training environment tacti-
cal-level scenarios, which will drive not
only instruction but practical exercises
(PEs) and assessment. Also, Ml officers
must receive instruction about offen-
sive and defensive doctrine from the
MCoE field-grade officer representa-
tives, providing not only fundamental
understanding but personal expertise
from officers who have practically ap-
plied the doctrine in a training environ-
ment such as at a combat-training cen-
ter.

Finally, because unified land opera-
tions (ULO) includes stability and/or
defense support of civil authorities
(DSCA) tasks, the curriculum must in-
clude instruction, practical application
and assessment of these principles.
The practical application of offensive
and defensive analysis receives priori-
ty, however, simply because these te-
nets of DA more easily translate into
the interaction between an S-2 and
his/her battalion/squadron command-
er.

Although a focus on the entry- and
mid-level Ml officers begins populating
our Ml officer corps with more doctrin-
ally capable officers, it does not ad-
dress the issue of those field-grade Ml
officers who may struggle with the
same shortcoming. The intermediate-
leadership education (ILE)/Command
and General Staff College (CGSC) Pol
offers an advanced-tactics studies
(ATS) focused program that aims to
“enhance [field-grade officers’] under-
standing of the art and science of tac-
tical operations.” This is specifically
conducted during the electives period
of the course. Furthermore, the curric-
ulum “offer[s] students the opportuni-
ty to gain subject-matter expertise in
the area of tactical operations that will
serve student officers in their future
assignments with battalions, brigades
and divisions.”?

Competing career requirements for Ml
field-grade officers certainly won’t al-
low participation in the full course cur-
riculum. However, Ml field-grade offi-
cers who are bound for assignment as
a brigade S-2 with no previous experi-
ence in maneuver formations must (at
a minimum) complete courses within
ATS that focus on the operations pro-

cess within maneuver formations.

Although adjustments to the existing
Pol along the path of Ml-officer devel-
opment offer several advantages to im-
proving the doctrinal proficiency of
battalion/brigade S-2s of the future,
they do not directly address those al-
ready serving in said positions who are
perhaps struggling to bridge the gap
between Red analysis and Blue action.

TTRs

The TRADOC Intelligence Support Ac-
tivity (TRISA) at Fort Leavenworth, KS,
could perhaps provide the solution to
current doctrinal shortcomings among
Ml officers of all tactical ranks. TRISA
conducts two one-week (five days
each) hybrid-threat tactics courses
(TTR) per fiscal year.2 Although the TTR
curriculum focuses mainly on profi-
ciency with opfor or Red doctrine, the
addition of a week to the already stel-
lar curriculum offers another option to
remedy this issue.

The TTR introduces and provides su-
pervised PEs in planning opfor opera-
tions. The course bases its curriculum
on the Training Circular (TC) 7-100 se-
ries of opfor manuals, including TC
7-100.2, Opposing Force Tactics, and
TC 7-100.3, Irregular Opposing Forces.
The course is unquestionably effective
at teaching and practically applying op-
for doctrine, and its graduates are
drastically more capable of under-
standing and applying Red doctrine
than non-graduates. In the context of
creating Ml officers with the ability to
apply maneuver more effectively to
Red analysis, however, there is oppor-
tunity to leverage the existing infra-
structure and teaching cadre, thus cre-
ating even more tactical proficiency
among our Ml officers.

The high-quality instruction and knowl-
edge within the TTR cadre provides the
intellectual capital necessary to ex-
pand on the TTR’s stellar curriculum.
Upon completion of PEs or during plan-
ning of opfor operations in Week 1, a
second week would focus on applying
the opfor assessments to previously
coordinated BCT training scenarios.
Again, this program cannot operate ef-
fectively without buy-in from sister or-
ganizations. The Combined Arms Cen-
ter’s Department of Army Tactics
(DTAC) at ILE is the most relevant and
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Day 1

Offense

Day 2 Day 3

Defense

Offense/Defense PE

Day 4
Stability/DSCA

Army Doctrinal Publication
3-0, Operations (1.5 hours)
(MCoE)

FM 3-90-1, Characteristics of
the Defense (1.5 hours)
(MCoE)

(1.5 hours)

PE Steps 1 and 2 of MDMP
(focus: ability to apply rele-
vant analysis against princi-
ples of offense and defense)

FM 3-07, FM 3-28, Stability /
DSCA (1 hour)

Field Manual (FM) 6-0,
Command and Staff Orga-
nization and Operations
(focus: Chapter 9, military
decision-making process
(MDMP)) (1.5 hours) (ICoE)

FM 3-90-1, Characteristics
of the Offense (1 hour)
(MCoE)

Assessment: defensive char-
acteristics (1 hour) (MCoE/

Expectations of S-2 (1.5
hours) (MCoE/ICoE) (infantry
/ Armor majors/lieutenant
colonels post-KD or pre-com-

ICoE)

Lunch/Group Study

IPB brief to commander
(MCoE field-grade officer
provides feedback and as-

sessment) (Group 2)

mand)

IPB brief to commander
(MCoE field-grade officer
provides feedback and as-

sessment) (Group 1)

Assessment: stability opera-
tions/DSCA characteristics
(MCoE/ICoE) (1 hour)

PE Steps 1 and 2 of MDMP
(focus: ability to apply rele-
vant analysis against princi-
ples of stability operations/
DSCA) (1.5 hours)

Assessment: offensive char-
acteristics (1 hour) (MCoE/
ICoE)

Analysis for maneuver for
battalion/brigade S-2 (1.5
hours) (MCoE/ICoE)

IPB brief to commander
(MCoE field-grade officer
provides feedback and as-

sessment) (Group 3)

IPB brief to commander
(MCoE field-grade officer
provides feedback and as-

sessment) (select personnel)

Table 1. Possible curriculum.

feasible option to apply to the maneu-
ver portion of this development plan.

Week 2 focuses exclusively on S-2 pro-
ficiency in leading the intelligence
preparation of the battlefield (IPB).
DTAC provides at least two post-com-
mand lieutenant colonels or post-key
and developmental (KD) majors to
oversee and provide guidance and
feedback during Week 2’s focus on IPB.
The focus of TTR during Week 2 cen-
ters on understanding and practically
applying what the Army refers to as
“reverse IPB” specifically as it relates
to tactical-level planning of maneuver
formations.

Just as in the recommended curricu-
lum described for Ml lieutenants and
captains (MI Officer Basic Course and
MI Captain’s Career Course), Week 2
focuses on increased understanding of
ULO, prioritizing analysis relevant to
offensive and defensive operations.
The combination of intelligence SMEs
from the TTR teaching cadre and ma-
neuver SMEs from DTAC enables the
continuation of learning and practical
exercises in Week 1 (Red analysis) to
pre-planned training scenarios in Week
2.

The DTAC portion of the teaching

cadre, acting as either S-3/executive
officer or maneuver commander, pro-
vides feedback and guidance for each
assessment, which is graded heavily on
the student’s ability to demonstrate
and clearly communicate comprehen-
sion of the Red analysis in support of
tactical maneuver. For example, a
training scenario that uses an armored
BCT (ABCT) (or subordinate battalion)
with a tactical task of destroy examines
the student’s ability to pull pertinent
data points on the opfor (enemy ar-
mored formations, range and capabili-
ties, task organization, etc.) and devel-
op a relevant comparative analysis
against the doctrinal requirements for
an ABCT’s ability to destroy an enemy
formation.

There are several examples of “reverse
IPB worksheets” that aim to capture
this comparative analysis. However, Ml
officers’ exposure to such a product, as
previously discussed, is often part of
OJT upon arrival to a battalion or BCT.
TTR Week 2 aims to provide deliberate
focus on such a mechanism for analy-
sis to enable our Ml officers’ ability to
generate analysis relevant to a speci-
fied tactical task.

Change to MTOE?

Another potential and perhaps contro-
versial solution to this issue is the re-
design of maneuver battalion/brigade
modified tables of organization and
equipment (MTOE). An addition or
subtraction of specific coded billets
within the S-2 section is not necessary
to begin to solve the Ml officers’ lack
of doctrinal foundation. Instead, an in-
ternal shift of personnel is needed. The
definitive transfer of ownership of the
S-2 section to battalion or squadron
S-3 addresses the gap in fusion be-
tween maneuver and intelligence. This
proposed solution does not necessar-
ily require Army-wide adoption; how-
ever, future or current S-3s/executive
officers and battalion/squadron com-
manders should consider such a move.
(We fully acknowledge the challenges
to applying this model to BCT-level
staffs, so we advocate this shift at the
battalion/squadron level only).

Under the design of this proposal, the
S-2, ideally an MI captain, works in
concert with the battalion plans officer
and reports directly to the S-3. The S-3
plans officer and the S-2 establish the
organizational relationship, ensuring
Red assessments are relevant to the
tactical task at hand. This relationship
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and organizational change ensures that
the commander’s understanding and
visualization of the specified task or
environment is fully coordinated and
synchronized between the S-2 and S-3.

The counterargument against this pro-
posal is that the transition of the S-2 to
the ownership of the S-3 dilutes the
authority and influence of the execu-
tive officer. The executive officer re-
mains the chief of staff and an integral
part of the operations process. The val-
ue of having a direct relationship be-
tween the S-3 and S-2 far outweighs
any concern that the executive officer
loses a portion of his or her staff to an-
other field-grade officer. On the con-
trary, the quality of products due to
deliberate and focused integration be-
tween the S-3 and the S-2 will increase
the capability and effectiveness of the
entire staff.

Our current model isn’t working and,
as demonstrated, it yields a dilution of
the potential benefits of fusing intelli-
gence and maneuver. Moreover, the
current training methodology for Ml
officers, specifically those at the entry-
and mid-level of service (lieutenants
and captains) is akin to a chef never
learning the menu of his own restau-
rant and expecting his/her patrons to
order only the foods he/she can cook.

The movement and maneuver of com-
bat formations demands intelligence
that adequately assesses the capabili-
ties and intentions of the enemy as
that enemy relates to friendly action.
Army Doctrinal Reference Publication
(ADRP) 2-0 tells us that intelligence
must be relevant, predictive and tai-
lored.? Although our doctrine lends it-
self to this ideology, our MI officers
continue to struggle with its applica-
tion because of a lack of training. As
described above, there are several fea-
sible options ranging in scale and com-
mitment that directly address this is-
sue.

As we continue training for and win-
ning in a complex world, it’s imperative
to address issues such as these now

and avoid the potential tactical costs
during future ground combat. All the
tools exist to remedy this issue. Our
Army only requires a push in the right
direction and recognition of the impor-
tance of the bridging the gap between
intelligence and maneuver in support
of ULO.

MAJ James Kolky is an IWfF observer/
coach/trainer, Operations Group Bra-
vo, Mission Command Training Pro-
gram (MCTP), Fort Leavenworth, KS.
His previous assignments include com-
mander, Company B, 303" Military In-
telligence Battalion, Fort Hood, TX (de-
ployed to Afghanistan 2011-12); bri-
gade S-2, 1°t Air Cavalry Brigade, Fort
Hood; and battle captain, 2™ Battalion,
16™ Infantry Regiment, 4'" Infantry Bri-
gade Combat Team, Fort Riley, KS (de-
ployed to Iraqg 2007-08). MAJ Kolky’s
military schools include ILE at CGSC,
Signals Intelligence Course and the M|
Captain’s Career Course. He has a
bachelor’s of science degree in criminal
justice and U.S. history from Northern
Michigan University. MAJ Kolky’s
awards include the Meritorious Service
Medal.

MAIJ Mike Trujillo is the chief of opera-
tions, Operations Group B, MCTP, Fort
Leavenworth. His previous assignments
include anti-tank guided missile ana-
lyst, Defense Intelligence Agency,
Washington, DC; executive officer, 2™
Squadron, 38" Cavalry; S-3, 2-38 Cav;
and commander, Dismounted Recon-
naissance Troop, 4" Squadron, 73"
Cavalry Regiment, 4" Brigade Combat
Team, 82" Airborne Division, Fort
Bragg, NC. MAJ Trujillo’s military
schools include Armor Captain’s Career
Course, Cavalry Leader’s Course and
CGSC. MAJ Trujillo has a bachelor’s de-
gree in business administration (mar-
keting concentration) from Oregon
State University. His awards include
the Bronze Star with one oak-leaf clus-
ter, Defense Meritorious Service Medal,
the Order of St. George (Black/Bronze)
and the Order of St. Maurice (Legion-
naire).

AcrRONYM QuiCcK-ScAN

ABCT - armored brigade combat
team

ADRP - Army doctrinal reference
publication

ATS - advanced-tactics studies
BCT - brigade combat team
CGSC - Command and General
Staff College

COIN - counterinsurgency

DA — decisive action

DCSA - defense support of civil
authorities

DTAC — Department of Army Tactics
FM - field manual

ICoE — Intelligence Center of
Excellence

ILE — intermediate-level education
IPB - intelligence preparation of the
battlefield

IWFF — intelligence warfighting
function

KD - key and developmental
MCoE - Maneuver Center of
Excellence

MCTP - Mission Command Training
Program

MDMP - military decision-making
process

MI — military intelligence

MTOE — modified table of
organization and equipment

OJT - on-the-job training

Opfor — opposing force

PE - practical exercise

Pol — program of instruction

SME - subject-matter expert

TC - training circular

TRADOC - (U.S. Army) Training and
Doctrine Command

TRISA - TRADOC Intelligence
Support Activity

TTR — threat-tactics course

ULO - unified land operations

Notes

1 ATS focused program, CGSC course cata-
log; accessed Jan. 16, 2017, http://us-
acac.army.mil/cac2/cgsc/reposito-
ry/350-1.pdf.

2TTR, TRADOC G-2 Analysis and Control
Element Threats Integration, https://atn.
army.mil/dsp_template.aspx?dplD=447;
accessed Dec. 12, 2016.

3 ADRP 2-0, Intelligence, Department of
the Army, August 2017.
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BOOK REVIEWS

Barbarossa Unleashed: The German
Blitzkrieg through Central Russia to
the Gates of Moscow, June-December
1941, Craig W.H. Luther, Schiffer Pub-
lishing, 2014, 808 pages, $42.

After the American Civil War, is there
any subject that has been as written
about in World War Il as much as the
Eastern Front has been? There are
some modern authors one can be cer-
tain of, such as David Stahel and of
course David Glantz, but when one en-
counters a new doorstop of a tome like
Barbarossa Unleashed, one may ap-
proach it with a healthy dose of jaded
skepticism. One wonders what new
can be said, outside of a more far-
fetched thesis, on this topic, as the
Russians have again limited access to
the World War Il archives. Leave that
skepticism behind and buy this book —
a statement that one seldom sees in a
book review’s first paragraph. Luther
will not disappoint you with Barbaros-
sa Unleashed. Luther has written,
without qualification, the single most
important and overarching work on
Army Group Centre in Operation Bar-
barossa.

What Luther has done is to break the
very complex subject of Operation Bar-
barossa down into easily digestible pe-
riods. The central tenet behind Lu-
ther’s work is only on the Moscow axis,
where there was any potential for the
initial shock and awe period of the in-
vasion to produce a military and polit-
ical victory. Neither the Army Group
North axis, centered on Leningrad, nor
Army Group South, focused in Ukraine,
could of themselves have produced a
decisive victory — although they could
contribute mightily by their operation-
al success. Luther at the beginning of
the book neatly encapsulates the issue
that would dog Hitler, the Operation
Barbarossa planners and the Weh-
rmacht: what was the center of gravity
for this campaign? Luther comes back
to this theme of strategic indecision
time and time again, and he addresses
this theme within a context all too fa-
miliar to American forces from Iraq in

2003: we won all the battles so far;
now what?

Luther is surprisingly perhaps most
comfortable when talking about logis-
tic planning for the invasion and then
the ensuing nightmare of keeping the
panzers supplied. Luther uses this chal-
lenge with supply to add more context
to the invasion’s operational planning
and focuses on the fact that German
staff planning for logistics was built on
a foundation of many hopeful assump-
tions. For instance, it seems that no
one analyzed what fuel and oil con-
sumption rates would be if the army
was not traveling on hard-surfaced
roads. The Nazis’ failure to carefully
delineate worst-case assumptions
meant the German infantry and its
horse-bound army suffered tremen-
dous personal hardships.

The book not only addresses roads and
the vast array of captured vehicles, mi-
nus a ready stockpile of repair parts
that outfitted the German army, but
Luther speaks in detail about why the
rail system failed and the enormous as-
sumptions that wished away potential
problems — such as what if the Soviets
conducted a scorched-earth policy on
their rail system?

Don’t make the mistake of thinking
that Luther relied primarily on second-
ary sources; he obviously spent a good
deal of time in archives researching
primary sources. In addition, Luther
uses a lot of heretofore-unpublished
material from letters and diaries to add
depth — not just color — to the chal-
lenges facing combatants in this the-
ater. The reader might be surprised at
some of the material used, which only
adds to the comprehensive breadth of
this work. One of the facts that comes
out time and again in these letters is of
the early resurgence of the Red Air
Force. Luther dispels the myth that the
Soviet air force ceased to exist until the
later stages of Operation Typhoon. We
also begin to understand how thinly
stretched the Luftwaffe became by Au-
gust 1941, trying to provide logistical
support to panzer spearheads, conduct
tactical close-air support and strategic
bombing, and build an infrastructure

to support air operations.

It’s interesting to note that Luther
gives a passing nod to Hitler as being
the superior strategist to his vaunted
General Staff. Luther thinks that Hitler
had a better intuitive feel for what was
needed for a long strategic war against
the British Empire and the United
States.

The beauty of this book is that Luther
builds well on the foundation of oth-
ers. Luther’s synthesis of previous
works, and of modern historians like
Glantz, Jones and Stahel, is simply su-
perb. Luther also digs deeper into the
issue of histography by addressing the
previously accepted view of World War
Il as the captured German generals
sold to us in their various debriefings.
The German generals painted a picture
of an honorable army, fighting an hon-
orable war against an Asiatic, ruthless
horde, where due to the nature of
combat, excesses happened. But as
new works such as Hitler’s Execution-
ers have demonstrated, the German
army was complicit in the crimes and
the genocide practiced on the Eastern
Front as a matter of policy.

My final thoughts are that if you find
this book on sale, buy it right then and
there. The biggest problem with the
book is its sheer volume, for it appears
daunting. The type size at the end of
each chapter, however, is daunting! My
test for any book is how slowly I will
force myself to read it, to savor every
delightful page. Luther accomplishes
that goal with Barbarossa Unleashed.
Add clear, concise prose, a logical road-
map and structure for the reader to
follow, and great documentation, and
you have a near-perfect book. Don’t be
fooled by the fact that it is published
by Schiffer Publishing, a specialty
house — it’s simply a top-notch book
that might not have got the lovely
treatment it received if not for Schiffer
Publishing.

If you buy one book in the next year on
the Eastern Front, this work on Army
Group Centre’s battles in perhaps the
decisive campaign that sealed Germa-
ny’s fate in 1941 deserves the highest
consideration.
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LTC (DR.) ROBERT G. SMITH

Barbarossa 1941: Reframing Hitler’s
Invasion of Stalin’s Soviet Empire,
Frank Ellis, University of Kansas Press,
2015, 624 pages, $39.95.

The University of Kansas Press has be-
come one of the powerhouses in pub-
lishing works on the Eastern Front of
World War Il. Is there any subject writ-
ten about as much in World War Il as
the Grecian tragedy that played out
between the forces of Hitler’'s Germa-
ny and Stalin’s Red Army in the cata-
clysmic struggle that defined World
War Il and the modern world? So upon
seeing that University of Kansas Press
was to release a new volume on Oper-
ation Barbarossa by Frank Ellis, | eager-
ly awaited its arrival.

Ellis notes to the reader that much of
this material has been available for the
past decade but without use or con-
text. With current Russian-West rela-
tions at a nadir, one cannot be sure
how long any archival material and ac-
cess will be available.

Ellis” approach will seem mystifying to
the blood-and-snow type of readers
who want only to see if Ellis contrib-
utes anything new to the actual com-
bat that consumed much of Europe’s
lifeblood, but Ellis” subtitle tells you
much about his intent — that his con-
cept is a reframing of the invasion by
Hitler’s Operation Barbarossa into Sta-
lin’s Soviet Empire. Indeed, a review of
the chapters tells you this is either a
provocative new book — with chapters
dealing with topics such as Soviet intel-
ligence assessments of German mili-
tary intentions, the Victor Suvorov Sta-
lin attack thesis or reflections on the
Commissar Order — or a retelling of the
same story with perhaps a few new
“highlights.” Instead, Ellis has pro-
duced a gripping tale that will make
readers question many of their cher-
ished Eastern Front truths.

Ellis has two theses running concur-
rently through the book. At one level,
we have his declaration that this was a
war of ideologies, which is of itself
nothing new. What makes it refreshing
is Ellis” analysis of how it was really the

Soviet Union who launched this war of
ideologies, unleashing its murderous
rage on its own peoples in the 1930s
purges and Ukrainian starvation of the
kulaks, culminating in the Polish Katyn
Massacre. Out of this fear of the Bol-
shevik tide and the NKVD, murders in-
creased, coupled with Hitler’s vision of
Lebensraum in the East, the Commis-
sar Order and the more infamous, but
less well-known, Barbarossa Military
Jurisdiction Order. The Commissar Or-
der allowed the liquidation without tri-
al of any captured Soviet commissars,
and perhaps by inference any other So-
viet-type functionary. The Barbarossa
Military Jurisdiction Order allowed the
employment of full-scale barbaric
methods to be used without any legal
issue by Wehrmacht soldiers to cow
the Soviet peoples, a form of shock
and awe by barbarity.

Ellis’ other key thesis is that the Soviet
intelligences services did extraordinary
work in the months leading up to Bar-
barossa. We read time after time de-
tailed reports of the construction of
new infrastructure and the movement
of Wehrmacht units to the east. All
these preparations could only point to
one thing, and these reports were sent
up through the Soviet chain. As Ellis
notes, this superior intelligence work
“makes Stalin’s failure to act in good
time and in good order all the more
perplexing.”

Ellis makes good use of the diary of Ge-
freiter von Wiedebach-Nositz of 20
Panzer Division. This account extends
from before the launch of Operation
Barbarossa until the time of his wound-
ing and evacuation in January 1942.
This diary, like other accounts and let-
ters I've read, stresses “comradeship,
duty and obedience.” Yet | found the
diary less interesting than the formal
interrogation record of GEN Dmitry G.
Pavlov, commander of the key Western
Front, the gateway to Moscow via
Minsk and Smolensk. Until now, | can
say my own military experience meant
| saw Pavlov as incompetent, but the
review of Pavlov’s interrogation that
found him engaged in a conspiracy to
betray the Soviet Motherland, coupled
with the chapter on intelligence, al-
lows one to be more sympathetic to
him.

The Victor Suvorov chapter is perhaps

the hardest to pin the intellectual tail
on the donkey, for at the end, the read-
er might rightfully conclude that Ellis
himself is certain what to make of the
thesis. Suvorov, a high-ranking defec-
tor from the Soviets’ intelligence ser-
vices, is still considered a traitor by the
Russian Federation. Suvorov postulat-
ed that Stalin was preparing to attack
the West, specifically Germany, and
that ipso facto Operation Barbarossa
was in essence a preventive war. This
had been dismissed out of hand by al-
most all historians until the revelation
of a May 1941 wargaming exercise run
under the watchful eye of then-GEN
Georgy K. Zhukov that saw the launch
of a Soviet offensive into the West —as
well as Stalin’s speech of May 5, 1941
— that buttresses this exercise post-
1991. However, Ellis all but demolishes
Suvorov’s thesis in a 30-point rebuttal.
Ellis, though, hedges his bets by noting
that if such a plan ever existed, it has
not been declassified and could the
Russian Federation ever sanction the
publication of such a plan? After all,
that plan’s publication would revamp
the entire history of World War Il and
not accrue favorably to the heroism of
the Red Army and, by extension, the
Russian Federation.

Finally! A work that answers the ques-
tions of what both the Soviets and Ger-
mans were doing in terms of intelli-
gence work and preparing their side of
the battlefront pre-invasion. The more
| read, the deeper | was drawn in by a
truly different approach and by Ellis’
considerations of a generally-hereto-
fore-ignored aspect of this campaign.
Ellis" approach allows readers to fully
grasp much of what they may have
wondered about in terms of the run-
up to Operation Barbarossa that had
been generally ignored by all other his-
torians. Ellis greatly expands our over-
all knowledge of the pre-invasion pe-
riod of Barbarossa as well as adds to
our comprehension of the Wehr-
macht’s initial surge into the Soviet
Union. Ellis’” work will cause you to re-
evaluate and ponder much of what
passes for historical knowledge in this
campaign.

My final thoughts are this: don’t buy
this book if you don’t want to have a
number of your World War Il Eastern
Front cherished truths challenged.
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Ellis’ book — although a little weightier
than the average Barbarossa book and
despite its different emphasis — is a
new must-read for any serious student
of Operation Barbarossa.

LTC (DR.) ROBERT G. SMITH

(Editor’s note: As an historical side
note regarding the cavalry profession,
Zhukov began his Red Army career as
a cavalry soldier and officer, command-
ing 39t Cavalry Regiment and 2" Cav-
alry Brigade of 7% Cavalry Division;
serving as assistant inspector of caval-
ry of the Red Army; commanding in 4
Cavalry Division and in 3™ Cavalry
Corps (later 6% Cavalry Corps); and
serving as deputy commander of the
Belorussian Military District for cavalry
before being selected to command First
Soviet Mongolian Army Group in 1938.
In the 1938-1939 undeclared border
war with the Japanese, Zhukov demon-
strated and tested the techniques he
later used against the Germans on
the Eastern Front.)

Genesis, Employment, Aftermath:
First World War Tanks and New War-
fare, 1900-1945, edited by Alaric Sear-
le, Helion and Company Limited, 2015,
1,244 pages (including maps and pho-
tographs), $79.

At the end of the first day of the 1917
Battle of Cambrai, British LTC R.W. Dun-
das wrote to his wife, “Unless some
mischance occurs this afternoon, the
tank has finally established itself as a
weapon of warfare.” Insights into how
the need to restore maneuverability to
the World War | European battlefield
led to the tank’s creation are provided
in Alaric Searle’s work Genesis, Em-
ployment, Aftermath: First World War
Tanks and New Warfare, 1900-1945.

The book is a compilation of academic
essays that discuss the technical and
industrial development of this new in-
strument of war. While there are refer-
ences to various tank engagements,
Searle’s work concentrates on the pro-
duction, employment and impact of
British, French and German tank pro-
grams. There is no in-depth battle
analysis presented in the book. The
nine chapters of the book are authored

by individuals possessing impressive
academic credentials that are reflected
in the composition of each segment.
The chapters address the development
of the tank from conception to em-
ployment, along with the supporting
systems that enhanced effectiveness.

What is a tank? One contributing au-
thor cites the definition of a tank as
found in writing of the period as “a de-
vice which transports men and guns,
behind the relative safety of armoured
plate, to a point on the battlefield
where they can do the most good, or
harm.”

How that definition became a reality is
amply addressed in this book. As the
industrial age matured, the concept of
placing an artillery weapon into a ma-
neuverable platform came to the fore-
front of European military planning.
Various pre-war designs were put
forth, and each eventually was reject-
ed as either excessively expensive or
unfeasible. European leaders believed
that any future conflict would be a
swift war of maneuver and that current
weapons, tactics and techniques would
ensure victory. This framework was
subject to serious alteration as a gen-
eral stalemate engulfed the Western
Front. Massive artillery bombardments
made large-scale maneuver virtually
impossible. As a result, tactical com-
manders became obsessed with find-
ing a way to restore battlefield maneu-
verability to their ground forces.

As the editor notes, “Social systems in
competitive situation — and, war is
surely one of the most competitive sit-
uations in human life — secure their fu-
ture existence through innovation.”
With reference to the tank, innovation
was ably assisted by improved indus-
trial capability and capacity. The chal-
lenge then, as now, was to divine from
the mass of ideas presented which
would bear the most fruit on the bat-
tlefield. As various authors thoroughly
explain, attaining the best weapon at
a reasonable price required a unique
blend of tacticians well-versed in the
required need, political support to se-
cure funding and an industrial capabil-
ity that could quickly provide the re-
quired system.

While the Allies sought a system to en-
hance maneuver, the tank’s

development was carried out simulta-
neously between the British and
French with limited coordination. Ger-
man development was subject to a
unique series of considerations. Con-
tributing author Ralf Raths relates that
the development and production of
the German A7V tank was restricted by
the competitive industrial require-
ments to manufacture airplanes and
submarines. The highly effective Allied
blockade of Germany played a large
role in limiting the tank’s subsequent
production. To compensate for their
lack of like systems, the Germans de-
veloped effective countermeasures
such as anti-tank weapons, grenades
and mines.

As initially produced by the British, the
Mark-series tanks were noisy, foul-
smelling pieces of equipment. Contrib-
utor Bryan Hammond details the du-
ties and responsibilities of the crews
manning the tank, the armament de-
veloped and the uniform adapted to
withstand the heat of the vehicle’s in-
ternal-combustion engine. The effects
of terrain, an inability to communicate
within and outside the tank, lack of
close infantry support and the tenacity
of the defenders are addressed by au-
thors Jim Beach and Brian Hall in their
contributions to the book.

In addition to manufacturing the tank
and training the crews, as noted by
several contributors, all the combat-
ants had an effective method for dis-
tributing tactical lessons. The gather-
ing of information, staff-production
process and distribution of the publi-
cations is covered by each author. The
contents of these publications usually
included a detailed description of a giv-
en action, lessons extracted from the
battle and recommendations for the
modification of tactics to counter a giv-
en threat. An abundance of footnotes
in each chapter provides information
on the source document for those
seeking more information.

One note of caution: as stated earlier,
this is not an in-depth battle analysis
of various tank battles, nor, despite the
title, do the authors connect World
War | actions to those of World War Il.
The sole focus is World War |. Well-
written, painstakingly researched, with
photos that support the text, this book
will appeal to those seeking to
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enhance their appreciation of the de-
velopment and employment of World
War | tanks.

RETIRED COL D.J. JUDGE

Route 9 Problem, The Battle for Lang
Vei, David B. Stockwell, Book Publish-
ers Network, 2016, 361 pages (includ-
ing photographs and maps), $21.95 pa-
perback, $9.99 ebook.

It was a chilly, overcast night Feb. 7,
1968, when U.S. Army SGT Nickolas I.
Fragos, a medic with Special Forces De-
tachment A-101, squeezed the handset
of his field telephone and yelled the
warning, “We have tanks in the wire!”
Just 42 minutes after midnight, the
Battle for Lang Vei began.

The North Vietnamese Army (NVA) had
intended to send about 40,000 troops
to attack the 6,000 U.S. Marines at Khe
Sanh as part of its wide-ranging Tet Of-
fensive of 1968. There was one tactical
snag for the NVA, though: the small
U.S. camp at Lang Vei.

Retired U.S. Army Armor officer LTC
Dave Stockwell recounts the heroism
of the outnumbered U.S. forces in a
battle fought by four of our armed ser-
vices, as well as the bravery of those
on the homefront. As Stockwell writes,
the NVA commander wasn’t worried,
as he expected his tanks to easily over-
come U.S. defenders at Lang Vei before
moving on to an expected quick and
decisive victory at Khe Sanh. However,
the tough defenders at Lang Vei had
other ideas; the two-dozen U.S. Army
Green Berets and their 400 local-
tribesmen allies fought so hard that
they became known as the “Route 9
problem” at the North Vietnamese
government’s highest levels.

The Tet Offensive, now considered by

military historians as the turning point
of the Vietnam War, has elicited a
number of books recounting acts of
valor and self-sacrifice by combatants
on both sides. Although Stockwell’s
Route 9 Problem, The Battle for Lang
Vei, is another book on the subject, it
stands out as a good choice for AR-
MOR readers because it details the
NVA’s first use of tanks against U.S.
forces during the war. Also, Stockwell’s
writing is an action-packed account of
the battle rather than a dry historical
recounting of the impact of the NVA’s
PT-76 tanks attacking in the heavily
wooded area along the South Vietham-
ese border with Laos.

Stockwell, who also wrote Tanks in the
Wire! The First Use of Enemy Armor in
Vietnam (1989), admitted in the pref-
ace of Route 9 Problem that he wasn’t
happy with his first book on the battle
for Lang Vei, thus his motive for writ-
ing this second book on the subject. “It
didn’t honor the men who fought there
in the manner they deserved and in
the way | intended,” Stockwell said. So
he decided to write a more compre-
hensive story with the encouragement,
help and consent of many of the bat-
tle’s survivors. The new story still high-
lights the heroic Green Berets and
their friendly indigenous forces at Lang
Vei, but it also details the crucial roles
of other participants. For example, the
U.S. Marines at Khe Sanh provided ar-
tillery support and rotary-wing aviation
evacuation flying into enemy fire,
while Navy and Air Force pilots flew
nearly constant air support, including
low-level bombing and strafing runs.

Stockwell’s latest book includes details
of the varied backgrounds and person-
alities of the participants that adds
depth to the story. It also relates the
war’s impact on the Soldiers’ families
back home during and after the battle.

It is written in an easy-to-understand
style so that today’s young adults with
no military experience can understand
the war their fathers or grandfathers
won’t talk about. Therefore, there’s no
profanity, and the military jargon is ex-
plained. Veterans will still enjoy it,
though, especially for its authentic and
detailed account of the battle.

Individual acts of courage filled the
battlefield at Lang Vei. lllustrative of
the valor displayed by all the outnum-
bered defenders, one such selfless act
by SFC Eugene Ashley Jr., senior medic
of U.S. Army Special Forces C Team
(who was at the nearby “Old Lang Vei
Camp” at the start of the battle),
earned him the posthumous award of
the Medal of Honor, the highest mili-
tary honor of the United States.

Also detailed is the courage of Army
MSG James W. Holt, senior medic as-
signed to U.S. Army Special Forces De-
tachment A-101. He killed three NVA
tanks during the battle before becom-
ing a casualty, and was listed among
the missing-in-action heroes of Lang
Vei for 47 years. He was repatriated
and buried at Arlington National Cem-
etery May 14, 2015, with national
press coverage. The Armor Association
awarded Holt the Saint George Award
(Bronze) Sept. 28, 2016 — the first post-
humously awarded, and also the first
time the honor was awarded to a
Green Beret.

GARY A. JONES
Deputy editor, ARMOR magazine

(Editor’s note: James William Holt was
a sergeant first class at the time of the
Battle for Lang Vei. He was promoted
to master sergeant while listed as miss-
ing in action. Source: The Virtual Wall
Vietnam Veterans Memorial, http://
www.virtualwall.org/dh/HoltJW01a.
htm.)
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The principal colors of the shield are those of Armor. The dragon is
represented as a strong and fierce animal covered with invulnerable
plates of mail, and in heraldry is properly applied to the overthrow of

a vicious enemy. The fleur-de-lis charged on the wing symbolizes the
organization’s campaigns in Europe and the three blue roundels repre-
sent its Korean operations: United Nations Defensive, United Nations
Offensive and Chinese Communist Forces Intervention. The distinc-
tive unit insignia was originally approved for 72" Tank Battalion Jan. 8,
1952. It was redesignated for 72" Armor Regiment March 28, 1963.




CH IS THE COMBAT ARM OF DECISION.

We are the premier mounted maneuver force comprised of the best trained; best
led, best equipped, and most lethal Tankers and Scouts in the world. Soldiers first,
we are experts in the art of maneuver warfare; mounted and dismounted recon-
naissance and security operations; and the empfoy‘rrwnt of combined arms and joint
capabilities on the battlefield. 47 ‘«T‘-

/

Armor and cavalry troopers thrive in comﬁtwm of amﬁtgmty, umertamty, and'
complexity; comfortable away from the main body — out front or on the flanks -
and decisive when leading it. We operate with a mission command mentality
always seeking opportunities to seize, retain, and exploit the initiative; creating
and preserving freedom of action for our force 'wﬁt&'e denying the enemy options.

Armor and cavalry leaders combine the superior capaﬁtﬁtws of our equr_,pment‘
Wwith the ingenuity of our Troopers to find, fix, close with and destroy the enemies

of our nation through combinations of moﬁr[tty, _prec;se, [etﬁaﬁ ::md' overwﬁe%mg
firepower; and' démstatmg shock effect. § = S S

Armor branch is a team of teams reacfy to ﬁgfit and win anytl‘me anywﬁe‘re
under any conditions of battle. AR

PB 17-17-2 Headquarters, Department of the Army
PIN 201486-000 Approved for public release, distribution is unlimited



	Contacts
	Commandant’s Hatch
	Gunner’s Seat
	Shoulder-sleeve insignia: 7th Cavalry Regiment
	Armored Reconnaissance Squadron in 
Decisive Action: Forging Cavalry for the 
Armored Brigade Combat Team
	Maneuver-Owned Logistics:
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack
	_GoBack

