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LETTERS
Dear ARMOR,
In “Ideas on Cavalry” (ARMOR’s Octo-
ber-December 2013 edition, http://
www.benning.army.mil/armor/ear-
mor/content/issues/2013/OCT_DEC/
Suthoff.html), the authors used pro-
motions data in their “Identity crisis” 
section that misrepresents the original 
study conducted and should be not be 
considered in evaluating the authors’ 
arguments.

In March 2013, Armor Branch in the 
Maneuver, Fires and Effects Division, 
Officer Personnel Military Directorate, 
U.S. Human Resources Command, 
compiled the data used for the article 
(including the article’s Figure 1) and, 
after thorough analysis, came to con-
clusions drastically different from 
those stated in the article.

Our study indicated that company-
grade armor officers have a statistical-
ly near-equivalent chance of being se-
lected for major in the primary zone 
(PZ), regardless of the formation type 
in which they complete their company 
command. If we use the metric estab-
lished by the authors of “Ideas on Cav-
alry” (armored brigade combat team 
(ABCT) against every other BCT type 
combined), the statistics they provid-
ed and some basic math, we find that 
ABCTs had a 89.7 percent (44 selected 
out of 49 eligible) PZ selection rate, 
where the other BCT types – infantry 
BCT (IBCT), Stryker BCT (SBCT) and 
battlefield surveillance brigade (BfSB) 
– combined for 87.1 percent (27 select-
ed out of 31 eligible). The difference is 
2.6 percent. Hardly reason enough to 
take the drastic actions recommended 
by “Ideas on Cavalry.”

However, the authors chose to focus 
their analysis on below-the-zone (BZ) 
selection results. Anyone who has 
studied Army officer promotions 
boards and their results will tell you 
that BZ statistics cannot be used for 
any constructive analysis. Those re-
sults are completely unpredictable and 
variable. Anyone familiar with the 
board system can tell if an officer is 
competitive for BZ selection, but com-
petitiveness usually encompasses 20 
percent to 30 percent of the eligible 
population. Getting from the 20 per-
cent to 30 percent who may be com-
petitive to the final 6 percent who are 
normally selected resists successful 
predictive analysis.

To analyze board results, data on the 
number of officers considered BZ who 
had completed command in each BCT 
type is required. The article does not 
cite those totals (and I don’t have 
them either), but a prudent extrapola-
tion is to use the relative percentages 
of the PZ candidates and apply them 
to the BZ candidates. When we do 
that, we find that there were 80 offi-
cers in the PZ, with 49 of them serving 
in ABCTs, coming to 61.3 percent of 
the population (not 40 percent as stat-
ed by the article), with the remaining 
31 (38.7 percent) serving in IBCTs, 
SBCTs and BfSBs.

So about 60 percent of BZ selects 
should have come from ABCTs (five or 
six out of nine), and the rest from oth-
er BCT types (three or four out of 
nine). That did not happen, as eight 
out of nine came from ABCTs and only 
one from an IBCT. An obvious discrep-
ancy, but we are talking about 

an error of two officers in a board that 
selected nine out of 151. Again, this is 
not enough to justify the drastic ac-
tions recommended by “Ideas on Cav-
alry.”

Also, due to its erratic and unpredict-
able history, BZ selection has never 
been, and should never be, considered 
a metric of success. Success is selec-
tion for the next grade, not BZ selec-
tion.

The promotions study referenced in 
this article was created to relay trends 
to senior leaders and to inform the ex-
pectations of captains soon to be con-
sidered by boards. It did not include 
data elements that would be required 
for the analysis used in this article. The 
authors likely did not have access to 
the full study, nor to any of the sys-
tems required to conduct independent 
queries. I ask the reader to disregard 
the data and analysis on promotion re-
sults cited in this article and to judge 
the authors’ recommendations by the 
strength of the other arguments made.

THOMAS J. SPOLIZINO
CPT(P)

ABCT – armored brigade 
combat team
BCT – brigade combat team
BfSB – battlefield surveillance 
brigade
BZ – below the zone
IBCT – infantry brigade com-
bat team
PZ – primary zone
SBCT – Stryker brigade com-
bat team 

Acronym Quick-Scan

http://www.benning.army.mil/armor/earmor/content/issues/2013/OCT_DEC/Suthoff.html
http://www.benning.army.mil/armor/earmor/content/issues/2013/OCT_DEC/Suthoff.html
http://www.benning.army.mil/armor/earmor/content/issues/2013/OCT_DEC/Suthoff.html
http://www.benning.army.mil/armor/earmor/content/issues/2013/OCT_DEC/Suthoff.html
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COMMANDANT’S HATCH

BG Lee Quintas
Commandant

U.S. Army Armor School

An Army in
Transition

There is no mistaking that our Army is 
in a period of transition. Decreases in 
military spending and reduction of fu-
ture force levels all indicate a restruc-
turing Army. The Army could reach 
endstrength levels not seen since be-
fore World War II. Leaner times will be 
challenging, and yet reduction in size 
will not equate to a reduction in read-
iness. In fact, a smaller force – highly 
trained and prepared for the next mis-
sion – must be better than its larger 
predecessor. Armor and cavalry forces 
will remain adaptive and agile through 
this transition as we seek to continu-
ally improve our mission effectiveness. 
As leaders, we must complement our 
focus on high-quality home-station 
training with meaningful and quality 
leader development and education 
programs as we prepare for current 
and future operations.

Restructuring our force creates 
opportunities to reorganize, and the 
decision to add a third maneuver 
battalion as part of the reduction to 
450,000 Soldiers provides a signature 
example. During a recent cavalry 
squadron capabilities update to the 
Army Chief of Staff, we proposed 
mul t ip le  in i t iat ives ,  inc luding 
standardizing scout and cavalry 
formations across armored, infantry 
and Stryker brigade combat teams 
(BCTs). Standardized cavalry squadrons 
improve our formations’ ability to 
conduct reconnaissance and security 

missions in the current and future 
operating environment. Beginning 
with the building block of all cavalry 
formations, we must first get the scout 
squad “right.” A scout squad design of 
a six-man element, capable of 
operat ing both mounted and 
dismounted, simultaneously provides 
a capable and enduring formation. 
This six-man squad consists of two 
noncommissioned officers (NCOs) and 
four junior-enlisted Soldiers to provide 
the appropriate leader-to-led ratio. Six 
scout squads form the framework of a 
standardized scout platoon. The scout 
platoon, with six squads of six Soldiers 
per squad (or 36 assigned personnel, 
referred to as the 6x36 standardized 
scout platoon) affords commanders 
necessary baseline capabilities to 
accomplish reconnaissance and 
security missions in support of 
combined-arms maneuver (CAM) and 
wide-area security (WAS) operations.

We must equip the standardized scout 
platoons with six like vehicles. For the 
ABCT, this means six Bradley Fighting 
Vehicle platforms. For SBCTs, six Stryk-
ers. For the IBCT, we will use nine 
humvees as we await development of 
a suitable Light Reconnaissance Vehi-
cle (LRV). This LRV, equipped with a re-
mote weapon system and next-gener-
ation optics, will provide the necessary 
mobility, lethality and survivability.

Also, through our transition, we will  

seize the opportunity to focus on the 
fundamentals – our core competencies 
as tankers and scouts. The war on ter-
rorism necessarily forced us to employ 
our tankers and scouts in nontradi-
tional roles. As we capture the endur-
ing lessons and recapture our skills 
from 13 years of largely counterinsur-
gency and Special Forces missions in 
Iraq and Afghanistan, we must re-es-
tablish our dominance in mobile pro-
tected firepower and reconnaissance 
and security across the range of mili-
tary operations.

Good leaders and organizations ex-
pertly execute transitions. As the Army 
transitions and we prepare for an un-
certain future, we owe our Soldiers 
and units comprehensive training 
plans focused on conducting CAM and 
WAS. Our mission success starts dur-
ing home-station training, maximizing 
the training tools available within live, 
constructive, virtual and gaming envi-
ronments. Resources such as the Close 
Combat Tactical Trainer, Virtual Bat-
tlespace 2 and 3 and the Training Brain 
Repository allow support for building 
leaders and units competent and con-
fident in integrating the warfighting 
functions. Maximizing these tools will 
facilitate the planning and execution 
of planning, preparing and conducting 
decisive-action training environment 
rotations at a combat training center. 
The most important investments dur-
ing this transition are in leader 
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development and education. As GEN 
Robert W. Cone, the former TRADOC 
commanding general, stated, “You 
cannot buy a good leader develop-
ment and education program.” Effec-
tive leader development and educa-
tion programs provide our Army with 
adaptive and agile leaders we require 
now and in the future.

The Armor School continues to seek 
and create opportunities. An ongoing 
doctrine, organizations, training, 
mater ial ,  leader development, 
personnel and facilities review will 
propose solutions on how to best 
train, man and equip the cavalry 
squadron, and I welcome your input. 
We are also enabling deliberate career 
paths that align professional military 
educat ion with corresponding 
functional training, as well as a refined 
self-study program, for both officers 
and NCOs. Trained, educated and 
experienced leaders who possess 
doctrinal foundations will lead our 
armor and cavalry organizations 
through the transition. Improvements 

to the Reconnaissance and Surveillance 
Leader’s Course, Army Reconnaissance 
Course, Cavalry Leader’s Course, 
Stryker Leader’s Course and Master 
Gunner Course make them more 
relevant and effective, and will provide 
enhanced capabilities to the force. The 
addition of reconnaissance and 
security electives focused on the 
unique requirements of our cavalry 
organizations in the Pre-Command 
Course, Sergeants Major Academy, 
Mission Command Training Program 
and Command and General Staff 
College will further prepare leaders 
through a lifetime of learning for the 
unique demands of  maneuver 
leadership.

The strength of our formations re-
mains our ability to provide adaptive, 
agile and inspiring leadership in any 
environment. Dedicated training on 
the fundamentals, coupled with well-
developed and resourced leader devel-
opment and education programs, will 
play an important role in our contin-
ued success. I encourage leaders to 

 Acronym Quick-Scan
ABCT – armored brigade com-
bat team
BCT – brigade combat team
CAM – combined-arms maneu-
ver
IBCT – infantry brigade combat 
team
LRV – Light Reconnaissance Ve-
hicle
NCO – noncommissioned officer
SBCT – Stryker brigade combat 
team
WAS – wide-area security
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Figure 1. Standardized scout platoon.

use Armor School media outlets to 
present your viewpoints to the rest of 
us. How is your organization preparing 
for this transition? What are you doing 
personally? Share your leader develop-
ment and education plan, best prac-
tices and lessons-learned on Facebook 
(https://www.facebook.com/USAA-
RMS). And of course, you may email 
me directly.

Forge the Thunderbolt!

“The 6x36 scout design had a tremendous impact on [opposing forces] planning 
and execution. The robust dismounted elements allowed the scouts to saturate the 
[area of operations]. This made it very difficult to infiltrate and, in most cases, the 
scouts were able to find us and track our movement through the screen line.” —op-
posing forces commander

https://www.facebook.com/USAARMS
https://www.facebook.com/USAARMS
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GUNNER’S SEAT
CSM Timothy L. Metheny

Commandant
Henry Caro Noncommissioned Officer Academy

Maneuver Center of Excellence

graduate with an understanding of 
current maneuver doctrine and are 
grounded in its execution.

Today the Henry Caro Noncommis-
sioned Officer Academy (NCOA) at the 
Maneuver Center of Excellence 
(MCoE), Fort Benning, GA, trains ar-
mor/cavalry NCOs using a rigorous 
course program of instruction based 
on updated doctrine, 21st Century Sol-
dier competencies, the Maneuver 
Leader Development Strategy and the 
Army Learning Model. All NCOs who 
attend training at the Henry Caro 
NCOA are evaluated and assessed 
from the “whole Soldier” perspective. 
A student’s overall grade point aver-
age is calculated from his Army Physi-
cal Fitness Test score, academic grade-
point average, dismounted land-navi-
gation score, garrison-leadership eval-
uation, tactical-leadership evaluation, 
personal-monogram experience pa-
per, peer evaluation and instructor 
evaluation.

All students receive a DA Form 1059 
Academic Evaluation Report that will 
enumerate the individual’s class rank-
ing with a statement such as “SSG 
Smith graduated the Advanced Leader 
Course Class 002-14 number 26 of 124 
assigned students.” This class ranking 
will help centralized promotion boards 
and the students’ chains of command 
in establishing an order-of-merit list 
for promotions and further potential 
for advancement and future service. 
Also, the scoring matrix for graduation 
is divided into four tiers that range 
from the top 20 percent to those who 
“marginally achieve course standards.”

U s i n g  m u l t i - e c h e l o n  l e a d e r 
development, students will also have 

The U.S. Army is in a period of transi-
tion from an Army at war to an Army 
of preparation. This requires changes 
in the way we conduct training and in 
the way we educate our military pro-
fessionals. The last Armor School up-
date to the Noncommissioned Officer 
Education System (NCOES) was in 
2008, when it transitioned the 19K and 
19D Basic Noncommissioned Officer 
Course (BNCOC) to the Advanced Lead-
er Course (ALC), and the 19D, 19K, 11B 
and 11C Advanced Noncommissioned 
Officer Course (ANCOC) to the Maneu-
ver Senior Leader’s Course (MSLC).

At that time, during the height of wars 
in Iraq and Afghanistan, the norm was 
that a senior staff sergeant attending 
ALC had three to four years’ time in 
grade and two or more combat de-
ployments as a section sergeant. This 
was mirrored by MSLC students, who 
were typically sergeants first class who 
had already served two or more years 
as a platoon sergeant during a deploy-
ment. Course content was developed 
with the current fight in mind, focused 
on current tactics, techniques and pro-
cedures being used during deploy-
ments and designed to prepare NCOs 
for their next level of promotion.

The purpose of today’s ALC and MSLC 
is to train and develop Armor Branch 
NCOs to be adaptive leaders, critical 
and creative thinkers, armed with the 
technical, tactical, administrative and 
logistical skills necessary to serve suc-
cessfully at the section/squad/pla-
toon-sergeant level. NCOs receive 
training that builds on their knowl-
edge, skills, abilities and attributes 
(KSAA) garnered from operational as-
signments and training experiences 
throughout their careers. NCOs 

the opportunity to conduct situational-
training exercises, close-combat 
tactical training (CCTT) scenarios, 
f ield-training exercises (FTX) and 
physical-readiness training with their 
appropriate of f icer counterparts 
assigned to the Maneuver Captain’s 
Career Course (MCCC), Armor Basic 
Officer Leader’s Course (ABOLC) or 
Officer Candidate School candidates. 
This training initiative allows student 
NCOs and of f icer s  to  bet ter 
understand each other’s capabilities 
and responsibilities, and facilitates 
interaction to develop the officer and 
NCO relationship. In any given course, 
it is not uncommon to conduct a CCTT 
or FTX mission with a MCCC captain as 
the company commander paired with 
a sergeant first class from MSLC as the 
first sergeant, and have an ABOLC 
lieutenant serving as the platoon 
leader maneuvering a platoon 
consisting of ALC staff sergeants. This 
is an awesome opportunity unique to 
the MCoE and 199th Infantry Brigade 
(Leader Development) that allows 
students from all courses to interact, 
train and grow in a learning 
environment and improve each other’s 
understanding of their counterpart’s 
capabilities.

A n o t h e r  t r a i n i n g  f o c u s  i s 
implementation of the principles of 
the Adaptive Soldier-Leader Training 
and Education methodology, which 
centers on practical application and 
adult learning techniques.  For 
example, students are given a block of 
instruction on training management in 
the classroom, then are provided with 
a training packet for their FTX. The 
students are then required to apply 
the Eight-Step Training Model by 

Noncommissioned Officer Training and an 
Army of Preparation
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planning, preparing and resourcing the 
FTX with cadre supervision and 
minimal assistance. Students will 
conduct a reconnaissance of the 
training site, prepare and issue an 
operations order, design training lanes 
that suppor t terminal learning 
objectives, and then assist in the 
evaluations of  other students 
executing the lane they designed. The 
endstate is that students leave the 
NCOA with an understanding of how 
to apply training management to 
conduct training at home station and 
similarly develop their subordinates.

Before attending the challenging suite 
of NCOES courses at the MCoE, NCOs 
and their chains of command are re-
sponsible to ensure all prerequisites 
are met. They must prepare them-
selves physically, mentally and emo-
tionally through a combination of the 
Structured Self-Development Program, 
self-study modules available on the 
NCOA Website, and review of current 
Army doctrinal publications. By doing 
so, NCOs can establish the required 
base of knowledge that will be used as 
the foundation for their respective 
NCOES course.

As the Army transitions to an Army of 
preparation, our NCOES curriculum 
must also continue to transition to 
meet the needs of the future force. By 
m e e t i n g  t h e s e  r e q u i r e m e n t s 

of increased course rigor, the NCOA 
ensures the continued development of 
agile and adaptive leaders who pos-
sess the KSAAs required to solve the 
complex problems of the modern bat-
tlefield and who are certified to lead 
the finest Soldiers anywhere in the 
world in both peacetime and combat 
operations.

Guest columnist CSM Tim Metheny, be-
fore becoming commandant of Henry 
Caro NCOA, served as command ser-
geant major, 3-8 Cavalry, 3rd Armored 
Brigade Combat Team (BCT), 1st Caval-
ry Division, Fort Hood, TX. Other as-
signments include deputy comman-
dant, NCOA, Fort Knox, KY; first ser-
geant, Headquarters and Headquar-
ters Company, 5-73 Cavalry, 3 BCT, 82nd 
Airborne Division, Fort Bragg, NC; first 
sergeant, A/B Troop, 5-73 Cavalry, 3 
BCT, 82nd Airborne Division, Fort Bragg; 
and operations sergeant major, 3-505 
Parachute Infantry Regiment, 3 BCT, 
82nd Airborne Division, Fort Bragg. His 
military schooling includes the Ranger, 
Airborne, Pathfinder and Jumpmaster 
schools; Bradley Master Gunner 
Course; Scout Platoon Leader’s Course; 
Drill Sergeant School; U.S. Army Ser-
geants Major Academy; ANCOC; BN-
COC; Primary Leader Development 
Course; and Combatives 1 and 2. His 
awards include the Bronze Star medal 
(BSM) with V device; two more awards 

of the BSM; four awards of the Merito-
rious Service Medal; Leadership Award 
winner, Ranger Class 4-98, Drill Ser-
geant School and ANCOC; and honor 
graduate, Bradley Master Gunner 
School. He is a member of the Order of 
St. George and Excellence in Armor.

ABOLC – Armor Basic Officer 
Leader’s Course
ALC – Advanced Leader Course
ANCOC – Advanced Noncom-
missioned Officer Course
BCT – brigade combat team
BNCOC – Basic Noncommis-
sioned Officer Course
BSM – Bronze Star (medal)
CCTT – close-combat tactical 
training
FTX – field-training exercise
KSAA – knowledge, skills, abili-
ties and attributes
MCCC – Maneuver Captain’s 
Career Course
MCoE – Maneuver Center of Ex-
cellence
MSLC – Maneuver Senior Lead-
er’s Course
NCO – noncommissioned officer
NCOA – Noncommissioned Offi-
cers Academy
NCOES – Noncommissioned Of-
ficer Education System
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FROM THE BORESIGHT LINE
How Interactive Multimedia 

Instruction Can Work for You
by retired SFC James 
Ocheske

One of the commander’s enablers is 
the Instructional Technology Develop-
ment Team (ITDT) at the Maneuver 
Center of Excellence (MCoE), Fort Ben-
ning, GA.

The ITDT’s purpose is to develop digi-
tal-learning content (DLC) that can 
support the three learning domains 
(institutional, operational and self-de-
velopment). This can be done by de-
veloping digital-training applications 
that can be implemented through 
commercial mobile devices supporting 
the Department of Defense’s “Bring 
Your Own Device” strategy. The ITDT 
is able to produce mobile applications, 
interactive multimedia instruction 
(IMI), training videos, Virtual Bat-
tlespace 2/3 scenarios and three-di-
mensional interactive models that can 
be used by students or the instructor 
in or out of the classroom. The prod-
ucts may be implemented on unit ki-
osks, SmartBoards or other computer-
ized means to support the Army Learn-
ing Model (ALM).

IMI development: 
ammo IMI
The ITDT recently completed a 105mm 
/ 120mm ammunition IMI for the Ar-
mor School, specifically the Depart-
ment of Direct Precision Fires (Abrams 
Branch). The IMI was designed as a 
passive-learner activity to support a 
blended learning program for the Mas-
ter Gunner Course. The ammo IMI pro-
vides instructors and students with an 
informative “hands-on” interactive 3D 
instructional training support tool that 
illustrates an in-depth description of 
individual component locations, func-
tion and characteristics for ammuni-
tion used on the M1 Abrams and Mo-
bile Gun System Stryker vehicle.

The ammo IMI can be used to enhance 

the instructor’s platform-teaching 
techniques or be downloaded by the 
master-gunner student as a study aid. 
For anyone who has been through the 
Master Gunner Course, gone will be 
the stack of index study cards used to 
memorize the parts of the M829A1 Ar-
mor-Piercing Fin-Stabilized Discarding 
Sabot with Tracer and the many other 
rounds; with a simple download, the 
student can have the information on 
his desktop. Students may use the IMI 
in their study groups to review the 
content and prepare for the exam. As 
graduates of the course, they can then 
take the IMI back to home-station in 
their “toolbox” and easily explain the 
components, functionality and charac-
teristics for main-gun ammo to peers 
and subordinates. The ammo IMI can 
also be used as a read-ahead for mas-

ter-gunner candidates and in Excel-
lence in Armor programs.

The ammo IMI also features ammo 
identification, which takes the user 
through the process of breaking down 
the lot number and national stock 
numbers by its digits; ammo planning, 
handling and classification are also 
covered. There is a section on deplet-
ed-uranium awareness and how to 
identify restricted and suspended mu-
nitions.

Did I mention the cool videos? There 
are videos of discarding sabot petals, 
multipurpose anti-tank and canister-
round effects, and flareback.

How was this product conceived? The 
process begins with the unit identify-
ing a need for digital content. The 

Figure 1. The first screen of the ammo IMI as it loads.
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ammo IMI will be used as the example. 
Every year the ITDT’s chief sends re-
quests for DLC requirements (gaming, 
mobile applications, digital content) to 
brigade S-3s for the upcoming fiscal 
year. A unit in our ammo example, 316th 
Calvary Brigade, identified a need for 
DLC to enhance the platform instruc-
tion of its ammunition class for master-
gunner students. The brigade contact-
ed the ITDT with a “request for instruc-
tional-training development,” which 
provided the name of the course, re-
quested product, description of the 
product, training material associated 
with the request (lesson plans, Power-
Point presentations, practical exercis-
es, etc.) and the requestor’s informa-
tion. ITDT representatives meet with 
the requesting brigade to determine 
and finalize the product requirements: 
level of interactivity of the product, de-
liverables and funding.

Once the green light is given for devel-
opment, the unit provides government-
furnished information (GFI) to the de-
velopment team. The section of the 
ITDT that does the DLC’s modeling and 
programming consists of instructional-
systems designers (ISD), software de-
velopers and graphic designers / media 

developers, who are currently con-
tracted to Eagle Systems and CACI.

ISDs take the supplied GFI and product 
description and create a “storyboard” 
that shows the flow of the finished 
product and all interactions in a Pow-
erPoint format. Once approved by the 
requestor, the storyboard serves as the 
basis for the development, and content 
can no longer be added.

The storyboard is sent to the graphic 
designers and media developers, who 
will construct models and animations 
to fulfill the storyboard and product 
request. The models, animations and 
graphics are forwarded to the software 
developers, who will program and 
package the product for its initial de-
livery to the requestor. The requestor 
has a 10-day review period to check 
the product for accuracy of content 
and functionality. If changes are need-
ed, they are applied and sent back to 
the customer for final review, and the 
ITDT has it posted to Warrior Universi-
ty for download.

Contacting ITDT
The example given is, of course, a sim-
plified one; the actual ammo IMI took 
14 months from concept to finished 

Figure 2. The ammo IMI divides into modules per type of ammunition.

product, but it is well worth the wait. 
The IMI can be easily accessed by 
Army Knowledge On-line (AKO) users 
or Common Access Card holders by 
visiting (make sure you are logged 
into AKO first) Warrior University’s 
homepage. Once on the homepage, 
look under “What’s Hot”; click on 
“MCoE M1 Tank and M2 Bradley 
IMIs.” There are currently 12 IMIs for 
download; check them out and feel 
free to contact the ITDT with com-
ments or suggestions.

While you are on Warrior University, 
check out all our products by clicking 
the “MCoE DoTD Training Materials” 
link located on the homepage under 
“What’s Hot.”

Want your own DLC developed? Com-
manders seeking development of DLC 
to support ALM should contact the 
ITDT in McGinnis-Wickham Hall, Fort 
Benning. Point-of-contact for product 
development is Dr. Roy Elam, chief of 
ITDT, 1 Karker St, McGinnis-Wickham 
Hall, Room W-121; roy.w.elam.civ@
mail.mil; (706) 545-8828.

Retired SFC James Ocheske is a train-
ing specialist on the MCoE’s ITDT, 
which is in Systems Branch, Training 
Development Division (TDD), Director-
ate of Training and Doctrine (DoTD). 
While on active duty, he served as a 
19K armor crewman from 1984 to 
2004. Previous jobs have also includ-
ed electrical-equipment repairer lead-
er, Range Division, Directorate of 
Plans, Training, Mobilization and Se-
curity, Fort Benning, GA; operations 
sergeant and senior observer / con-
troller / trainer, 1-305th Armor, Camp 
Shelby, MS; and battalion master gun-
ner, 2-34 Armor, Fort Riley, KS. Mr. 
Ocheske’s military schooling includes 
the Armor School’s Master Gunner 
Course, Fort Knox, KY. He holds a mas-
ter’s of business administration de-
gree from Columbia Southern Univer-
sity.
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AKO – Army Knowledge On-line
ALM – Army Learning Model
DLC – digital-learning content
DOTD – Directorate of Training 
and Doctrine 

Figure 3. Once on Warrior University’s homepage, look under “What’s Hot” for IMI products.

GFI – government-furnished in-
formation
IMI – interactive multimedia in-
struction
ISD – instructional-system de-
signer

ITDT – Instructional Technolo-
gy Development Team
MCoE – Maneuver Center of 
Excellence
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FROM THE SCREEN LINE

Cavalry Organization and 
Task Terminology

by MAJ Ryan T. Kranc

On Sept. 11, 2013, GEN Robert W. 
Cone, former U.S. Army Training and 
Doctrine Command (TRADOC) com-
mander, signed and approved a staff-
ing memo generated by the Maneuver 
Center of Excellence recommending a 
standard naming convention for all 
cavalry organizations. The renaming 
initiative eliminated the multiple de-
scriptions and labels of cavalry organi-
zations that served only to confuse 
rather than to inform the force about 
the purpose of cavalry organizations.

As the U.S. Army looks to the future 
concepts of Force 2025 and re-estab-
lishes proficiency in the Army core 
competencies of combined-arms ma-
neuver and wide-area security, it is im-
portant to revisit and re-emphasize 
proper terminology, particularly for 
cavalry organizations and for both re-
connaissance and security tasks. Com-
mon understanding and use of a pro-
fessional vocabulary describing orga-
nizations and tasks is essential to pro-
viding descriptive and explanatory lan-
guage guiding the successful practice 
of mission command. The standard 
naming convention for cavalry organi-
zations increases uniformity, clarity 
and efficiency in descriptive language 
and understanding of the purpose of 
cavalry organizations.

The approval memorandum stream-
lined the names of four organizations: 
cavalry squadrons, cavalry troops, 
scout platoons and scout squads. The 
memorandum officially rescinded use 
of the names and terms armored re-
connaissance squadron; reconnais-
sance, surveillance, target acquisition; 
reconnaissance squadron; recce troop; 
reconnaissance troop; motorized re-
connaissance troop; dismounted recon-
naissance troop; and recce platoon. By 
standardizing the names of cavalry 
units, the Army highlights the unique 

but uniform requirements and capa-
bilities of all cavalry forces, regardless 
of composition.

The primary purpose of all cavalry 
units is to conduct information collec-
tion through the execution of recon-
naissance and security tasks for unit 
commanders to identify opportunities 
to seize, retain and exploit the initia-
tive in close contact with enemy forc-
es and civilian populations. Regardless 
of whether assigned to an infantry bri-
gade combat team (BCT), Stryker BCT 
or armored BCT, cavalry formations 
satisfy the same function to the com-
mander – that is, to develop informa-
tion and intelligence about the enemy, 
terrain, civilian populace and infra-
structure that informs decisions im-
pacting current and future operations. 
Use of the terms cavalry squadron, 
cavalry troop, scout platoon or scout 
squad dictate that despite the materi-
el composition of the unit, the basic 
functions of each are the same.

Reconnaissance is defined as “a mis-
sion undertaken to obtain, by visual 
observation or other detection meth-
ods, information about the activities 
and resources of an enemy or adver-
sary, or to secure data concerning the 
meteorological, hydrographic or geo-
graphic characteristics of a particular 
area” (Army Doctrinal Reference Pub-
lication (ADRP) 1-02). Reconnaissance 
has five forms: area reconnaissance, 
zone reconnaissance, route reconnais-
sance, reconnaissance in force and 
special reconnaissance. Reconnais-
sance missions determine the answers 
to information requirements that al-
low the commander to make informed 
decisions and employ combat power 
at the appropriate time and place to 
enable mission success.

Reconnaissance is a task, a troop-
leading procedure (TLP) and a 
fundamental of security (ensure 

continuous reconnaissance). As a TLP, 
reconnaissance is required for all 
operations. As a task, reconnaissance 
provides answers to information voids 
and gaps and helps commanders 
under stand and v isual ize  the 
operational environment. As a 
fundamental of security, recon-
naissance is a continuous imperative 
that ensures continuous information 
collection as one of the methods to 
providing protection and early warning 
to the protected main body.

Reconnaissance is not equal to surveil-
lance, nor does the shorthand “R and 
S” mean “reconnaissance and surveil-
lance.” Surveillance is defined as “the 
systematic observation of aerospace, 
surface or subsurface areas, places, 
persons or things by visual, aural, elec-
tronic, photographic or other means” 
(ADRP 1-02). Surveillance is an activity 
used to help accomplish the task of re-
connaissance. Too often we incorrect-
ly use the term “surveillance” as a sub-
stitute for “reconnaissance,” which 
further confuses units and Soldiers. 
Reconnaissance is a task accomplished 
through multiple methods and means, 
one of which is surveillance.

Security is defined as “those opera-
tions undertaken by a commander to 
provide early and accurate warning of 
enemy operations, to provide the 
force being protected with time and 
maneuver space within which to react 
to the enemy, and to develop the situ-
ation to allow the commander to ef-
fectively use the protected force” 
(ADRP 1-02). Security is the “S” in the 
shorthand of “R and S.” Security is al-
ways the first priority of work and a 
task conducted to provide early warn-
ing, protect the main body and allow 
the commander reaction time and ma-
neuver space creating options, alter-
natives and opportunities to seize, re-
tain and exploit the initiative through 
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combined-arms maneuver. Security 
has five forms: screen, guard, cover, 
area security and local security. Con-
tinuous reconnaissance assists the re-
action time and protection aspects of 
security through information collec-
tion and the filling of information 
voids.

Cavalry squadrons, cavalry troops, 
scout platoons and scout squads con-
duct reconnaissance and security tasks 
to provide their command information 
to improve decision-making and allow 
the unit to identify opportunities to 
seize, retain and exploit the initiative. 
All cavalry organizations satisfy the 
same function for their commanders, 
and though materiel differences sepa-
rate different types of cavalry units, 
their function and purpose remains 
consistent regardless of organizational 
composition. The TRADOC command-
er’s approval of standardized naming 
conventions in September 2013 em-
phasizes the functional similarity of all 
cavalry formations through standard-
ized labeling from squad to squadron. 
To execute the Army’s core competen-
cies of combined-arms maneuver and 
wide-area security, leaders at all levels 
must ensure uniform understanding of 

the meaning and purpose of the terms 
reconnaissance, security and surveil-
lance.

Lastly, proper use of professional lan-
guage is vital to effective application 
and practice of mission command. 
Common understanding of our profes-
sional terminology achieved through 
leadership education and develop-
ment requires local, small-unit devel-
opment programs and initiatives, indi-
vidual self-study and institutionalized 
professional military education to en-
sure future success. Lack of clarity or 
common understanding serves only to 
confuse and affects mission accom-
plishment.

MAJ Ryan Kranc is chief of the Cavalry 
Doctrine Branch, Maneuver Center of 
Excellence, Fort Benning, GA. Previous 
duty assignments have included regi-
mental operations officer, 11th Ar-
mored Cavalry Regiment, Fort Irwin, 
CA; squadron operations officer, 1/11th 
ACR, Fort Irwin; aide de camp to pro-
gram manager, Saudi Arabian Nation-
al Guard Modernization Program, Ri-
yadh, Saudi Arabia; reconnaissance 
tactics instructor and troop command-
er, L Troop, 2/16th Cavalry, Fort Knox, 
KY; and troop commander, Q Troop, 
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4/3 ACR, Fort Carson, CO, and Iraq. 
MAJ Kranc’s military schooling includes 
Command and General Staff College, 
Armor Captain’s Career Course and En-
gineer Officer Basic Course. He holds a 
bachelor’s of arts degree from Gonza-
ga University in criminal justice and a 
master’s of science in administration 
degree from Central Michigan Univer-
sity in administration with leadership 
concentration. His awards and honors 
include the Bronze Star with oak-leaf 
cluster, Meritorious Service Medal with 
three oak-leaf clusters, Combat Action 
Badge, Airborne Badge, Order of St. 
George and Fiscal Year 2008 Fort Knox 
Instructor of the Year.

ACR – armored cavalry regi-
ment
ADRP – Army doctrinal refer-
ence publication
BCT – brigade combat team
TLP – troop-leading procedure
TRADOC – (U.S. Army) Training 
and Doctrine Command
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Developing Mission Focus to Ensure 
Military Expertise and Esprit de Corps 

in Army of 2020
by CPT Gary M. Klein and 
1LT Christopher P. Harrell

The Army faces a number of challenges 
as it transitions from a force tempered 
in counterinsurgency (COIN) operations 
to an Army fully capable of unified land 
operations and decisive action. Fiscal 
constraints and changes in the recruit-
ing environment, including the de-
creased number of Americans eligible 
for service,1 will surely impact the 
Army. Meanwhile, there are internal 
challenges the Army and our profession 
must address, otherwise we risk erod-
ing the ability to fight and win our na-
tion’s wars. The greatest challenge the 
Army will face in the upcoming decade 
is developing a strategic vision that gal-
vanizes mission focus to maintain our 

operational and tactical military exper-
tise.

Over the last decade, the Army, its Sol-
diers and its leaders were motivated to 
maintain military expertise and combat 
readiness because of the mission focus 
that regularly scheduled deployments 
to Iraq or Afghanistan demanded. As 
combat deployments decrease in the 
near-term, the Army will shift its mis-
sion focus to other existing or emerg-
ing threats through mission-essential 
task list (METL)-based training.2 The 
more realistic and relevant the training 
environment, the more Soldiers will 
strive toward achieving individual and 
collective technical and tactical profi-
ciencies. Each unit’s mission focus — a 
combination of its aforementioned 
METL and training environment— will 
help drive disciplined training.

As we transition to an interwar period, 

the Army faces unique challenges in 
maintaining an adequate force size and 
structure, as well as tough, realistic 
training. Reflecting on similar periods 
in Army history will help us identify 
and navigate the challenges of the 
coming decade. Two excellent historic 
periods from which the Army can draw 
insight for the coming decade are post-
World War II and post-Vietnam. These 
two eras are vastly different from each 
other, and one of the fundamental dif-
ferences was in the Army’s ability to 
maintain a mission focus during the 
transition from Vietnam. The challeng-
es the Army is facing as it draws down 
from conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan 
could have outcomes similar to those 
encountered in these two eras unless 
the Army develops a strategic vision 
that provides mission focus to instill 
military expertise and combat readi-
ness.
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Post-World War II
After the Allies declared victory at the 
conclusion of World War II in 1945, 
U.S. civilian authorities and the Army 
shifted their focus toward demobiliza-
tion. From 1945 to 1947, the Army 
struggled to stabilize the rapid turn-
over of personnel, thereby overwhelm-
ing its efforts to focus on training, de-
spite indications that a future conflict 
was possible in Korea.3 It was not until 
1947 that the military was able to be-
gin small-scale joint training exercises 
similar to those executed in World War 
II.4 However, these exercises would fail 
to prepare the Army for its initial Ko-
rean War engagements.

By the end of World War II, the U.S. 
Army was arguably the strongest Army 
the world had ever seen, comprised of 
an astronomical 6 million Soldiers.5 
However, almost immediately after vic-
tory, civilian authorities shifted their 
focus to the demobilization of forces, 
resulting in 10 understrength divisions 
with 684,000 Soldiers.6 These drastic 
cuts were executed in accordance with 
the nation’s focus on recognizing what 
it perceived to be an enduring peace. 
It was not until Congress passed the 
Selective Service Act (SSA) of 1948 that 
that Army began to sufficiently address 
the personnel shortages that would 
enable it to train and prepare for fu-
ture missions.7

While the Army was stabilizing its 
endstrength in  late  1947,  i t 
s imultaneously  began tra in ing 
exercises to teach new recruits and 
regain tactical competencies not 
practiced in the previous two years. It 
conducted Exercise Seminole in 
October 1947, combining the Navy’s 
amphibious-landing techniques and 
the Army’s armored tactics. In 
December 1947, the Army conducted 
another joint training exercise, this 
time with the Air Force during Exercise 
Snowdrop, a battalion-sized airborne 
maneuver that provided Soldiers and 
airmen valuable training in deep snow 
and freezing temperatures. The Army 
then conducted Joint Exercise Combine 
III with the Air Force, Navy and 
M a r i n e s ,  w h i c h  fo c u s e d  o n 
coordination of bombardments, air 
support and airborne missions. Finally, 
Exercise Assembly in May 1948, the 
high point in the early development of 

joint training, was a division-size 
exercise conducted by 82nd Airborne 
Division and two Air Force troop-
carrier groups. This was the first field 
maneuver at the division level in three 
years and a first for many of the new 
recruits.8

These exercises would fail to prepare 
the Army for the Korean War for two 
reasons. First, most units that would 
fight in Korea were executing occupa-
tion duty in Japan and were unable to 
participate in these exercises. Second, 
the units that would fight in Korea had 
not benefitted from the SSA yet and 
were still undermanned and ill-
equipped.9 Ultimately, following Task 
Force Smith’s defeat at Osan, Korea, in 
1950, the United States had to quickly 
increase the Army’s authorized force 
levels and refocus on regaining its mil-
itary expertise to adequately prepare 
additional units for the Korean War.

The Army had to spend years reconsti-
tuting itself following demobilization. 
The lessons are clear; civilian authori-
ties will demobilize the Army following 
a war, but the Army cannot lose its 
mission focus, otherwise we risk being 
inadequately prepared for future con-
flicts. Following World War II, joint 
training exercises had the potential to 
be the mission focus the Army needed 
to maintain its military expertise. 
These exercises emphasized tough, re-
alistic training that included the coor-
dination and simultaneous employ-
ment of all three services. Unfortu-
nately, it took nearly three years to be-
gin this training, at which time the Ko-
rean War would start in less than two 
years.

Post-Vietnam
The Army experienced major transi-
tions again following the Vietnam War. 
However, unlike post-World War II, the 
Army quickly shifted its training and 
mission focus to prepare for the Soviet 
threat in Europe. The publication Vic-
tory Starts Here: a 35-year History of 
the U.S. Training and Doctrine Com-
mand thoroughly describes two signif-
icant transition points following the 
Vietnam War. The first was establish-
ment of U.S. Army Training and Doc-
trine Command (TRADOC), and the 
second was its revisions of Field Man-
ual (FM) 100-5, Operations.10 Both 

these milestones made significant im-
provements to training and military de-
velopment in preparation for future 
conflicts. These two actions, initially 
meant to prepare the United States for 
the Soviet threat in the Fulda Gap, 
would ultimately generate the tactical 
force that decisively defeated the Iraqi 
Army in 1991.

Upon conclusion of the U.S. Army’s in-
volvement in the Vietnam War, the 
Army created TRADOC to standardize 
and focus the Army’s training for and 
development of future conflicts. At 
that time, TRADOC was charged with 
preparing the Army for the increasing 
Soviet influence across the globe. Amid 
the Soviet threat, GEN William E. 
Depuy, TRADOC’s first commander, 
published the new FM 100-5, Opera-
tions, recognizing the fact that the U.S. 
Army needed to be capable of fighting 
when outnumbered and win.11 The ini-
tial version of FM 100-5 was defensive 
in nature, due to the extraordinary 
number of Soviet forces, and focused 
on the active defense with no consid-
eration of subsequent operations. GEN 
Donn A. Starry, Depuy’s successor, rec-
ognized this flaw while serving as V 
Corps commander in Europe. Along 
with the help of GEN Edward C. Meyer, 
TRADOC began revising FM 100-5 to fo-
cus on interdicting targets deep in the 
enemy rear to disrupt the Soviet sec-
ond echelon by incorporating the U.S. 
Air Force, thus developing the AirLand 
Battle-focused FM 100-5, which the 
Army used until the end of the Gulf 
War.12

Nearly simultaneous with TRADOC’s 
establishment, the Army reorganized 
itself, establishing the “ToE Army” to 
standardize deployable units according 
to the doctrine they were expected to 
execute. The Army established about 
1,200 tables of organization and equip-
ment (ToEs) for deployable combat 
units and tables of distribution and al-
lowances (TDAs) for non-deployable 
units, most of which were dedicated to 
training.13 The reorganization of TDA 
units included the creation of the com-
bat training centers (CTCs) – the Na-
tional Training Center (NTC), the Joint 
Readiness Training Center (JRTC) and 
the Joint Multinational Readiness Cen-
ter (JMRC) – where units would con-
duct training rotations to be tested on 
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their military expertise.

This reorganization established TRA-
DOC’s Army of Excellence, a title and 
concept the Army used to describe the 
Army’s force structure until the modu-
lar brigade combat team (BCT) trans-
formation in 2006. The implementa-
tion of the Army of Excellence set the 
conditions for AirLand Battle doctrine, 
institutional training and, ultimately, 
established a mission focus that set the 
conditions for the Cold and Gulf wars.

The Army experienced a drawdown in 
forces following Vietnam as it did fol-
lowing World War II; however, having 
learned from the mistakes of the pre-
vious drawdowns, the Army embraced 
a smaller force structure that was fo-
cused on Europe’s defense. While the 
Army’s combat forces focused on train-
ing, its research and development divi-
sions created the requisite advance-
ments in military technology. Lessons-
learned from the Yom Kippur War of 
1973 significantly contributed to the 
development of weapons and equip-
ment technology. This period invigo-
rated one of the largest moderniza-
tions of equipment the Army has ever 
seen, highlighted by the Big Five: the 
M1 Abrams main battle tank, the M2 
and M3 Bradley fighting vehicles, the 
Blackhawk and Apache helicopters, 
and the Patriot air-defense missile. 
These state-of-the-art weapons would 
further strengthen an Army focused on 
the Soviet threat.

The post-Vietnam-era Army made sig-
nificant improvements that still affect 
the way the Army operates today. The 
creation of TRADOC helped synchro-
nize the Army’s mission focus and pro-
fessionalized the way it trained for fu-
ture conflicts. Multiple revisions of FM 
100-5 demonstrated the Army’s ability 
to adapt and ensured it had the best 
tactics for the Cold War’s perceived 
threats. The addition of the Big Five 
ensured the Army held technological 
superiority over the Soviet threat. Sig-
nificant to our analysis, these three de-
velopments were all based on the mis-
sion focus of containing the Soviet 
threat. Although the Army cannot sim-
plify the complex environment of the 
future into a single threat as we could 
in the post-Vietnam War era, we 
should similarly focus on future mis-
sions to obtain the same level of 

military expertise the Army had in the 
1980s and 1990s. 

Current strategic 
guidance
The Army has begun crafting a vision 
for itself post-Afghanistan in its strate-
gic guidance and the evolving opera-
tional environment encountered dur-
ing CTC rotations. The National Secu-
rity Strategy of 2010 highlighted the 
Army’s near-term completion of its 
mission in Afghanistan and the need to 
begin preparing for the full range of 
military operations.14 In turn, begin-
ning the same year, the CTCs began ex-
ecuting full-spectrum operation (FSO) 
/ decisive-action training environment 
(DATE) rotations.15 These changes and 
discussions of their impact on training 
have begun to take place, but based on 
personal observations, they have yet 
to be universally recognized or incor-
porated across the force.

Following publication of the National 
Security Strategy of 2010, the White 
House published a second document, 
Sustaining U.S. Global Leadership. 
This document expanded on the guid-
ance given in the National Security 
Strategy by outlining regions of inter-
est and prescribing the armed forces’ 
primary missions. The Joint Chiefs of 
Staff and TRADOC took the guidance 
provided in Sustaining U.S. Global 
Leadership and crafted two more com-
monly known documents: Capstone 
Concept for Joint Operations: Joint 
Force 2020 and TRADOC Pamphlet 
525-3-0, The U.S. Army Capstone Con-
cept. These documents outline the Ar-
my’s required tasks and capabilities; 
however, they did not synchronize or 
prioritize the desired capabilities to en-
sure the Army is capable of fulfilling all 
the required missions.

Synchronizing and prioritizing capabil-
ities will help ensure the Army is pre-
pared to accomplish all future mis-
sions. For clarification, we define syn-
chronizing capabilities as assigning 
mission capabilities to subordinate or-
ganizations to ensure the larger orga-
nization is capable of accomplishing all 
the required missions. Secondly, prior-
itizing capabilities is defined as rank-
ordering the assigned missions to as-
sist subordinate commanders in devel-
oping their  own METLs.  Both 

synchronizing and prioritizing can and 
should take place at all levels from the 
Army G-3 to company commanders as 
part of the METL development and ap-
proval process. Through synchroniza-
tion and prioritization, senior Army 
commanders, in coordination with 
combatant commanders, could then 
ensure all types of missions are being 
prepared for in some mixture, while 
not broadening each unit’s mission fo-
cus unnecessarily.

By not synchronizing or prioritizing the 
desired capabilities, the Army’s current 
strategic guidance makes the Army 
susceptible to two negative scenarios. 
Without synchronizing desired capabil-
ities across its units, the Army may find 
itself unable to accomplish a required 
mission if no commanders choose to 
prepare for a mission capability pre-
scribed by senior civil or military lead-
ers. In the absence of more specific 
guidance, tactical commanders at divi-
sion and brigade will develop METLs 
and prioritize training independent of 
each other, allowing for the possibility 
that all units prioritize the same capa-
bilities – therefore neglecting the oth-
er desired capabilities.

The second scenario is one in which 
units fail to prioritize capabilities. If the 
Army and its units do not prioritize its 
competencies through METL develop-
ment, it consciously chooses not to fo-
cus its training. Mission focus is a key 
component to Soldiers’ motivation 
and, subsequently, esprit de corps. In 
this regard, the current strategic guid-
ance requires tactical commanders to 
make decisions regarding priorities and 
METLs that may have strategic conse-
quences.

Current CTC 
environment
The Army made the strategic decision 
in 2010 to begin executing DATE rota-
tions at the CTCs to prepare units for 
combined-arms maneuver and the full 
range of mission sets in a complex en-
vironment. Over the last 10 years, 
most CTC rotations were mission-read-
iness exercises focused on ongoing 
overseas contingency operations (e.g., 
COIN operations, battlespace integra-
tors and/or security-force advise-and-
assist teams). However, since then, all 
three CTCs have conducted DATE 
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rotations, and they are increasing in 
frequency as we continue to reduce 
troop levels in Afghanistan.16 The chal-
lenge in preparing for these rotations 
is to ensure home-station unit training 
and the CTC training share a realistic 
and relevant mission focus.

A review of published feedback follow-
ing DATE rotations reveals a number of 
challenges pertinent to our shift in 
mission focus. Although the lessons-
learned have not yet been shared uni-
versally across the force, leaders have 
begun sharing these lessons through 
publications including those highlight-
ed following. The 3rd Brigade, 82nd Air-
borne Division, executed the first DATE 
rotation at JRTC in 2010, and LTC Brian 
K. Flood et al captured some of their 
challenges in ARMOR.17 Flood’s recon-
naissance squadron was the first to ex-
ecute decisive action at a CTC since the 
modular BCT transformation following 
the beginning of Operation Iraqi Free-
dom, and he made a number of sug-
gestions for the employment of ground 
reconnaissance assets; synchronization 
of intelligence, surveillance and recon-
naissance assets; and future modified 
ToE considerations.

A subsequent rotation by 1st Brigade, 
4th Infantry Division, resulted in more 
feedback particularly relevant to our 
discussion of mission focus. In his af-
ter-action report, MG Joseph Anderson 
wrote: “The [opposing force] em-
ployed at CTCs replicate predominate-
ly conventional threats provided with 
matching capabilities across all war-
fighting functions, including [un-
manned aerial vehicles], rotary wing, 
fixed wing … jamming, cyberattack and 
a myriad of accepted asymmetrical 
threat capabilities (improvised explo-
sive devices, insurgents, high-end [an-
ti-tank] systems, etc.). However, mod-
ular BCTs were never designed to com-
bat this myriad of threats simultane-
ously.”18

This critique highlights the hybrid 
threat the Army is likely to face in the 
future. More importantly, it challenges 
us to reassess our current task organi-
zations, training and equipment to en-
sure we are capable of meeting this 
complex environment in the future. 
Transitioning from an Army experi-
enced in COIN to an Army proficient in 
decisive action will not be easy, and we 

must be mindful in how we prepare 
ourselves for this transition. Many of 
the core combined-arms maneuver 
proficiencies required in decisive ac-
tion have degraded over the last 10 
years, and on top of that, the threats 
we are expected to face have become 
more complex.

Guidance and training have a tremen-
dous impact on military expertise and 
the esprit de corps of our Army. As out-
lined in Army Doctrine Publication 
(ADP) 1, The Army, a key component 
of esprit de corps is mission focus, 
which subsequently inspires discipline 
and motivation in our Soldiers. The 
transitions that will occur in the com-
ing decade are going to be significant 
and challenging. To do so successfully, 
we must develop METLs and commu-
nicate a vision that ensures our Sol-
diers understand their purpose and 
know that they are being provided the 
conditions conducive to our evolution. 
There are many different components 
to developing the Army’s capacity to 
win our nation’s wars in a complex en-
vironment, and a vital part of this must 
be developing a mission focus.

Proposed mission 
foci
As the Army transitions from Afghani-
stan, its leaders must establish a mis-
sion focus to drive military expertise 
and inspire esprit de corps. There are 
many good courses of action to devel-
op mission focus within our units, in-
cluding regional alignment, focusing on 
our core competencies such as com-
bined-arms maneuver, or focusing on 
enabling competencies including entry 
operations.19 Senior Army Leaders have 
mentioned all these ideas within the 
last few years, but the challenge is 
crafting the desired outcomes — as de-
fined in Sustaining U.S. Global Leader-
ship — into a comprehensive vision 
that provides guidance and mission fo-
cus for all units.

Chief of Staff of the Army GEN Ray-
mond T. Odierno laid out one solution 
to the question of mission focus in 
2012 when he outlined the concept of 
regionally aligned forces — including 
brigades, divisions and corps. The plan 
is for regionally aligned BCTs to con-
duct an Army Forces Generation (AR-
FORGEN) training cycle culminating in 

a DATE rotation at a CTC. During the 
ARFORGEN cycle, the BCT could be 
alerted to deploy in support of their 
assigned regional command (e.g., U.S. 
Central Command, U.S. Africa Com-
mand, U.S. Pacific Command, etc.) as 
an advise-and-assist force to provide 
humanitarian support, or as a stabili-
zation force, etc., as requested by the 
combatant commander and ordered by 
the commander in chief.20 This solution 
by its very nature would include a 
strong mission focus based on regional 
challenges, contingency plans or 
threats in its assigned geographic re-
gion. The training cycle would include 
at least rudimentary education on re-
gional events to increase our under-
standing and appreciation of the oper-
ational environment, thereby further 
enhancing mission focus and the appli-
cable military expertise.

Another potential mission focus is en-
try operations. This is another very real 
requirement mentioned in Sustaining 
U.S. Global Leadership. LTG Frank 
Helmick, then the commanding gener-
al of XVIII Airborne Corps, highlighted 
at the 2010 Maneuver Conference that 
after 10 years of conflict, proficiency in 
entry operations (airborne and air as-
sault) has degraded significantly. Al-
though entry operations comparable 
to Normandy are unlikely in the future, 
similar concepts have been used mul-
tiple times over the last decades: in 
1983 for Operation Urgent Fury in Gre-
nada, in 1989 for Operation Just Cause 
in Panama, in 2003 when 173rd para-
chuted into Iraq as part of Operation 
Iraqi Freedom; and in 2010 as part of 
Operation Unified Response following 
the catastrophic earthquake in Haiti. 
The units that specialize in these tac-
tics would be well served to re-master 
these highly complex operations, and 
they could do so in concert with the 
Army’s global-response-force tasking. 
Re-establishing proficiency in entry op-
erations would not only provide mis-
sion focus but would regenerate esprit 
de corps through a renewed apprecia-
tion of these units’ storied histories 
and unique skillsets.

Finally, as it did following Vietnam, the 
Army is likely to focus on re-establish-
ing our dominance in combined-arms 
maneuver. However, there are two 
challenges we must address. First, as 
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an Army we must not neglect the re-
quirement to maintain our other core 
competency, wide-area security. Al-
though current strategic guidance plac-
es minimal emphasis on protracted 
stability operations – wide-area secu-
rity – there is no guarantee we can 
avoid becoming involved in them in the 
future. Second, within the anticipated 
complex operational environment, we 
must ensure we enhance mission focus 
through realistic and challenging train-
ing environments. The Army recogniz-
es the modern global operational en-
vironment is very complex, so we must 
be capable of addressing the myriad of 
threats.

We must define our mission focus 
soon, otherwise we risk our military 
expertise atrophying in a global envi-
ronment that could require the Army’s 
employment sooner than we would 
like, as Task Force Smith encountered. 
We must also recognize that the entire 
Army does not need to share a singu-
lar mission focus as we chose to do fol-
lowing the Vietnam War. After that 
conflict, most Soldiers and leaders con-
sciously ignored the lessons we 
learned fighting a COIN as a stabiliza-
tion force and focused solely on com-
bined-arms maneuver. We should not 
risk the inability to execute unforeseen 
or undesired mission sets, as we did in 
Korea, and the initial phases of the Iraq 
and Afghanistan wars. Given the vast 
requirements laid out in Sustaining 
U.S. Global Leadership and the poten-
tial solutions reviewed here, the Army 
should synchronize and prioritize capa-
bilities across the force. By doing this, 
we can preserve mission focus at the 
tactical level but remain adaptable to 
the strategic challenges of the future.

CPT Gary Klein commands Headquar-
ters and Headquarters Troop, 1-33 Cav-
alry, Fort Campbell, KY. His past assign-
ments include commander, B Troop, 
1-33 Cavalry; assistant operations of-
ficer, HHT 1-33; and executive officer 
and platoon leader, D Troop, 1-5 Cav, 
Fort Hood, TX. His military schooling in-
cludes the Armor Basic Officer Leader-
ship Course, Maneuver Captain’s Ca-
reer Course, Ranger School, Air Assault 
School and Airborne School. CPT Klein 

holds a bachelor’s of science degree 
from the University of Michigan in bio-
chemistry and a master’s of science de-
gree from the University of Illinois-Chi-
cago in medicinal chemistry.

1LT Christopher Harrell is the squadron 
medical officer for HHT, 1-33 Cavalry at 
Fort Campbell. He previously served as 
the squadron medical officer with 1-33 
Cavalry. His military schooling includes 
the Army Medical Department’s Medi-
cal Service Corps Basic Officer Leader-
ship Course and Air Assault School. 1LT 
Harrell holds a bachelor’s of science 
degree from Indiana University-Purdue 
University of Indianapolis in organiza-
tional leadership.

Notes
1 Christeson, William, Taggart, Amy Daw-
son, and Messner-Zidell, Soren, Ready, 
Willing and Unable to Serve, Washing-
ton, DC: Mission: Readiness, 2009.
2 Department of the Army, Army Doctrinal 
Reference Publication 7-0, Training Units 
and Developing Leaders, Washington, DC: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, August 
2012.
3 U.S. National Security Council, NSC-8: A 
Report to the President by the National 
Security Council on the Position of the 
United States with Respect to Korea, 
Washington, DC, April 1948.
4 Forrestal, James, “The State of the Na-
tional Military Establishment,” Military 
Review, Fort Leavenworth, KS, April 1949.
5 Ibid.
6 Ibid.
7 Ibid.
8 Ibid.
9 Varhola, Michael J., Fire and Ice: the Ko-
rean War, 1950-1953, Mason City, IA: Da 
Capo Press, June 2000.
10 King, Benjamin, Victory Starts Here: a 
35-Year History of the U.S. Army Training 
and Doctrine Command, Fort Leaven-
worth, KS: Combat Studies Institute Press, 
2008.
1 Ibid.
2 Ibid.
3 Ibid.
4 The White House, National Security 
Strategy, May 2010.
5 FSO was the doctrinal term in FM 3-0, 
Operations, in 2008, but decisive action 

replaced FSO in ADP 3-0, Unified Land 
Operations, 2011.
6 Tan, Michelle, “DATE gives training a re-
boot,” Army Times, http://www.army-
times.com/news/2012/04/army-decisive-
action-training-environment-041112w/, 
April 11, 2012; retrieved Feb. 20, 2013.
7 Flood, Brian K. LTC, Hayes, James A. 
MAJ, and Cook, Forrest V. MAJ, “IBCT’s 
Reconnaissance Squadron in Full-Spec-
trum Operations,” ARMOR, March-April 
2011.
8 Anderson, Joseph MG, “4th Infantry Divi-
sion Decisive-Action Rotation NTC 13-02 
Senior-Leader Observations,” Fort Carson, 
CO, November 2012.
19 Ibid.
20 ADP 1 defines the Army’s core compe-
tencies to be combined-arms maneuver 
and wide-area security, while the en-
abling competencies are 1) support secu-
rity cooperation, 2) tailor forces for the 
combatant commander, 3) conduct entry 
operations, 4) provide flexible mission 
command, 5) support joint and Army forc-
es, 6) support domestic civil authorities, 
and 7) mobilize and integrate the Reserve 
Components.
21 Odierno, Ray GEN, “Regionally Aligned 
Forces: A New Model for Building Partner-
ships,” Army Live, http://armylive.dod-
live.mil/index.php/2012/03/aligned-forc-
es/, March 2012.

ADP – Army Doctrine Publica-
tion
ARFORGEN – Army Forces 
Generation
BCT – brigade combat team
COIN – counterinsurgency
CTC – combat training center
DATE – decisive-action training 
environment
FM – field manual
FSO – full-spectrum operations
HHT – headquarters and head-
quarters troop
JMRC – Joint Multinational 
Readiness Center
JRTC – Joint Readiness Training 
Center
METL – mission -essential task 
list
NTC – National Training Center
SSA – Selective Service Act
TDA – table of distribution and 
allowances
ToE – table of organization and 
equipment
TRADOC – U.S. Army Training 
and Doctrine Command

Acronym Quick-Scan

http://www.armytimes.com/news/2012/04/army-decisive-action-training-environment-041112w/
http://www.armytimes.com/news/2012/04/army-decisive-action-training-environment-041112w/
http://www.armytimes.com/news/2012/04/army-decisive-action-training-environment-041112w/
http://armylive.dodlive.mil/index.php/2012/03/aligned-forces/
http://armylive.dodlive.mil/index.php/2012/03/aligned-forces/
http://armylive.dodlive.mil/index.php/2012/03/aligned-forces/


17 March-June 2014

by CPT Anthony M. Formica

In his 2012 book, Bleeding Talent, 
economist Tim Kane uses the example 
of retired GEN David Petraeus to illus-
trate how the global war on terrorism 
has exposed a failing in the Army’s 
leader-development systems. Kane 
states that Petraeus’ relative demotion

from U.S. Central Command 
commander to commander 
of the United States’ effort in 
Afghanistan in 2010 “is 
something to interpret very 
positively for the man and 
very negatively for the insti-
tution.”1 Former Marine offi-
cer Renny McPherson simi-
larly asks why no other gen-
erals were available to take 
the top job in Afghanistan. 
McPherson concludes that 
the U.S. military “had failed 
to produce enough leaders 
like Petraeus.”2 Both these 
men use the Petraeus exam-
ple to argue that the Army 
needs to improve its capacity 
to grow top leaders to win 
the nation’s wars.

This analysis focuses too nar-
rowly on the top level of 
command. The fact that the 
Army’s emphasis on waging 
modern war is almost entire-
ly concerned with its high-
est-ranking commanders 
speaks more ill of the profes-
sion than does the alleged 
scarcity of general officers 
qualified to handle top com-
mands. In an organization 
designed to deploy any-
where in the world and con-
duct unified land operations 
(ULO), it should not take a 
four-star general with a doc-
torate  in  international rela-

tions to figure out that providing basic 
services to a district of Baghdad 
reduces insurgent violence.

For the Army to develop and sustain a 
high degree of situational understand-
ing while operating in complex envi-
ronments against determined, adap-
tive enemy organizations, it must make 
its field-grade commanders as effective 
as its flag officers. It can accomplish 
this by working to fulfill two training 
goals. First, the Army needs to train its 
commanders to drive the operations 
process across all aspects of ULO. Sec-
ond, the Army must train its staffs to 
implement commanders’ intent univer-
sally well across ULO to increase com-
manders’ ability at every level to make 
decisions in any operational environ-
ment. Achieving these two endstates 
will greatly increase the Army’s ability 
to not only seize and retain the initia-
tive in future conflicts but, more im-
portantly, will empower subordinate 
commanders to gain the information 
they need to exercise disciplined initia-
tive and exploit the windows of oppor-
tunity that characterize modern mili-
tary operations.

What is supposed 
to happen
Uncertainty has always been a factor 
in military operations, but the battle-
field of the future will only be more 
uncertain and complex. The Army ac-
knowledges this in its Army Doctrine 
Publication (ADP) 6-0, Mission Com-
mand, stating, “[M]ilitary operations 
are complex human endeavors charac-
terized by continuous, mutual give-
and-take moves and countermoves 
among all participants.”3 The interac-
tion among friendly forces, the enemy 
and civilian groups on the modern bat-
tlefield produces results that “are of-
ten unpredictable – and perhaps un-
controllable.”4

Ask the Right Questions, and 
You’ll Get a Better Answer:

How Training in the Philosophy of Mission 
Command Will Enable Our Commanders to 

Get Staffs to Get It Right the First Time
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To respond to these exigencies, the 
Army has promulgated the philosophy 
of mission command, which ADP 6-0 
defines as “the exercise of authority 
and direction by the commander using 
mission orders to enable disciplined 
initiative within the commander’s in-
tent to empower agile and adaptive 
leaders in the conduct of [ULO].”5 Com-
mander’s intent enables disciplined ini-
tiative, and this is in turn dependent 
on commanders, subordinate leaders 
and their staffs achieving and main-
taining a common understanding of 
their operational environment. While 
such understanding is difficult to 
achieve in modern war, staff exist to 
mitigate that difficulty, specifically by 
supporting commanders “in under-
standing situations, decision-making 
and implementing decisions through-
out the conduct of operations.”6 One 
of the most critical responsibilities of 
a staff is to “[study] the operational en-
vironment, [identify] information gaps 
and [help] the commander develop 
and answer information require-
ments.”7 The Army considers informa-
tion to be “good” if it is accurate, time-
ly, usable, complete, precise and reli-
able.8

Commanders are expected to drive the 
operations process that characterizes 
staff work to generate commander’s 
critical information requirements 
(CCIR). The organization should subse-
quently focus its intelligence-collection 
and information-generation efforts on 
answering the CCIR as they apply to 
friendly and enemy forces. The CCIR-
generation process presumably takes 
into account both the traditional offen-
sive and defensive characteristics of 
ground warfare and the ambiguities in-
herent in stability operations.

Staffs then devise methods for answer-
ing the CCIR to allow the commander 
to make decisions and to enable disci-
plined initiative for his junior leaders. 
Typically, this staff work takes the form 
of wargaming in the military decision-
making process (MDMP) and allows 
the staff to develop a rolling estimate 
of the situation facing the organiza-
tion. Implied in this staff responsibility 
is the staff’s ability to creatively iden-
tify information gaps to meet both the 
commander’s CCIR and intent. Also im-
plied is the expectation that the robust 
human talent inherent in staff 

organizations will both produce “good” 
information and cause staffs to con-
stantly challenge their own under-
standing of the operational picture to 
keep abreast of the complexities of 
modern warfare. All this activity ulti-
mately allows Army organizations and 
commanders to develop and maintain 
the situational understanding neces-
sary for making decisions and seizing 
the initiative.

What actually 
happens
My experience — and that of many of 
my peers — indicates that most Army 
organizations practice in a suboptimal 
manner the principles of mission com-
mand previously specified. Army com-
manders tend to embrace their re-
sponsibility to lead and direct their or-
ganizations but largely do not fully 
comprehend how their responsibility 
to understand, visualize, describe and 
assess drives the process that enables 
them to make decisions.

Part of this problem is cognitive. ULO 
requires that commanders balance 
high-intensity operations (offensive 
and defensive operations) with stabil-
ity operations to win the nation’s 
wars.9 Most Soldiers quickly concede 
that most of the Army’s activity in the 
war on terrorism focused on stability 
operations, the subset of ULO con-
cerned with “activities conducted out-
side the United States in coordination 
with other instruments of national 
power to maintain or re-establish a 
safe and secure environment.”10

If a sizeable portion of the Army’s com-
manders understand that ULO requires 
a proper mix of high-intensity and sta-
bility operations, they have not dem-
onstrated an equal understanding of 
applying mission command across all 
ULO domains, particularly where com-
mander-staff coordination to produce 
meaningful CCIR is concerned. Staffs 
engaged in the war on terrorism con-
duct solid MDMP for high-intensity op-
erations, such as battalion-sized air as-
saults into enemy strongholds, be-
cause this exercise is drilled into Army 
staff officers and the CCIR for high-in-
tensity operations are relatively 
straightforward.

Wargaming and developing CCIR for 
stability operations usually require 

creative problem-solving and a more 
nuanced understanding of the opera-
tional environment, and it is here 
where many of today’s junior captains 
– and tomorrow’s company command-
ers – believe we need to focus our ef-
forts on improving. Stability operations 
both have different objectives and re-
quire different decisions from com-
manders than do high-intensity opera-
tions, implying the need for different 
information. Identifying the composi-
tion, disposition and strength of an en-
emy mechanized battalion, and then 
identifying how to seize the initiative, 
is taxing but ultimately easy work for 
well-trained professionals. Figuring out 
how to bring stability to an Afghan dis-
trict is seemingly more complex be-
cause it involves a host of variables 
that are harder to quantify than the 
number of enemy T-72 battle tanks, 
and because most units’ commanders 
and staffs have not cognitively separat-
ed stability operations’ CCIR and 
MDMP processes from high-intensity 
operations.

In spite of the obvious differences be-
tween them, most commanders allow 
their staff MDMP process to produce 
CCIR for stability operations that are 
identical to the CCIR they would pro-
duce for high-intensity operations. It is 
common for platoon leaders in Afghan-
istan to spend most of their time at-
tending shuras, negotiating contracts 
for basic services or assessing the 
progress of the rule of law in their area 
of operations (AO). Nevertheless, CCIR 
for all these stability operations tend 
to read like the CCIR for an attack to 
seize an enemy stronghold: how many 
AK-47s were encountered, where is the 
enemy placing his improvised explo-
sive devices and how many military-
aged males are in the AO? The com-
mander-staff interaction process does 
not typically account for the informa-
tion-requirement discrepancies be-
tween high-intensity operations and 
stability operations.

This presumes that staffs constantly 
conduct MDMP and produce CCIR for 
their commanders during stability op-
erations. More often than not, com-
manders exercise mission command to 
produce valid CCIR for high-intensity 
operations but fall back on static-state 
operations and quarterly line-of-oper-
ations reviews to maintain their 



19 March-June 2014

situational understanding in stability 
operations. Staff work rapidly degen-
erates into a complacent model of 
checking the box for weekly decision 
and command-and-staff briefs, and 
staffers cannot help but come to see 
their jobs as undemanding. As a result, 
organizations get staff officers who do 
not try to devise creative ways to over-
lay tribal affiliations with economic 
data and levels of violence in a battal-
ion area of responsibility.

Another part of the problem is cultur-
al. Simply put, the Army as an organi-
zation tolerates the notion that staffs 
are not the place for commanders to 
send their talented officers and non-
commissioned officers (NCOs). This de-
fies both history and math.

The denigration of staff work defies 
history because great armies have typ-
ically concentrated phenomenal talent 
in their staffs to achieve decisive re-
sults in war. Political scientist Samuel 
P. Huntington points out that one of 
the reasons the relatively small and 
weak state of Prussia was able to trans-
form itself into a world-class military 
power in the span of a generation was 
through its development of a profes-
sional staff system.11 Huntington notes 
that service on the Prussian General 
Staff “was the most coveted duty in 
the German army.” Also, service on the 
General Staff came to signify an offi-
cer’s possessing the “highest standards 
of knowledge, competence and devo-
tion to duty.”12 Huntington also strong-
ly insinuates that the French army’s 
lack of an equivalent staff system 
strongly contributed to their defeat in 
the Franco-Prussian War of 1870.13

The denigration of staff work defies 
math because most of an officer’s ca-
reer is spent on staff. In a typical 20-
year career, an infantry officer will 
spend perhaps four years leading Sol-
diers as a company-grade officer and 
perhaps two more as a battalion com-
mander. He will spend a solid 70 per-
cent to 75 percent of his remaining 15 
years in one staff position or another. 
As a result, the Army needs to consid-
er whether it wants to continue to al-
low a mentality that leads its officers 
and NCOs to consider their work as im-
portant only 25 percent to 30 percent 
of the time.

This cultural perception becomes 

problematic when it influences career 
decisions for promising leaders. The 
perception that assigning promising 
leaders to staff wastes their potential 
leads most commanders to turn their 
staffs into repositories of substandard 
performers. Commanders who have 
avoided staff work as best they can, 
meanwhile, are less likely to know how 
to properly wield a staff once they are 
given one. These cultural and cognitive 
factors produce, in the end, a de-
creased ability by the Army to fight and 
win the nation’s wars.

The proof of this is in the prolonged ex-
ecution of the war on terrorism itself: 
the Army has performed superbly in 
executing high-intensity operations 
against insurgent enemies but still 
grapples with creating and sustaining 
the situational awareness necessary 
for successfully executing stability op-
erations.

Commanders have created shared un-
derstanding for high-intensity opera-
tions but not for stability operations. 
They articulate commanders’ intent 
very well for traditional offensive and 
defensive operations but tend to allow 
the information requirements for wag-
ing stability operations to be recycled 
versions of their intent for high-inten-
sity operations. Subordinate leaders 
are thus left with prolonged periods in 
stability operations where, through a 
combination of a lack of information 
and guidance, they are unable to exer-
cise disciplined initiative to take advan-
tage of windows of opportunity.

How to fix it
None of this is an indictment of staff 
personnel or commanders. The Army 
has demonstrated over the past 13 
years of persistent conflict that it is 
very good at producing highly trained 
and highly educated leaders to meet 
its organizational needs. There is also 
scant indication that the Army is will-
ing to “forget” the lessons of the war 
on terrorism as they pertain to stabil-
ity operations: stability operations fig-
ure prominently in all major Army doc-
trine publications, constitute dedicat-
ed blocks of instruction in most major 
Army career qualification courses, and 
are incorporated into the training plans 
of most Army maneuver units. Success 
in tomorrow’s wars requires translat-
ing the profession’s experience in more 

than a decade of ULO to training mis-
sion-command-related best practices 
into all echelons in all units.

In mission command, the commander 
is the central figure. The Army needs 
to make sure that its commanders un-
derstand this means they drive the op-
erations process in all aspects of ULO, 
and that the operations process char-
acterized by commander-staff interac-
tion pertains equally to ULO’s high-in-
tensity and stability-operations com-
ponents. Moreover, the operations 
process needs to be distinctly tailored 
for high-intensity and stability opera-
tions.

The most basic change the Army can 
make to address this problem is to in-
troduce the concept of relevance to its 
doctrinal characterization of informa-
tion. A commander who is concerned 
with the role of relevant information in 
enabling decision-making will drive a 
staff to produce and answer relevant 
CCIR for all aspects of ULO. A com-
mander who does not will be content 
with recycled products that may have 
no bearing on his current operational 
situation.

Another important doctrinal point for 
the Army to emphasize is the various 
components of effective CCIR. High-in-
tensity operations tend to preoccupy 
staffs with the enemy-centric aspects 
of CCIR, also known as priority infor-
mation requirements (PIR). However, 
in stability operations, friendly forces’ 
information requirements (FFIR) are 
often as — if not more — valuable in 
helping commanders make decisions 
as are enemy-focused PIR. The ability 
to answer FFIR asking if host-nation 
government officials’ policies comple-
ment military operations in an AO al-
lows commanders to decide how they 
will try to shape their relations with 
those officials in the future through 
military operations, Commander’s 
Emergency Relief Fund projects or 
wide-area security patrols. Good com-
manders drive their staffs to produce 
holistic CCIR so that they, and their 
subordinate leaders, are empowered 
to make more numerous and effective 
decisions across the full spectrum of 
ULO.

The human talent to conduct the 
analysis required for producing 
relevant and holistic CCIR for stability 
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operations is more than present at 
every echelon of command. Today’s 
Army employs graduates of the world’s 
premier universities and veterans of 
our longest war with near-limitless 
experience in fighting both the high-
intensity and stability-operations 
fights. Moreover, our staff officers and 
commanders understand the basic 
informational elements inherent in 
s ta b i l i t y  o p e rat i o n s  s u c h  a s 
counterinsurgency: 10 years of being 
d r i l l e d  i n  p o p u l at i o n - c e nt r i c 
operations, trend analysis and cultural 
understanding has ensured this. These 
skills must be applied to MDMP as 
consistently in stability operations as 
corresponding skills are applied to the 
MDMP for high-intensity operations, 
and with the same professional rigor 
to produce meaningful CCIR.

Commanders should not be satisfied 
with staff work that generates identi-
cal products for all ULO components. 
Instead, commanders must insist that 
their staffs use their knowledge, edu-
cation and technology to produce the 
information they need to prevail in the 
complex environments that character-
ize stability operations.

This task will be greatly facilitated by 
staffs being drilled in the specific skill-
sets that enable successful MDMP 
across all aspects of ULO. Most staff of-
ficers are familiar with basic statistical 
methods by virtue of their commis-
sioning sources, and most staff NCOs 
are familiar with the informational re-
quirements for stability operations. It 
would be worth commanders’ time to 
hold MDMP drills with their staffs that 
are specifically focused on applying the 
information-collection techniques and 
data-refinement procedures that made 
retired generals Petraeus and Peter 
Chiarelli the celebrated strategists they 
are.

The doctrine, talent and experience to 
achieve better situational awareness is 
present across the force. What the 
Army needs now to fully realize the 
endstate expressed in this article is 
education and training. Focused 
education on mission command and 
intent orders at captains’ career 
courses and Command and General 
Staff College — combined with combat 
training center (CTC) decisive-action 
rotations — helped the Army master 

the essentials for waging high-intensity 
operations in the 1980s and 1990s. 
MDMP for high-intensity operations is 
easy for staffs today precisely because 
of this organizational experience; the 
same experience can and should be 
replicated now for the totality of ULO. 
The Army ’s implementation of 
decisive-action rotations is the right 
step in this direction. Like the 
watershed of experience gained from 
initiation of the CTC program in the 
‘80s and ‘90s, decisive-action rotations 
— staffed by cadre with a doctrinal 
foundation in mission command and 
personal experience in waging all 
aspects of ULO — should force Army 
units to perform well under all the 
conditions of the modern battlefield.

Finally, the Army must aggressively at-
tack the stigmatized perception of staff 
work. It must do this to ensure that 
staffs become net attractors of talent, 
and to ensure that personnel compris-
ing staffs understand the importance 
of their work and that they constantly 
seek to apply all their talents to fur-
thering the organization’s effective-
ness. Skeptics may claim that it is im-
possible for an organization like the 
Army, where the primary effort lies in 
leveling lethal force against armed en-
emies, to make staff work seem glori-
ous. Those critics miss the larger point, 
however. The goal is not to make staff 
work glorious; it is to make its practi-
tioners aware of the importance of 
their function and to be motivated 
with pride in that importance. The 
Army has demonstrated that it has the 
ability to institute cultural shifts across 
the force before, whether on the stra-
tegic level, as seen in its eventual em-
brace of stability operations, or on the 
small-unit level, as seen in the adop-
tion of physical-readiness training doc-
trine. The same process must now be 
applied to the force’s perception of 
staff work. Doing so will ensure that 
the Army’s units are primed with the 
motivated leaders it needs to win to-
morrow’s wars.
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Fostering a Culture of 
Mission Command

by CPT David E. Blanton

Commanders use mission orders to 
communicate intent to subordinates. 
In turn, subordinate leaders frame 
their own mission orders around the 
commander’s intent and exercise dis-
ciplined initiative to solve problems, 
seize the momentum and accomplish 
the unit’s mission.

While the science of developing mis-
sion orders is consistently taught and 
refined throughout the Army’s training 
domains, leaders struggle with training 
subordinate leaders in the art of exer-
cising disciplined initiative to allow the 
best possible decision to be made on 
the battlefield. To enable leaders to 
more effectively train their subordi-
nates in the foundations of mission 
command, we must understand what 
mission command is, why it is still rel-
evant and, finally, how to apply mission 
command in the organization.

Let’s start by analyzing the theory’s 
core principles.

What is mission command? 
Many young leaders in the 
Army, including myself at 

one point, understood mission com-
mand purely as a warfighting function 
that provides a leader with a scientific 
system of mission orders used to com-
municate intent to subordinates. Then, 
as subordinate leaders execute their 
assigned tasks, mission command be-
comes a complex system of technolog-
ical and redundant reporting proce-
dures specified by a higher headquar-
ters to understand conditions from the 
subordinate leader’s standpoint on the 
ground.

In reality, mission command is some-
thing inherently misunderstood by 
young leaders in the Army, in part be-
cause the term and definition don’t 
synchronize in their minds. Most Army 
leaders understand that in the absence 
of orders, they must make a decision 
to maintain the momentum of the mis-
sion; the issue, however, is how to 
make the best possible decision within 

the commander’s intent.

Mission command is defined in Army 
Doctrinal Publication (ADP) 6-0 as “the 
exercise of authority and direction by 
the commander [leader] using mission 
orders to enable disciplined initiative 
within the commander’s [leader’s] in-
tent to empower agile and adaptive 
leaders in the conduct of unified land 
operations.”1 Most Army leaders can 
agree mutual understanding of this 
concept but universally ask themselves 
the same question: “How can my orga-
nization become better at training and 
embracing the principles of mission 
command?” First, we need to look at 
the history behind the doctrine.

Mission command, or Auftragstaktik, 
has its theoretical seeds rooted in 
Prussian, post-Napoleonic military 
ideas. Originally proposed as an idea 
by GEN Gerhard Von Scharnhorst in the 
early 19th Century, Autragstaktik fo-
cused on subordinate leaders making 
decisions based on initiative and anal-
ysis of events happening on the battle-
field rather than deferring those deci-
sions to higher commanders and losing 
the initiative of the operation.2

Scharnhorst began developing and 
teaching this principle at the turn of 
the 19th Century as an instructor at the 
German military academy in Berlin. His 
pupils included none other than Carl 
Von Clausewitz and Helmuth Von 
Moltke. Both these military theorists 
furthered the idea of Auftragstaktik 
and broadened the concept’s institu-
tional reach not only to the officer 
corps, but also to the noncommis-
sioned-officer corps. The framework 
was instituted and created a cultural 
shift in the German army from the 
stringent, orders-driven and rigid-de-
cision structure of the Prussian army 
of the Napoleonic Wars to a more flu-
id, free-thinking and initiative-based 
structure of the German army of the 
20th Century. This type of decision-
making structure was unique and cut-
ting-edge for any military in the world 
at that time.3

Von Moltke once wrote of Auftragstak-
tik, “The advantage of the situation 
will never be fully utilized if subordi-
nate commanders wait for orders. It 
will be generally more advisable to 
proceed actively and keep the initiative 
than to wait to the law of the oppo-
nent.”4

The U.S. Army adopted the mission-
command principles to provide itself 
with a comparative advantage against 
the Soviet threat in Western Europe. 
Based on German success in World 
War II and the realization that the Unit-
ed States would likely fight against a 
numerically superior, near-peer threat 
like the Soviet Union, the new U.S. doc-
trine called “AirLand Battle” was devel-
oped by the U.S. Training and Doctrine 
Command commander, GEN Donn A. 
Starry, in the early 1980s to replace the 
“active defense” doctrine used since 
1976. “AirLand Battle” was published 
in 1982 and revised to include opera-
tional art in 1986. The new doctrine 
placed a premium on a qualitative ap-
proach that was designed to “outthink” 
Soviet forces using our competitive 
edge in the training of the human ele-
ment rooted in mission command to 
disrupt the enemy’s decision-making 
process, or the observe, orient, decide 
and act loop.5

Why is mission command still 
relevant on the modern and 
future battlefield? As Army 

leaders, we ask ourselves, “Why is a 
leader decision-making process devel-
oped in 19th Century Prussia still rele-
vant today or in the future?” Whether 
one believes the U.S. Army will contin-
ue to combat a decentralized and non-
conventional enemy, a peer or near-
peer nation-state, or a hybrid of both, 
mission command will continue to re-
main relevant in the current and future 
battlefield because it is inherently hu-
man and must be trained to be applied 
correctly and with sound judgment.

Mission command is intrinsically based 
on art, not science; therefore, a tech-
nological approach to command that 



22 March-June 2014

allows a computer using mathematical 
algorithms to make decisions in the ab-
sence of orders does not take into ac-
count the human factor necessary to 
take an exponential amount of vari-
ables into consideration instantly.

Some may wish to offer a different 
technological solution than a so-called 
super decision-making computer, in 
turn arguing for the implementation of 
more sensor and battle-command sys-
tems that would allow higher com-
manders to supplement or even usurp 
the decision-making authority of sub-
ordinate leaders on the battlefield. 
These technological solutions have 
three fallacies:

•	 First, when the U.S. Army fights 
against a near-peer or peer threat, 
how can we guarantee that the 
networks that transmit sensor and 
command-and-control information 
wi l l  remain intact  to a l low 
centralized commanders to make 
those decisions? The cyberthreat 
on the future battlefield is a real 
threat that should be taken into 
account at all  levels of war.

•	 Second, if an enemy is able to har-
ness similar technological capabil-
ities for battle command and sen-
sor systems on the battlefield — or 
even worse, contribute false infor-
mation into our networks — what 
will allow our force to gain a com-
petitive advantage against our foe?

•	 Third, many times the junior lead-
er understands the cultural and 
historical trends in his operating 
environment much better than a 
higher-level commander is able to, 
as our recent experience while 
fighting a decentralized, non-na-
tion state enemy has shown us.

Mission-command technology, like ra-
dio and digital communication, should 
be used to augment and enhance the 
human decision-making capability, not 
supplant it entirely. For these reasons, 
mission command remains a critical 
concept that must be trained and em-
braced by all Army leaders.

As a leader, how can I foster the 
application of mission com-
mand in my organization? The 

concept of mission command is com-
monly misunderstood by many Army 

leaders. Leaders must foster an envi-
ronment that allows their subordinates 
to apply the mission-command princi-
ples and make initiative-based deci-
sions based on the enemy situation 
and in the absence of detailed guid-
ance. While a leader is “responsible for 
everything that happens and does not 
happen in his organization,” this idea 
sometimes drives organizations with 
both experienced and inexperienced 
leaders to situational paralysis because 
that leader is either unwilling to make 
a decision or to allow his subordinates 
to make intent-based decisions. Many 
times a leader takes these actions and 
restricts mission command, believing 
a failure of the organization would be 
tied to the failure of that leader as well 
as his overall success and competency.

Changing the culture in an organization 
that’s comfortable operating in this 
manner is neither a quick or linear pro-
cess. Leaders at all levels can adapt an 
organization to believe in and practice 
mission command by creating a univer-
sal understanding of the concept, de-
veloping trust with subordinates and 
fostering a culture that enables mis-
sion command.

To drive an organization to change its 
operational culture, a leader must first 
create a universal understanding of the 
concept. The Army enables leaders to 
create this understanding in a few 
ways, including instruction of the the-
ory of command in all its institutional-
training domains, as well as publishing 
doctrine like ADP 6-0 as a framework 
to explain the theory.

Leaders who want to drive organiza-
tional change should use a second 
Army training domain, self-develop-
ment, to further understand the con-
ceptual roots of mission command. 
Once a leader develops a mastery of 
mission command, he should then 
communicate his understanding to his 
subordinates.

Many Army leaders accept that creat-
ing a universal understanding in an or-
ganization of mission command is dif-
ficult and takes personal commitment. 
As a tank-platoon leader, I found this 
was most easily accomplished by al-
lowing my subordinate leaders to di-
rectly assist in my leader-planning 
scope and process at certain times. For 

example, instead of personally plan-
ning a simple event like an M-9 pistol 
range that my platoon was assigned to 
coordinate for company training, I 
used team and squad leaders in my or-
ganization to conduct troop-leading 
procedures for the training event as a 
collaborative-planning group under my 
instruction. Later, they would execute 
and refine the event based on the in-
tent they developed.

By instructing these junior leaders in 
my platoon on tasks including conduct-
ing a leader’s reconnaissance, writing 
an operations order, preparing a risk-
management worksheet, developing 
an intent statement and conducting a 
rehearsal, I was able to teach my junior 
leaders not only leader tasks to use in 
their teams and crews, but also about 
considerations that were important to 
our entire platoon and the way I want-
ed them to think when we conducted 
a mission as an organization. With this 
interaction, my leaders and I were able 
to develop a shared understanding, us-
ing constant dialogue and a culminat-
ing after-action review, on the platoon-
level operations process that served as 
the foundation for more complex situ-
ations in the future. With this knowl-
edge, my junior leaders have a greater 
ability to conceptualize mission orders 
and use disciplined orders to accom-
plish missions given to them.

Another effective technique I used as 
a company commander to create un-
derstanding of mission command 
forced platoon leaders and Bradley ve-
hicle commanders to seize the initia-
tive of a tactical scenario under simu-
lated conditions in the Close-Combat 
Tactical Trainer (CCTT). Developing sce-
narios that allow platoon leaders to 
fight past the objective and seize the 
initiative of an entire operation re-
quires a great deal of in-depth prepa-
ration as well as the ability to commu-
nicate the conceptual situation of the 
battlefield environment from both the 
enemy and friendly perspectives. Us-
ing the battalion S-2, company intelli-
gence-support team or company exec-
utive officer to develop the enemy sit-
uation and actively fight the enemy el-
ement in CCTT against the friendly pla-
toon leader allows the platoon leader 
to make timely decisions based on the 
company intent and a constantly 
changing enemy situation.
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For example, once a platoon moving on 
the offense completes its actions on 
the objective and begins consolidation 
and reorganization, the tactical scenar-
io typically ends. Instead, leaders could 
present the platoon with a visual cue 
of a retrograding main body in an ad-
jacent maneuver corridor in the area. 
Evaluate what actions the platoon 
takes based off the intent given from 
the company order. Does the platoon 
acknowledge and understand the en-
emy formation moving? Does the pla-
toon leader maintain contact with that 
formation? Does he attempt to affect 
the retrograding enemy? Similarly, in 
the identical consolidation and reorga-
nization scenario, present the platoon 
leader with visual contact of the ene-
my’s support zone or logistics elements 
and evaluate his actions.

Although these scenarios may sound 
simple, many leaders may lack the con-
ceptual understanding of the scenario 
or find themselves in a decision-mak-
ing paralysis of information overload.

Secondly, developing trust between 
leaders and subordinates is one of the 
most important aspects of successful 
integration of mission command into 
an organization. Most leaders can 
agree that subordinates need to know 
that their leaders trust their decision-
making and conceptual abilities. Devel-
oping trust between leaders and sub-
ordinates is often the most complicat-
ed part of developing a cohesive team 
that is grounded in mission command. 
Trust cannot be attained by leaders 
through grand gestures; rather, it must 
be developed over time using consis-
tent behavior that earns respect.

A critical piece of developing trust in 
an organization is counseling. Counsel-
ing subordinates not only sets the 
foundation of expectations from the 
leader to his subordinates, but it also 
sets the tone for what a junior leader 
can expect from his senior leader. 
Counseling direct subordinates is in-
credibly important, but counseling 
subordinates to the lowest level pos-
sible is critical to developing trust.

“Counseling” can take many forms. I 
consider counseling everything from a 
prepared vision and counseling form in 
a sterile environment between a 
platoon leader and platoon sergeant 
all the way to sitting on the back deck 

of a tank for 20 minutes talking with 
the newest driver in my tank platoon 
who just arrived from basic training. 
The latter, in my opinion, is just as 
important as the former in developing 
trust in my organization. If Soldiers and 
junior leaders believe their leaders 
truly care about them, their family, 
their hobbies, their goals, etc., a leader 
will likely have an easier time achieving 
the level of trust needed in an 
organization to allow the unit’s leaders 
to trust one another and use mission 
command in war.

The final element critical to developing 
an organization that practices mission 
command is fostering a culture that 
enables mission command. Developing 
a culture in an organization is one of 
the toughest tasks a leader is charged 
with. This can often take an immense 
amount of time and effort, especially 
if radical change is needed. The most 
important piece of developing a cul-
ture that fosters mission command is 
for an organization from top to bottom 
to share in its successes and failures as 
one. No leader in an organization 
should ever believe his individual suc-
cess or failure was the most critical de-
cision in whether the organization 
achieved its goals. The next time a 
leader is placed in that same situation 
in combat, he may feel handcuffed or 
restrained into mistakenly believing he 
is the single point of success or failure 
of the entire operation. This idea 
would likely force that leader to make 
a decision based on outside emotional 
factors rather than his understanding 
of his higher commander’s intent and 
the current situation and problem pre-
sented to him.

At the same time, subordinates need 
to understand that leaders entrust sub-
ordinates to take control of the situa-
tion and make the best decision possi-
ble. I use the following saying: “Fight 
the problem, don’t let the problem 
fight you” to express this to my subor-
dinates. This idea should empower 
subordinates to take an active and for-
ward-leaning approach rather than a 
passive and reactive stance to the 
problems and opportunities presented 
to them.

Lastly, subordinate leaders need to 
understand to use doctrine as a 
framework to make a decision to retain 

the initiative and exploit the enemy’s 
weakness. Subordinate leaders should 
understand that a leader strays from 
doctrine because he knows what 
doctrine says, not because he is 
ignorant of it. As leaders, we empower 
subordinates to make the best 
decisions for their organizations based 
on training, but it is critical they 
understand the doctrinal approach to 
accomplishing a given mission.

In conclusion,  many leaders in the 
Army today do not understand mission 
command, or even worse, are unwill-
ing to allow subordinates the freedom 
to make decisions using disciplined ini-
tiative. Although it was developed 
more than 200 years ago, mission com-
mand will remain relevant in the future 
of war. Mission command can only be 
harnessed if leaders set the conditions 
for its implementation and success by 
creating a universal understanding of 
the concept, developing trust with sub-
ordinates and fostering a culture that 
enables mission command.
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Elite Mechanized Formations 
in an Age of Expeditionary 

Operations
by 1LT Kier Elmonairy

As recent events in Syria and else-
where demonstrate, the need for a 
military ready to respond to contingen-
cies on short notice will not subside in 
the near future. While the particulars 
of a given conflict are subject to 
change and uncertainty, what will not 
change is the solemn obligation of the 
military to fight and win the nation’s 
wars. In a future conflict, America may 
not have the luxury of fighting from 
afar with missiles and drones, and may 
be instead required to put “boots on 
the ground.” The Army and the Armor 
Branch in particular have a critical role 
to play in preparing for this future.

This article will discuss a prospective 
organizational scheme for such a for-
mation. I will also cover how the for-
mation would expand the portfolio of 
capabilities available to policy-makers 
in contingency operations; the role of 
such a formation in conventional con-
flicts; the potential for the unit to 
serve as a laboratory for advanced 

armor and cavalry tactics; and the 
unit’s ability to act as platform on 
which to develop an Armor Branch-
specific leadership course and morale-
building flagship formation for the 
branch.

Elite formation
To provide a meaningful contribution 
to the joint team’s ability to win the 
nation’s wars in an uncertain future, 
Armor Branch must focus on develop-
ing capabilities and formations that in-
crease the force’s flexibility and adapt-
ability. Capabilities and formations 
must support a broad set of missions 
in a variety of environments. Because 
of this uncertain future operational en-
vironment, the Army and Armor 
Branch should seriously consider the 
creation of an elite armor/cavalry reg-
iment, patterned on and taking inspi-
ration from the Ranger Regiment, as a 
highly flexible formation with the abil-
ity to function as an important force-
multiplier in future conflicts.

Concerning an organizational scheme 

for an elite armor/cavalry regiment, 
this article only proposes a general 
outline to provide a basis for further 
discussion. With an eye toward provid-
ing as broad an array of capabilities as 
possible, an elite armor/cavalry forma-
tion should be composed of battalions/
squadrons that reflect the Armor 
Branch’s diversity. A regiment com-
prised of an armor battalion, mecha-
nized cavalry squadron and light caval-
ry squadron would provide the regi-
ment with the full spectrum of tactical 
capabilities available in the Armor 
Branch.

The armor battalion would serve as the 
principle offensive implement of the 
regiment. The mechanized reconnais-
sance element would provide the reg-
iment with an element capable of 
fighting for intelligence and provide se-
curity in a high-threat environment or, 
when the situation calls for it, would 
act as a combat formation in its own 
right. The light cavalry squadron would 
provide a stealthier means of intelli-
gence-gathering and would be 
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optimized for situations in which speed 
of deployment and reducing support 
requirements are paramount concerns.

Additional units such as organic fires, 
transportation, engineers and perhaps 
even organic aviation and dedicated 
strategic lift assets would serve to fur-
ther round out the formation’s capa-
bilities. While other organizational 
schemes are certainly worth consider-
ing (dropping the armor battalion or 
organizing the regiment along the lines 
of the late armored cavalry regiments 
come to mind), the general outline 
provided here serves the purpose of 
grounding the rest of the discussion.

While the central role armor plays in 
combat operations in locales such as 
Fallujah and Sadr City demonstrates 
that armor can be a critical contributor 
in select counterinsurgency operations, 
the impression gained in examining 
these examples is that only in the 
context of a much larger operation can 
armor be brought to bear. This clearly 
cannot serve as the model for a 
formation aiming to expand the 
capabilities and flexibility of the Army 
in the future. A more enlightening 
example can be found in Operation 
Serval, the recent French deployment 
to Mali to combat Islamist militants 
associated with al-Qaida.

While newscasts of the conflict were 
dominated by the exploits of the 
French Foreign Legion and North Atlan-
tic Treaty Organization (NATO) aircraft, 
the 1er Régiment d’Infanterie de Ma-
rine and the Régiment d’Infanterie 
Chars de Marine provided much of the 
muscle necessary to liberate northern 
Mali from extremist control. Each of 
the regiments, part of mechanized bri-
gades designed to deploy on short no-
tice, deployed a squadron of AMX-10 
RCs (a wheeled, amphibious light re-
connaissance vehicle) in support of 
Operation Serval. These vehicles, 
mounting 105mm cannon, gave French 
commanders the ability to strike with 
a high level of firepower, survivability 
and tactical mobility. These capabilities 
proved critical as they provided French 
forces with an asymmetric advantage 
over their opponents and allowed 
them to rapidly shift overwhelming 
combat power across Mali’s vast 
plains. The successful conclusion of 
Operation Serval in five months of 

combat validates the concept that rap-
idly deployable armored and mecha-
nized forces can play a key role in lim-
ited contingency operations.

An elite armor/cavalry regiment, 
trained to partner with other “first re-
sponders” — such as the units of Spe-
cial Operations Command or the glob-
al response force — and given priority 
for strategic lift assets would provide 
American policy-makers with a broad-
er menu of landpower options when 
faced with the need to mount a contin-
gency operation. Infantry-centric for-
mations from units such as 82nd Air-
borne could be supplemented by de-
tachments from an elite armor/cavalry 
regiment and provide an intervention 
force with a much higher level of le-
thality and survivability.

Such an enhancement to the nation’s 
rapid-intervention capabilities is war-
ranted by recent developments. As the 
conflicts in Libya and Syria illustrate, 
contingency operations against state 
actors or non-state actors with access 
to advanced weaponry is becoming a 
distinct possibility. In such an opera-
tion, the unique capabilities of ar-
mored and mechanized forces would 
provide a twofold advantage. The su-
perior speed and firepower associated 
with these formations enables combat-
ant commanders to achieve decisive 
results in shorter timeframes while 
maintaining a level of contact on the 
human plane not provided by precision 
airpower. The enhanced protection of-
fered by armored platforms within 
these formations would lead to lower 
casualty rates than would be expected 
in purely light formations.

In short, an elite armor/cavalry regi-
ment would provide the ideal land-
power option for contingencies in 
which minimizing casualties and the 
duration of combat operations were 
leading concerns. 

The contributions of an elite armor/
cavalry regiment would be just as pro-
found in a conventional conflict. Elite 
armor and cavalry formations have 
long histories in foreign armies. In the 
Soviet Union, shock and guards tank 
armies were expected to spearhead 
formations at the front of major offen-
sives or to serve as a counterattacking 
reserve to be committed as an enemy 

offensive reached its culminating 
point. Named armored divisions in 
Heer and Waffen SS served a similar 
role for German forces in World War II. 
Such formations also served to in-
crease the morale of standard units in 
their area by virtue of their reputation 
as crack units.

A unit along the lines discussed here 
would be suitable to fulfill these roles 
in any conventional conflict U.S. 
ground forces might find themselves 
engaged in. Also, the units’ focus on 
high readiness and rapid deployability 
would avoid repeats of the situation 
faced in Desert Shield where U.S. Army 
light-infantry formations stood oppo-
site the Saudi border from the heavily 
mechanized Iraqi Republican Guard for 
weeks without meaningful mechanized 
capabilities.

Tactics lab
The utility of an elite formation such as 
the one discussed in this article goes 
well beyond its effects on the battle-
field. The U.S. Army Ranger Regiment 
serves as a laboratory for advanced in-
fantry tactics, provides the Army with 
its premier leadership school and in-
creases the capability of the Infantry 
Branch as a whole through the diffu-
sion throughout the force of Ranger-
qualified personnel and former mem-
bers of the regiment. Also, there is the 
difficult-to-quantify-but-impossible-to-
ignore effect on the Infantry Branch’s 
esprit that the Ranger Regiment has. 
Slots at Ranger School are coveted 
training opportunities and are highly 
sought after by junior infantry Soldiers.

An elite armor/cavalry regiment can, 
over time, provide all these benefits to 
the Armor Branch. The prestige at-
tached to slots at the school and ser-
vice in regiment would serve as a per-
formance motivator and matter of 
pride within the branch.

Realistic training simulating combat 
conditions is expensive. When ar-
mored vehicles are thrown into the 
mix, the bill for training escalates rap-
idly. The elite armor/cavalry regiment’s 
own training, insulated from budget 
pressures in much the way the Ranger 
Regiment is, would ensure that tactics 
and best practices do not stagnate 
when training funds in the larger force 
are scarce. Through publication of 
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training manuals similar to the Ranger 
Handbook, and the eventual disper-
sion of the new regiment’s personnel 
across Army formations, the regiment 
would disseminate the experience of 
more demanding training and more 
frequent deployments to the Armor 
Branch as a whole. In this way, the elite 
armor/cavalry regiment would repay 
the investment in its preparedness by 
keeping alive the development of best 
practices for the branch, even in times 
of strict budgetary constraints across 
the larger force.

While Ranger School has become in-
creasingly open to the Army as a 
whole, it is no doubt an infantry-cen-
tric school. From the instructors to the 
course material to its culture, Ranger 
School portrays its infantry roots. This 
is as it should be. Ranger School’s most 
important function is to provide Rang-
er-qualified personnel to the Army. The 
elite armor/cavalry regiment would 
have a similar requirement. A leader-
ship school providing armor/cavalry 
qualification would become necessary 
to provide a steady stream of person-
nel.

Armor Branch could leverage existing 
schools such as the Army Reconnais-
sance Course, Tank Commander’s 
Course and Mechanized Leader ’s 
Course to provide the required training 
and develop the new school while 

minimizing costs. As an added benefit, 
armor and cavalry officers and enlisted 
Soldiers would have access to a lead-
ership school more in line with Armor 
Branch’s requirements. The branch 
would benefit from receiving gradu-
ates of the school across all armor/cav-
alry units. In a few short years after the 
school and elite armor/cavalry regi-
ment had stood up, the branch would 
again benefit as former members re-
ceived follow-on assignments through-
out the Army. The prestige attached to 
slots at the school and service in regi-
ment would serve as a performance 
motivator and matter of pride within 
the branch.

For the Army and the Armor Branch, 
the future holds uncertainty. Budget-
ary concerns and evolving security re-
quirements ensure that the road for-
ward is full of challenges. What will not 
change is the obligation for the U.S. 
Army to provide adaptable, flexible 
and decisive landpower to fight and 
win the nation’s wars when necessary. 
As the Armor Branch finds it must 
make do with less, an elite armor/cav-
alry regiment along the lines discussed 
here would serve as a force multiplier 
and ensure that the Armor Branch con-
tinues to make a dynamic contribution 
to the nation’s warfighting abilities.

Author’s note: Since this article was  
written, events in Ukraine have served 

to show how a force like the one dis-
cussed here can provide policy-makers 
with a broadened array of options. An 
elite mechanized formation could have 
been deployed to Eastern European 
states as a show of solidarity with our 
NATO partners. The unit’s enhanced 
combat power and elite status would 
have provided strategic messaging op-
portunities not inherent in the units 
stationed in Europe or in the Army at 
large.
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Cavalry: the Mounted 
Arm of Maneuver

by MAJ Thomas A. Rebuck

With the demise of the horse as a pri-
mary instrument of war, there has 
been a great deal of confusion regard-
ing the proper role of cavalry in the 
post-horse era. Unlike the Germans, 
who discarded the term entirely except 
to denote organizations actually 
mounted on horses, the U.S. Army 
chose to retain it as a designation for 
units dedicated to what were consid-
ered as “traditional” cavalry missions. 
While the intentions behind this deci-
sion were laudable — perpetuating the 
traditions and lineage of the cavalry — 
in a practical sense, there was no 
sound conceptual basis provided for its 
retention.

This is not to say one doesn’t exist. In 
fact, over the past 74 years, wartime 
experience indicates that “cavalry” 
rather than “armor” provides a more 
accurate characterization of the scope 
and functions of the mounted-maneu-
ver arm of service. Unfortunately, with 
the creation of the armored force in 

1940 and the assumption of “armor” 
and “armored (mechanized) infantry” 
as the primary instruments of mount-
ed maneuver, cavalry has been margin-
alized as a reconnaissance-centric as-
set. The result has been a bifurcation 
of mounted-warfare development that 
has muddied the doctrinal waters for 
more than seven decades. Even the 
adoption of the armored cavalry regi-
ment (ACR) — which represents the Ar-
my’s closest approach to recognizing 
the true legacy and purpose of modern 
cavalry — failed to resolve the issue.

It is time to bring clarity to the discus-
sion of what constitutes “cavalry” in 
the U.S. Army to introduce coherency 
into our doctrine, training, force struc-
ture and operational philosophy. This 
article will attempt to resolve this con-
fusion by making the following obser-
vations/recommendations:

•	 View cavalry units as mounted 
g e n e r a l - p u r p o s e  c o m b a t 
formations; organize and train 
cavalry units to execute the full 

spectrum of mounted operations.

•	 Recognize the fundamental 
differences between mounted and 
d i s m o u n t e d  m a n e u v e r  b y 
r e f o c u s i n g  t h e  t r a i n i n g , 
organization and operational 
philosophy of infantry and armor/
cavalry toward their respective 
operat ional  funct ions  ( i .e . , 
dismounted and mounted combat).

•	 Reverse the precedence of branch 
designation between armor and 
cavalry and flag all mounted-
maneuver formations as cavalry. 

These recommendations provide a 
commonsense approach and long-
overdue rationalization of the mount-
ed-warfare branch while allowing the 
Infantry Branch to focus on its core 
function: dismounted maneuver.

Cavalry’s true
legacy
It could be argued that horse cavalry 
reached the apogee of its development 
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during the American Civil War. The 
Union and Confederate armies, unfet-
tered by the traditions of Old World 
militaries, adopted a pragmatic ap-
proach to mounted operations that re-
sulted in the flexible and utilitarian use 
of mounted units. Neither side saw the 
need to separate cavalry into light, me-
dium and heavy arms, or to assign doc-
trinal tasks based on these classifica-
tions. Instead, each forged general-
purpose combat organizations capable 
of functioning across the full spectrum 
of military operations.

For example, during the first year of its 
service in Kentucky and Tennessee, 7th 
Pennsylvania Cavalry executed a range 
of missions, including convoy escort, 
route security, provost-marshal duty, 
counterinsurgency (COIN) operations 
and the suppression of non-govern-
mental actors (bandits and outlaws). 
Later, it transitioned to high-intensity 
operations, including operational re-
connaissance and several successful 
mounted charges against deployed 
Confederate formations.1 This level of 
adaptability is further underscored by 
the successful dismounted assaults 
made by Union cavalry against Confed-
erate entrenchments during the bat-
tles of Nashville, TN (Dec. 15-16, 1864), 
and Selma, AL (April 2, 1865).

The evolution of mounted units into 
general-purpose combat formations 
represents the true legacy and proper 
function of modern cavalry. Unfortu-
nately, this continuity of growth and 
development was brought to a halt 
with the creation of the armored force 
and the assumption of “armor” and 
“armored infantry” as the primary in-
struments of mounted maneuver. Sub-
sequently, the only apparent option for 
retaining cavalry as an operational arm 
was to pigeonhole it as a reconnais-
sance-centric asset. This led to the 
common perception that its primary – 
if not sole – function was information 
collection. Wartime experience has in-
variably proven this approach faulty.

Fallacy of 
reconnaissance-
centric cavalry
Reconnaissance is neither a branch-
specific nor a doctrinally isolated task. 
Every unit in the Army is responsible 

for information collection, and both re-
connaissance and security are closely 
related in purpose and function. As 
pointed out in pre-World War II Ger-
man army regulations, “Good ground 
reconnaissance also contributes to 
good security. Conversely, the actions 
of a security unit provide a certain 
amount of reconnaissance.”2

A similar assertion was expressed on 
Page 39 of Field Manual 17-1, Armor 
Operations (1963): “Reconnaissance 
and security complement each other 
and cannot be readily separated.”3

Sustainment units conducting logistical 
packages provide intelligence regard-
ing route conditions, enemy activity 
and atmospherics along main supply 
routes / alternate supply routes. Infan-
try-manned observation posts / listen-
ing posts and dismounted patrols are 
methods for both collecting informa-
tion and providing security. Even the 
M1A2 Abrams tank is capable of con-
ducting passive surveillance using its 
enhanced optics.

Thus, doctrinally orienting and equip-
ping units for the purpose of informa-
tion collection is a fallacy and only 
serves to create one-dimensional units 
unable to fulfill multiple tactical func-
tions. As pointed out by the command-
er of 6th Cavalry Group during the cam-
paign in northwest Europe (1944-45), 
“Efforts and doctrine directed toward 
making the cavalry squadron exclusive-
ly a reconnaissance unit ... is faulty. It 
is evident that there is no occasion, no 
opportunity and justification for the 
maintenance ... of such an extremely 
costly, highly trained organization sim-
ply for the purpose of executing recon-
naissance.”4

Post-war analysis of 4th Cavalry Group 
operations indicated that pure recon-
naissance missions constituted only 3 
percent its employment, with security, 
defense and special operations (i.e., 
rear-area security, mobile reserve and 
information service) constituting the 
bulk of its mission set.5

Combat experience since World War II 
not only underscores the fallacy of re-
connaissance-centric cavalry, it has ex-
panded the arm’s sphere of activity 
even farther. In Southeast Asia, 11th 
ACR and various divisional cavalry 
squadrons were effectively used as 

conventional maneuver formations. 
During the liberation of Kuwait, al-
though ostensibly operating in a doc-
trinal role as corps-level reconnais-
sance/security elements, 2nd and 3rd 
ACRs proved to be extremely lethal in-
struments of mounted combat against 
Iraqi armored and mechanized units. 
Thus, cavalry has consistently and ef-
fectively operated beyond the narrow 
scope of its perceived doctrinal func-
tions.

The designation of cavalry as the Ar-
my’s primary reconnaissance asset 
made sense before the introduction of 
wireless technology and the internal-
combustion engine since mounted 
units alone possessed the capability to 
rapidly acquire and, just as critically, 
convey information to higher head-
quarters. However, specifically aligning 
cavalry with reconnaissance in the 
post-horse era should cease since its 
functionality extends well beyond the 
collection of information. What truly 
differentiates cavalry is its flexible util-
ity as a mounted-maneuver force – a 
general-purpose combat formation – 
not its perceived association with par-
ticular types of missions. Cavalry is not 
merely a component of the combined-
arms team; it is, in and of itself, a com-
bined-arms organization capable of 
functioning across the full spectrum of 
military operations.

Objective force
The universal adoption of the internal-
combustion engine across all branches 
of the U.S. Army narrowed the mobil-
ity gap between the arms of service, 
particularly between cavalry/armor 
and the infantry. As a result, it has also 
seemingly eliminated functional differ-
ences between the maneuver branch-
es and led many theorists to advocate 
the wholesale transformation of the 
combat arms into an “objective” force. 
This view essentially envisions the fu-
sion of “light” (dismounted) and 
“heavy” (mounted) maneuver units 
into a single “medium weight” organi-
zation equipped with a common vehic-
ular platform.

Theoretically, it would be extremely 
convenient if the Army could develop 
such “one-size-fits-all” units. The Army 
would no longer have to engage in any 
in-depth analysis over troops-to-task-
ing or worry whether equipment and 
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organization matched specific mission 
requirements. Administratively, it 
would add both predictability and flex-
ibility into deployment cycles since the 
Army could schedule rotations and 
ship units off in sequence, or rapidly 
exchange them, also without regard to 
specific mission requirements. This 
convenience would extend to the area 
of supply and maintenance, since sus-
taining a single-type of modified table 
of organization and equipment with 
common vehicular platforms is obvi-
ously easier than supporting a multi-
tude of organizations and equipment.

The medium-weight concept also 
conforms to the perception that the 
U.S. Army will function in the future 
pr imar i ly  as  an  internat ional 
constabulary/security force – rarely, if 
ever, engaging in sustained ground 
combat. In this environment, a 
medium-weight unit would be more 
than adequate to deal with COIN or 
other low-intensity threats while, in 
the unlikely event that high-intensity 
warfare does occur, network-centric 
technology will more than compensate 
for the absence of “heavy” maneuver 
organizations. Unfortunately, not only 
is this vision of future conflict 
unrealistic, it ignores conceptual 
differences between infantry and 
armor/cavalry that cannot be bridged 
by an “objective” force.

Dismounted vs. 
mounted maneuver
The motorization/mechanization of in-
fantry and its incorporation into 
mounted formations has led to miscon-
ceptions regarding the nature of both 
dismounted and mounted combat. Ex-
emplifying this confusion is the assign-
ment of deployment missions to units 
that contravene their operational pur-
pose; light infantry has been sent to 
Iraq and motorized, while armor units 
have gone to Afghanistan and operat-
ed as light infantry. While rebalancing 
the Army’s force structure between 
dismounted and mounted formations 
based on the contemporary operating 
environment is understandable, as-
signing missions outside their respec-
tive functional areas is not.

Although dismounted and mounted 
maneuver may share common tactical 
principles, each arm of service fulfills 

a specific function: “The distinction be-
tween infantry and cavalry was that 
the former fights on foot and the lat-
ter fights mounted. This distinction is 
basic and fundamental.”6

However, this assertion should not be 
confused with advocating a “death be-
fore dismount” mentality: “The distinc-
tion does not, nor did it ever, imply 
that cavalry could not (or should not) 
often fight dismounted.”7

Elements of mounted units will be 
called upon to engage in dismounted 
maneuver, and the need for both re-
connaissance and security will require 
tank crewmen to regularly “unhorse” 
their Abrams. It is also not intended to 
deny the infantry the benefits of the 
internal-combustion engine. However, 
mounted units use dismounted ma-
neuver for fundamentally different 
reasons than the infantry, and the pur-
pose of equipping infantry units with 
vehicles is distinct from that of mount-
ed formations.

Infantry formations are provided vehi-
cles to facilitate the rapid movement 
of personnel and equipment to the 
fight, but not into or through the fight 
itself. Vehicles are ancillary to the in-
fantry’s mission of dismounted com-
bat. Analogous to this is the relation-
ship between air-assault infantry and 
the helicopter. While these platforms 
need to provide a certain level of mo-
bility and protection to their occu-
pants, they do not require the level of 
sophistication – and by implication, the 
expense – of a Bradley Fighting Vehicle 
or Stryker. Vehicle platforms equipping 
mounted units, on the other hand, rep-
resent the essential element of their 
fighting power since these units fight 
mounted. Dismounted action by 
mounted units primarily serves to fa-
cilitate freedom of maneuver and pro-
vide security; it is not the central tenet 
of their purpose.

This explains why the incorporation of 
infantry into mounted formations has 
had unfortunate consequences. Rather 
than associating armored/mechanized 
formations with the mobility and flex-
ible utility of their horsed progenitors, 
this relationship has encouraged their 
use as alternate instruments for the 
meticulous and deliberate execution of 
co m b at  o p e rat i o n s  t h at  h a s 

characterized U.S. Army methods since 
1918. During World War II, armored di-
visions were often broken up to pro-
vide tank support to infantry divisions 
or were themselves used to conduct 
setpiece, limited-objective attacks. The 
scheme of maneuver for Operation 
Desert Storm had more in common 
with the steamrolling methods of the 
St. Mihiel and Meuse-Argonne offen-
sives than with the slashing operation-
al maneuver traditionally associated 
with mounted units. Finally, while the 
drive on Baghdad by 3rd Infantry Divi-
sion and the reconnaissance-in-force 
conducted by its 2nd Brigade upon 
reaching the city was the embodiment 
of mounted warfare, in retrospect 
these events now appear anomalous. 
Operating out of forward-operating 
bases rather than using continuous 
maneuver “outside the wire” repre-
sents the COIN equivalent of trench 
warfare. Although the incorporation of 
tanks and infantry into a single forma-
tion may conform to a combined-arms 
organization, it doesn’t mean their use 
will conform to the dynamics of mount-
ed combined-arms warfare.

While some may argue that the distinc-
tion between dismounted and mount-
ed maneuver has been invalidated by 
modern technology and the nature of 
21st Century conflict, enough separa-
tion exists to justify maintaining the 
unique emphasis of each branch. Yet 
rather than appreciating the function-
al differences between dismounted (in-
fantry) and mounted (armor/cavalry) 
formations, as well as their respective 
strengths and weaknesses, the Army 
has chosen to view maneuver organi-
zations as a homogenous pool of units 
to be assigned deployment missions 
based on administrative expediency 
rather than operational suitability. This 
approach not only impedes the effec-
tive prosecution of operations, it de-
grades the long-term technical and tac-
tical proficiency of units in their re-
spective functional areas.

Mounted Warfare 
Branch
While the establishment of the Armor 
Branch in 1950 – along with its absorp-
tion of cavalry – seems to have 
achieved the consolidation of mount-
ed-warfare development into a single 
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agency, it is, in fact, an unsatisfactory 
solution. The term armor is an inade-
quate, if not inaccurate, expression of 
the true extent and purpose of a 
branch that should be responsible for 
mounted-warfare development as a 
whole. While use of the term was al-
most inevitable – given the word’s 
close association with the tank and the 
latter’s status as the primary symbol of 
mounted warfare in the modern era – 
heavy armor represents only a single, 
albeit extremely critical, instrument of 
mounted combined-arms maneuver.

The primary excuse for removing 
mounted-warfare development as a 
whole from the Cavalry Branch was its 
perceived conservatism at the time the 
decision was made, a perception held 
by many within the mechanized caval-
ry itself: “Beset by serious opposition 
to the conversion of horse units by 
horsemen of his own branch and even 
by congressmen, … [MG Guy] Henry 
made relatively slow progress in mech-
anizing the Cavalry Branch. The slow 
pace of mechanization within the Cav-
alry Branch tended to confirm the be-
lief of both [COL Daniel] Van Voorhis 
and [BG] Adna Chaffee that mechani-
zation could not succeed under cavalry 
sponsorship and that it develop as a 
separate agency or arm under the War 
Department.”8

It could be argued, however, that these 
views were as much the product of in-
ternal branch politics and professional 
rancor as an evolutionary necessity.

The 7th Cavalry Brigade (Mechanized) 
made considerable progress in formu-
lating a comprehensive philosophy of 
mounted combined-arms warfare dur-
ing the late 1930s. In fact, its efforts ri-
valed that of the Germans and placed 
it on the cutting edge of armored/
mechanized theory and development, 
including advances in wireless commu-
nication, mission-command philoso-
phy, maintenance/recovery and 
ground-air coordination.9 Quite clearly, 
the U.S. Army possessed a sound the-
oretical basis and practical foundation 
for armored/mechanized operations 
within the Cavalry Branch. Residual re-
sistance by the “horse lobby” could 
have been overcome had the War De-
partment and Army ground forces sim-
ply exercised the same level of effort 
and decisiveness in ordering the 

wholesale mechanization of cavalry as 
it did in creating an entirely new agen-
cy (i.e., the armored force).

Reversing the precedence of branch 
designations between armor and cav-
alry would also eliminate the lingering 
vestiges of professional parochialism 
within the mounted arm as observed 
by LTG Bruce Clark: “I believe that to-
day’s Regular [Army] Armor-officer ca-
reer structure still suffers from the pre-
[World War] II ‘branch clubs’ that char-
acterized Regular officer career struc-
tures of that era. There is no place, no 
requirement, in today’s armor force 
structure for such career-structure im-
prudence. The need in today’s armor 
force is for armor generalists, not ar-
mor specialists (armor, cavalry).”10

This applies to the enlisted ranks as 
well. Soldiers need to look beyond the 
bounds of their military occupational 
specialty and see themselves primarily 
as mounted warriors, not technical 
specialists.

Regardless of why the decision was 
made to remove armored/mechanized 
development from the cavalry, its 
causes no longer apply. Although 
mounted-warfare development needs 
to be united under a single agency, 
consolidating it under the auspices of 
armor rather than cavalry perpetuates 
an artificial separation within the 
mounted arm. To individuals within 
and outside the branch, the term ar-
mor equals tanks. Using armor to des-
ignate the branch aligns its identity 
with a specific type of vehicle rather 
than with mounted organizations, 
equipment and methods as a whole. 
On the other hand, the term cavalry 
provides both evolutionary continuity 
and an accurate characterization of the 
role and methods of mounted-maneu-
ver organizations as general-purpose 
combat formations.

Conclusion
The creation of the armored force; the 
assumption by armor and mechanized 
infantry as the primary instruments of 
mounted maneuver; and the absorp-
tion of cavalry by the Armor Branch in 
1950 has sown confusion within the 
mounted arm for seven decades. This 
confusion centers on three distinct is-
sues:

•	 Failure to appreciate the true pur-
pose of cavalry organizations as 
general-purpose combat forma-
tions and their subsequent margin-
alization as reconnaissance-centric 
assets;

•	Misconceptions involving the func-
tional differences between infan-
try and armor/cavalry (i.e., dis-
mounted and mounted maneu-
ver);

•	Alignment of the branch with a 
specific vehicle platform rather 
than mounted maneuver as a 
whole.

Since World War II, cavalry formations 
have operated consistently and effec-
tively beyond the narrow doctrinal 
scope assigned it in the post-horse era. 
The inevitability of this trend began 
during World War II with cavalry units 
executing a broad range of missions 
beyond information collection, includ-
ing security, defense and special oper-
ations. The subsequent performance 
of 11th ACR and divisional cavalry 
squadrons as conventional maneuver 
formations in Southeast Asia, as well 
as the proven lethality of 2nd and 3rd 
ACR in the Gulf War, further demon-
strates the absurdity of marginalizing 
cavalry as a reconnaissance-centric as-
set.

The association of infantry with mount-
ed units has had adverse implications 
for both the maneuver branches. Rath-
er than associating armored/mecha-
nized formations with the mobility and 
flexible utility of the horse cavalry, the 
integration of infantry has encouraged 
their use in the meticulous and delib-
erate (one might add grinding and risk-
averse as well) execution of combat 
operations that has dominated the 
psyche of the U.S. Army since World 
War I. It has also distracted the Infan-
try Branch from focusing on its proper 
function of dismounted combat by re-
quiring it to support the development 
of sophisticated and expensive vehicles 
like the Bradley and Stryker (as op-
posed to a simple armored carrier) as 
well as the associated methods for 
their use.

Finally, reversing the precedence of 
branch designations between armor 
and cavalry provides a far more 
accurate description of an agency 
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responsible for mounted-warfare 
development as a whole, not just a 
single vehicular platform. This would 
maintain the technical, tactical and 
doctr inal  aspects  of  mounted 
operations under the auspices of one 
branch. At the same time, it would end 
the doctrinal confusion, evolutionary 
d i s l o c a t i o n  a n d  p ro fe s s i o n a l 
parochialism that has afflicted the 
mounted arm for 70 years. Although 
Clark took for granted the pre-
eminence of the term armor in 
identifying the branch, his vision would 
be better served by the use of cavalry 
as the umbrella designation for 
mounted units.
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BATTLE ANALYSIS
Operation Citadel (Kursk)

Figure 1. The Eastern Front at the time of Operation Citadel. Orange areas show the 
destruction of an earlier Soviet breakthrough (Third Battle of Kharkov). Green areas 
show German advances on Kursk. (Map from Wikimedia Commons) (Link here for 
more detailed U.S. Army maps of Eastern Front and German penetration during the 
Battle of Kursk.)

by CPT Claudio R. Inno-
centi

The combined-arms breach has fallen 
by the wayside in recent years as our 
doctrine has focused more on counter-
insurgency operations. This needs to 
change to restore our ability to domi-
nate future battlefields through com-
bined-arms maneuver. The U.S. Army 
now is smaller but still retains various 
commitments around the world. Our 
Army must also retain the capacity to 
rapidly deploy and defeat our enemies 
on their own territory.

With the success of insurgents em-
ploying improvised explosive devices 
(IEDs) in recent conflicts, the principles 
of breaching are extremely relevant to 
future Army training. In particular, 
combined-arms breaching allows ar-
mored and mechanized forces to rap-
idly mass multiple combat elements at 
the point of penetration.

The current training program at the 
Maneuver Captain’s Career Course 
(MCCC) tries to fix this fundamental 
gap in the U.S. Army’s return to unified 
land operations. Officers need to view 
breaching not just as an engineer con-
cept but also as the critical point on a 
battlefield where a friendly force will 
likely suffer its largest casualties. This 
makes the combined-arms breach ap-
plicable to not just breaching opera-
tions, but also to the movement and 
maneuver of all combat elements. An 
organization capable of successfully 
conducting a combined-arms breach 
will have the experience and training 
to conduct maneuver warfare. By mak-
ing the combined-arms breach the 
central aspect of our future training, 
we can create organizations capable of 
dealing with the challenge of fighting 
offensive action with limited resourc-
es.

Combined-arms 
breaching at Kursk
One can see this focus on combined-
arms breaching principles has parallels 

in history. For example, in preparation 
for the Battle of Kursk in 1943, the 
Germans revamped the way they pre-
pared armored breakthrough ele-
ments for attacking Soviet defensive 
positions. The Germans, fielding a 
smaller army and needing to achieve a 
rapid offensive victory on the enemy’s 
soil, recognized the need to focus on 
combined-arms breaching principles 
to drive their training.

Although Kursk was a strategic defeat 
for the Germans overall, the Germans 
used innovative breaching tactics to 
attack a heavily fortified enemy. Faced 
with the prospect of a continued war 
on multiple fronts against vastly supe-
rior enemies, the Germans opted to 
take the offensive on the Eastern 
Front. Operation Citadel was an at-
tempted two-pronged envelopment to 
eliminate the Soviet forces inside the 

Kursk salient, providing the Germans a 
respite from the coming Soviet sum-
mer offensive.

Unlike the fluid, mobile battles of 1941 
and 1942, the Germans knew they 
would face prepared Soviet defensive 
positions supported by strong ar-
mored counterattacks. Also, a German 
shortage of infantry meant that ar-
mored elements would need to secure 
their own flanks, something that 
would rapidly wear down the German 
spearheads. The Germans knew that 
to overcome these weaknesses, they 
needed to enhance the survivability of 
their panzer divisions, which would 
lead the coming offensive.

The overall situation in July 1943, es-
pecially following the German defeat 
at Stalingrad, seemed to greatly favor 
the Soviet army. The 1942-1943 Soviet 

eastern_Europe_and_Kursk.png
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Figure 2. German plan of attack. (Map from Wikimedia Commons)

winter offensive drove all the way to 
Kharkov before suffering a severe set-
back due to a German counterattack 
in March. This led to the creation of 
the Kursk salient. In an effort to short-
en their defensive lines, the Germans 
launched a focused offensive aiming 
to envelop Kursk from two directions. 
The Germans delayed their attack un-
til July, allowing them to mass nearly 
900,000 men and 2,700 tanks for the 
operation.1

The Soviets concentrated elements of 
four fronts (army groups) to defend 
the Kursk bulge with 1,300,000 men 
and 3,300 tanks.2 The Soviet overarch-
ing strategy was to grind down the 
German offensive, then immediately 
shif t over to a counteroffensive 
against the exhausted German attack-
ers. The main Soviet belts stretched to 
nearly 37 miles in depth, with the first 
battle line of three trench systems to-
taling about three to four miles deep. 
Seven more defensive belts stretched 
back throughout the Kursk area of op-
erations, guarded by nearly 400,000 
anti-tank and anti-personnel mines.3 
These were dotted with anti-tank 
strongpoints that had four to six anti-
tank guns, anti-tank rifles, mortars and 
a mobile detachment of engineers that 
could rapidly lay mines.4

Soviet LTG Nikolai Vatutin’s Voronezh 
Front, totaling 625,591 men and 1,704 
tanks, occupied the southern flank of 
the Kursk bulge.5 COL GEN Ivan Konev’s 
Steppe Front of 573,195 men and 
1,639 tanks positioned itself behind 
the Soviet lines as the strategic re-
serve to blunt any German break-
through.6 Also, the Soviets benefited 
from fighting on the defensive behind 
prepared positions. These positions 
were there to force the Germans to 
canalize their attacks onto narrower 
fronts, eventually making them vulner-
able to counterattacks.

German training 
plan
The Germans needed to develop a 
training focus to deal with the problem 
of armored breakthrough elements at-
tacking enemy strongpoints. With lim-
ited manpower available to them, the 
Germans believed it was more impor-
tant to gather their own strength first, 
even at the cost of facing much 

stronger Soviet positions. Since 1940, 
every German summer offensive of 
the war had met with overwhelming 
success against numerically superior 
forces. The Germans believed if they 
broke through the Soviet defenses and 
into open country, they could encircle 
and destroy Soviet forces. The spear-
head of the offensive’s southern prong 
was the Fourth Panzer Army, led by II 
SS Panzer Corps and 494 armored 
fighting vehicles (390 of them tanks).7

The SS Panzer Corps had led the Ger-
mans to victory at Kharkov following 
the disaster at Stalingrad, but after the 
heavy fighting around Kharkov in early 
1943, the Waffen SS arm badly needed 
time to train its new reinforcements. 
The corps, organized into three panzer 

divisions, (1st Leibstandarte Adolf Hit-
ler (LSSAH), 2nd Das Reich and 3rd To-
tenkopf) now consisted of veteran for-
mations. However, the divisions still 
included a significant number of new 
recruits. Even 2,500 Luftwaffe person-
nel had been transferred to the II Pan-
zer Corps to serve as infantrymen.8 
Knowing the Germans would need to 
defeat strong Soviet defensive posi-
tions, they adopted a different train-
ing program to prepare their recruits 
for the complexity of combined-arms 
operations against a heavily fortified 
enemy.

The LSSAH division created a new 
training program as it began refitting 
in April. This schedule included two 
sets of f ive-week basic training 
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Figure 3. German soldiers make paper models for vehicle-recognition purposes dur-
ing the build-up to Operation Citadel. (Bundesarchiv photo)

repetition of camouflaging, firing and 
digging in every night. These tenets of 
German training sought to counter the 
Soviet  penchant  for  f requent 
counterattacks. Even during training, 
German soldiers needed to maintain 
cover and concealment; if they were 
spotted by observers, a red flag would 
go in the air, and the exercise would 
have to restart.13 Such training brought 
an element of realism to the new 
soldiers and eliminated the “end of 
exercise is called; we can all relax” 
mentality of soldiers tired of training. 
Rather than putting forth their best 
effort until an exercise concluded, 
German soldiers needed to deal with 
the concept of an ever-present enemy 
during their training.

Because of the added realism of Ger-
man training, combat-support ele-
ments trained for longer periods with 
better-prepared recruits. The Das 
Reich division even reconstructed So-
viet defenses based on reconnaissance 
photos. First, the engineers used these 
models to practice individual breach-
ing techniques; then, the engineers 
worked with line units, allowing pla-
toons and companies to train on these 
same models.14 On June 5, the division 
validated its training regimen by 
launching a local offensive against a 
Soviet defensive position at Hill 183.15

The attack started with a reconnais-
sance operation, which called for fire 
against the Soviet bunkers; then, as 
the infantry approached, dive-bomb-
ers targeted Soviet positions. As the 
artillery shifted toward the rear of the 
Soviet positions, the infantry sup-
pressed the bunkers with small arms, 
allowing the engineers to breach 
trenches and destroy bunkers with 
flamethrowers. Once the hill was se-
cured, the attack was called off, since 
it was intended purely as a training ex-
ercise.

The Germans, with their limited re-
sources and facing the need for a rap-
id victory, had scrapped all the non-
essential elements of their training 
program. The Germans had narrowed 
their training to increase the surviv-
ability of their precious soldiers and 
tanks.

With their shortened training sched-
ule, II Panzer Corps focused its efforts 

modules to transform raw recruits into 
soldiers.9 Each training program culmi-
nated in a battalion-level exercise con-
ducted in gas masks that incorporated 
armor and artillery support. The intro-
duction of the Tiger tank meant that 
operators needed to quickly learn the 
differences between the massive Ti-
gers and the older Panzer III and IV 
models. Because of the limited re-
sources available for Tiger tank train-
ing, platoons had to move up to posi-
tions on the Donets River and shell 
known Russian positions on the far 
bank as a way to continue training.10 
Such exercises slowly attuned new sol-
diers to some combat action on the 
Eastern Front before their first real 
bloodletting.

Localized tank actions against Soviet 
positions also involved coordination 
with scout plans to pick out targets. 
Additional tank training depended on 
concealment and the ability to rapidly 
reposition behind micro terrain.11 This 
allowed the tanks to engage from dif-
ferent and unexpected positions, 
blunting the superior number of tanks 
the Soviets could bring to bear. Finally, 
German tank crews also conducted ra-
dio and technical examinations of their 
crew, and even graded their soldiers 
on their results, ensuring that each 
soldier kept a sharp mind on the me-
chanical aspects of his vehicle.

Tests like these, and against real-life 
Soviet positions, brought up the con-
fidence of both new and veteran sol-
diers before the offensive. Without 
the benefit of a large manpower pool 
or time to train their soldiers method-
ically, the Germans brought soldiers to 
the front and trained them during 
their deployments. High-quality re-
placement soldiers gave the Germans 
the ability to overcome the quantita-
tive advantage of the Soviet defenses.

The change in the pace and complex-
ity of unit training reflected an overall 
shift in emphasis from the German 
Wehrmacht’s leadership. COL GEN 
Heinz Guderian, the inspector of ar-
mored troops, banned all drill and 
classroom exercises as well as sequen-
tial training from squad to battalion 
level; instead, German soldiers trained 
on a weekly rotation, with one day 
dedicated to squads, one to platoons 
and so on.12

Rather than taking the time to slowly 
build up their teams over months of 
training ,  the Germans quickly 
integrated different organizations 
together to prepare them for 
Operation Citadel. By the second and 
third day, new recruits focused on the 
most difficult aspects of combat, 
especially night and dusk operations. 
All training focused on ruthless 
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on developing the combined-arms tac-
tics to conduct breaching operations. 
Once the Germans broke through the 
Soviet lines, they could resort to ma-
neuver warfare on the open steppes 
and encircle Kursk. However, they rec-
ognized the need to rapidly conduct 
breaching operations at the point of 
attack to reduce the Soviet defensive 
advantage.

Because the Fourth Panzer Army only 
had one infantry division attached to 
it (167th Infantry), the German panzer 
divisions needed to prepare to con-
duct their own breaching operations.16 
These divisions included combat engi-
neer battalions that could rapidly ad-
vance with the armored formations. A 
typical engineer squad had five sol-
diers, 50 mines, explosive satchel 
charges, mine detectors, entrenching 
tools and flamethrowers.17 Engineers 
accompanied reconnaissance squad-
rons before the operation, enabling 
them to scout out obstacles as need-
ed.18 However, this was only useful for 
the first series of defenses, and a more 
flexible approach was necessary for 
the multi-layered Soviet positions.

Once the offensive began, the engi-
neers rode on trucks or halftracks be-
hind the heavier tanks, which would 
creep forward to find the forward 
edge of a minefield. Some tanks even 
had wooden rollers attached to the 
front to detect mines. As the tanks 
provided suppression to the front, the 
engineers employed smoke pots rang-
ing up to 20 kilograms to obscure 
themselves as they filled in tank ditch-
es, removed mines and cleared lanes 
for the tanks to continue their move-
ment.19 By employing smoke and sup-
pression, the engineers were able to 
rapidly reduce Soviet obstacles, allow-
ing the expertly trained German tank 
commanders and mechanized infantry 
to attack through the breach.

With their more focused training plan, 
the Germans developed new tactics 
and techniques to handle the unique 
situation of Soviet defenses near 
Kursk. The Soviets pre-positioned 
more than 20,000 artillery pieces to 
defend the Kursk salient, and they 
were able to engage the assembly ar-
eas of the German offensive. Because 
the Soviets could concentrate fire at 
pre-sited locations, the Germans 

developed the tactic of spreading out 
their support by fire elements during 
breaching operations.20 This diluted 
the concentration of Soviet direct and 
indirect fire, and prevented cata-
strophic losses even if a tank was 
knocked out. As the tanks drew Soviet 
fire toward themselves, the engineers 
could focus on reducing the obstacles 
in front of them.

At the same time, Stuka dive-bombers 
suppressed Soviet forward positions. 
Kursk saw the first use of a strictly an-
ti-tank dive-bomber when the Ger-
mans mounted twin 37mm anti-tank 
cannons on their Stukas.21 This not 
only enabled German engineers to 
rapidly breach the first series of Soviet 
defensive belts, but the bombers also 
engaged any Soviet armor counterat-
tack against the German line of pene-
tration.

Combined-arms breach training forced 
infantry, armor, artillery, engineers 
and aviation assets to work together 
daily. Such an environment fostered 
the creation of new ideas to solve the 
unique problems facing the German 
attack. This was critical because the 
Germans knew that breaching the So-
viet defenses would not be enough; II 
Panzer Corps alone needed to defeat 
elements of three different armies be-
fore it could reach the rear of the So-
viet defensive lines.

The focus on breaching operations 
worked in favor of the Germans since 
they had planned for follow-on 

operations after penetrating each belt. 
Critical to this was the German army’s 
belief in the principle of mass. Al-
though outnumbered by the Soviets, 
the Germans could concentrate their 
forces at the point of penetration and 
gain a local numerical advantage. The 
Soviets expected the main German 
thrust to come north of Kursk, rather 
than in the south where II Panzer 
Corps attacked. However, the Soviets’ 
main positions in the south still includ-
ed three infantry armies (Sixth, Sev-
enth Guards and the Sixty-Ninth) and 
the First Tank Army operating behind 
the defensive belts.22

Offensive begins
The Soviets prepared for a German at-
tack on either side of the Kursk salient, 
even if they did not know the exact 
start of Operation Citadel. The attack 
began with 800 dive-bombers attack-
ing Soviet fortifications on the after-
noon of July 4 to soften them up for 
the start of the offensive the next 
day.23 A German deserter tipped off 
the Soviets on the night of July 4, and 
they launched a pre-emptive strike 
against possible German launching-off 
points near Belgorod.24 The Germans 
used counter-battery fire to check the 
Soviet artillery. Denied the element of 
surprise, the Germans continued their 
planned operation. With suppression 
established by aircraft and indirect 
fire, the Germans were able to start 
the obscuration and assault of the first 
Soviet positions.

Figure 4. Two Tiger tanks of Totenkopf and a StuG assault gun carry infantry. (Bunde-
sarchiv photo by Cantzler)
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The assault began with select infantry 
squads crossing streams in rubber 
boats and seizing a foothold on the far 
bank, giving the engineers enough 
time to reduce the steep slopes of 
both banks.25 Once this was accom-
plished, the tanks forded the stream 
and established hasty support by fire 
positions. The tanks were also 
equipped with specially made smoke 
shells that could obscure the infantry 
as it advanced.26 Then the infantry and 
engineers destroyed Soviet bunkers 
with flamethrowers and cleared Soviet 
trenches with hand grenades.27

Once the engineers created a breach, 
the Germans were able to engage the 
rest of the Soviet lines with enfilading 
fire, making those positions untenable. 
The Das Reich division, during its ad-
vance near Worskla, came upon a tank 
ditch in front of Hill 220.5 on the first 
day of the battle.28 Its infantry suf-
fered through heavy fire from Soviet 
artillery, rockets and dug-in tanks. The 
Germans responded by rapidly digging 
in their infantry while covered by their 
tanks and assault guns. This suppres-
sion element gave the engineers time 
to breach the ditch, then allowed the 
German infantry and tanks to fire and 
maneuver their way northeast to seize 
the hilltop. Just seizing this position 
took five hours of fighting.29 As each 
position was reduced, the Germans 
wasted little time in gathering the next 
armored element and pushing it 
through the breach to seize far-side 
objectives. However, every hour spent 
reducing a defensive position allowed 
the Soviets time to bring up their mas-
sive reserves.

Although the Germans encountered 
extremely heavy Soviet opposition, by 
the evening of July 6, the Fourth Pan-
zer Army, spearheaded by II SS Panzer 
Corps, was 11 miles into the Soviet po-
sitions.30 This distance was hardly a de-
cisive breakthrough, especially consid-
ering the depth of the Soviet defenses, 
but it was certainly an operational suc-
cess when compared to the strength 
of the Soviet positions. Against the 
German massed armor in the south, 
the Soviets then tried to counterattack 
before the Germans could achieve a 
larger breakthrough.

Faced with the slow but steady 
penetration of their positions, the 

Soviets were forced to resort to 
operational warfare to stem the 
German attack. By July 7, II SS Panzer 
Corps passed the second Soviet 
defensive belt. This triggered the 
Soviet decision to commit their tank 
armies to halt the German attack. First 
Tank Army suffered heavily in a series 
of running battles, with one of its tank 
corps losing 150 out of its 200 tanks.31 
The Soviets moved their II Tank Corps 
southwest to stem the tide, but it 
never even reached the battlefield, 
losing 50 tanks to German dive-
bombers alone.32 By July 10, II SS 
Panzer Corps reached the outskirts of 

Prokhorovka, a vital hub on the 
Belgogrod- Kursk highway.  The 
Totenkopf Division crossed the Psel 
River north of Prokhorovka and 
created a bridgehead. The Psel was the 
last natural obstacle between the 
Germans and Kursk.

Worried about the progress of the 
Germans against their well-developed 
positions, the Soviets committed LTG 
Pavel Rotmistrov’s Fifth Guards Tank 
Army. With several other corps at-
tached to it, Rotmistrov was able to 
bring almost 850 armored fighting ve-
hicles (500 of which were T-34s) to 
bear at Prokhorovka.33

Figure 5. German Tiger I tanks spearhead the assault in the northern sector. (Bunde-
sarchiv photo by Cantzler)

Figure 6. Soviet troops follow their T-34 tanks during a counterattack. (Fotoreporter 
sovietico sconosciuto photo, Ukraine)
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The Germans, due to the heavy fight-
ing against the Soviet defenses, lost a 
number of vehicles during the opera-
tion, mostly due to anti-tank mines. 
They had used a tactic of bringing 
tanks to find the edge of the minefield. 
While this enhanced the survivability 
of their engineer assets, it was at the 
cost of wearing down their panzer di-
visions. Thus, once the Germans broke 
through the main Soviet lines, their 
breakthrough elements were much 
weaker than at the start of the offen-
sive. By July 11, II SS Panzer was down 
to 267 tanks and assault guns, even 
though a number of their damaged ve-
hicles were recoverable.34 The Ger-
mans kept their recovery and mainte-
nance sections forward with their 
units, enabling them to hastily repair 
damaged vehicles. Heavier vehicles 
like the Tiger had been able to take 
several hits and still could be easily re-
paired. The Germans spent the rest of 
July 11 on vehicle maintenance and 
preparing for their assault on 
Prokhorovka.

With one corps facing the largest tank 
army in the Soviet order of battle, the 
German focus on combined-arms 
breaching operations paid off hand-
somely at Prokhorovka. The Soviet and 
German armored formations both 
went on the offensive on the morning 
of July 12, and the Germans eventual-
ly drove back the initial Soviet waves 
with a combination of tanks, assault 

guns, rocket artillery, half-tracks, dive-
bombers and dismounted infantry us-
ing satchel charges. A final Russian re-
serve attack in the late afternoon 
stopped the German counterattack.

The Russians lost nearly 400 armored 
fighting vehicles at Prokhorovka, and 
Fifth Guards Tank Army could not con-
duct offensive operations until it un-
derwent retrofit.35 The Germans lost 
48 armored fighting vehicles, but a 
number of these were recoverable af-
ter the battle.36 Despite the over-
whelming success of the Germans at 
Prokhorovka, they lacked the forces 
available to rapidly exploit their victo-
ry. Combined with the Allied invasion 
of Sicily July 10, Adolf Hitler decided to 
cancel Operation Citadel and moved 
the bulk of II SS Panzer Corps to Italy 
to bolster its defenses.

Most studies of Kursk focus on the 
strategic failure of the Germans, who 
launched a two-pronged assault on an 
obvious bulge in the Soviet lines. His-
torians discuss the quantitative supe-
riority of the Soviet war machine, par-
ticularly in tanks and artillery, as well 
as the experience of its soldiers fresh 
from victory at Stalingrad. Against the 
overwhelming defensive positions 
around Kursk and the massive Soviet 
reserves, the Germans could not 
achieve a decisive victory. But this dis-
counts the fact that the southern Ger-
man prong advanced rapidly enough 
to force the Soviets to commit 

their reserves, reserves which were 
supposed to be used for the Soviet’s 
own summer offensive.

Ultimately, the Soviets possessed 
enough of a material advantage that 
their own offensive was not seriously 
delayed. Critical to the initial German 
success was the training and tactics 
the Germans used to penetrate one of 
the largest defensive belts ever creat-
ed. The superiority of German tank 
quality and armored tactics remained 
as strong as it was during the heyday 
of blitzkrieg in 1940 and 1941. The rel-
atively slow pace of the German ad-
vance and the failure to exploit their 
successes seems more suited to some-
thing from the pages of World War I. 
The German attack was consistently 
worn down, but they were still able to 
achieve a significant penetration using 
combined-arms breaching, and even 
an exhausted panzer corps was enough 
to defeat two tank armies by massing 
its elements at the point of penetra-
tion. Ultimately, this was not enough 
to offset strategic deficits such as the 
lack of surprise, the deficit of support-
ing infantry to guard the flanks of the 
spearhead, and the inability of the 
northern prong to penetrate through 
the Soviet lines.

With the war in Afghanistan winding 
down, the U.S. Army faces a much 
smaller budget and size restrictions, 
but it must still be prepared to operate 
in key hotspots such as eastern Asia, 
the Middle East, Eastern Europe and 
Afr ica.  Faced with manpower 
shortages, the need to launch local 
offensives on enemy soil and with 
many responsibilities throughout the 
world, we need to change our training 
focus to combined-arms breaching 
operations. This will increase the 
sur v ivab i l i t y  of  our  armored 
formations during offensive operations 
against a defensive enemy. Once we 
achieve the penetration and force our 
enemies to fight us in the open, we 
can rely on our technological and 
tactical overmatch to destroy them in 
place.

In its most recent conflicts, the United 
States has had this same sort of advan-
tage. In response, our opponents 
fought from the defensive employing 
cheap obstacles such as IEDs. As our 
army slowly developed into a series of 

Figure 7. Soviet forces use signal flares to illuminate the battlefield during the Soviet 
counterattack in the battle for Kursk.
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platoons and companies fighting out 
of patrol bases, the ability to conduct 
the combined-arms breach was left 
behind. The success of the insurgents 
to slowly wear down American forces 
over time means that we should ex-
pect these same tactics, techniques 
and procedures even in high-intensity 
conflicts. If insurgents can easily seed 
key routes and protect key infrastruc-
ture with IEDs, armies with the re-
sources of a modern nation behind 
them will employ obstacles to even 
greater effect. To counter this, the 
combined-arms breach must become 
the principle focus of our training cy-
cle. It will not only allow us to conduct 
offensive operations in any theater of 
conflict, it will integrate every combat 
branch together to make combined-
arms maneuver more effective.
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Figure 1. Orange 1 format.

Sustaining the Squadron: 
Sustainment Lessons-Learned 

at National Training Center
by CPT Matthew M. Randi II

In February and early March 2013, I 
served as the logistics officer for a cav-
alry squadron (5th Squadron, 4th Caval-
ry Regiment) in an armored brigade 
combat team (ABCT) conducting a de-
cisive-action training exercise at the 
National Training Center (NTC). I have 
never learned more in a two-week pe-
riod than I did during our rotation. Our 
squadron was relearning how to en-
gage near-peer conventional forces 
while also conducting wide-area secu-
rity operations more in line with what 
we have done during the past 12 years. 
By training logistics during our platoon 
and troop-level training exercises at 
our home station of Fort Riley, KS, we 
went to NTC with some confidence and 
systems already in place. Many of 
these systems worked; many did not. 
However, by the end of the rotation at 
NTC, we had the utmost confidence 
that we would be able to sustain our-
selves.

There are three main areas I believe 
need to be addressed: how we com-
municate our logistical situation, mis-
sion and requirements to higher, lower 
and adjacent units; where our logisti-
cal assets are located and who is locat-
ed with them; and finally, how the cur-
rent structure of our logistical units 
could be improved.

Communicating the 
logistics fight  
During our training in preparation for 
NTC, the squadron ensured we did not 
“hand-wave” sustainment operations. 
Our forward maintenance teams 
moved with their troops just like they 
would at NTC, and we exercised our 
distribution platoon, so it was familiar 
with operating at night off the road. 
The squadron did not conduct mainte-
nance in the motor pool during train-
ing at Fort Riley but, instead, pushed 
the unit maintenance collection point 
(UMCP) out into the prairie to operate 

in the field in support of all major 
squadron training events. Like most 
units, my unit made a determined ef-
fort to ensure that tactical and logisti-
cal training situations were always as 
realistic as possible. We also trained 
our logistical communications in much 
the same way in the squadron, so 
when we finally received all our equip-
ment and were finally prepared to con-
duct the training at NTC, we had al-
ready rectified many of the kinks in our 
logistical communications from our ex-
tensive train-up at Fort Riley.

When we first began to train up for the 
NTC rotation, we did not have an es-
tablished standard operating proce-
dure (SOP) that prescribed or provided 
an outline of how we were supposed 
to communicate the logistical situation 
on the battlefield. This was no fault of 
previous staffs or chains of command. 
They stood the unit up and deployed it 
to Iraq twice where a decisive action-
oriented SOP would have done little. 
Therefore, we had to start from scratch 
and get a working product in the 
roughly eight months we had prior to 
shipping our equipment to NTC. What 
worked for us was to keep the report 
formats as simple as possible and to 
ensure that the means in which we 
were communicating were available at 
the lowest level possible. The other 
sustainment leadership and I came to-
gether and discussed how the squad-
ron could meet my information re-
quirements in ways that were efficient 
for all parties. We continued to rework 
these report formats throughout the 
duration of the train-up and into the 
rotation. This led to constant refine-
ment of our reporting procedures.

Beginning with humvee and Cavalry 
Fighting Vehicle (CFV) crew qualifica-
tion, we laid the groundwork for how 
we would report and track the battle-
field situation. We started with basic 
reports that described what the troops 
had on-hand in terms of fuel, food and 

ammunition once a day. Once we mas-
tered that, we moved on to two times 
a day, and the reports became more 
specific. By the time we arrived at our 
platoon situational-training exercises 
(STX) in October, the troops were not 
only reporting what they had on hand, 
they were forecasting what they would 
need 24, 48 and 72 hours out. By the 
troop STX in November, the squadron 
had become efficient at the report. 
What we did wrong during our training 
at Fort Riley was that we did not re-
quire reports while the units were con-
ducting tactical operations, and I 
should have done a much better job at 
requiring the reports in a timely man-
ner.  

When we first began our decisive-ac-
tion rotation, we had one logistical sta-
tus called an “Orange 3.” This report 
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was extremely detailed, but it was also 
very cumbersome. The troops were 
able to complete these reports once or 
twice a day if they were in static posi-
tions and not in contact with the ene-
my. What we quickly found out was 
that this was rarely the case. We need-
ed to develop another report format 
that could provide me with all the in-
formation I needed so I could provide 
it to the squadron commander, other 
members of the staff and higher head-
quarters. We called what we came up 
with “Orange 1.” (See Figure 1.) It was 
short, just several lines, and contained 
only the most time-sensitive and per-
tinent information. The troop execu-
tive officers would report it to me ev-
ery few hours when it was practical for 
them to do so. If they were in heavy 
contact with the enemy, it was only 
necessary to report changes that af-
fected their ability to fight. Orange 1 
contained the type of vehicles they had 
operational by type; their fuel, ammu-
nition, water and food status; and any 
special or emergency requests they 
needed prior to receiving their next 
scheduled resupply.

By the end of our rotation, we became 
extremely efficient at reporting. Part 
of that was the creation of the refined 
reports; the other part was that timely 
and accurate reporting became em-
phasized by all levels of command. The 
troops would keep me constantly up-
dated with the “Orange 1” report and, 
daily, or twice a day if possible, the 
“Orange 3” report. My comfort with 
my understanding of the logistical pic-
ture increased from Day 1 until the end 
of the exercise.

One example of a report we did not ex-
ercise during our home-station train-
up was our battle-damage assessment 
report (Orange 5). This report came 
from the troops and provided me with 
information pertaining to one or more 
vehicles that had been “destroyed” by 
the enemy, so our higher headquarters 
could notionally replace them. I would 
then collect and analyze this informa-
tion, prioritize the vehicles destroyed 
and send my own squadron-wide Or-
ange 5 to the brigade. Early in the ro-
tation, the amount of information the 
troops were sending was far too much 
and included such things as the actual 
vehicle serial numbers. This slowed 

down their reporting and my analysis 
of the reports, so the result was that 
our replacement vehicles were arriving 
far too late. By the end of the training 
rotation, we had shortened the report 
significantly so that it only included 
one piece of information: the vehicle’s 
bumper-number. From that one piece 
of information, I could ascertain all the 
other pertinent information, and the 
result was that we became so efficient 
that we had vehicles being replaced in 
the same fight in which they were de-
stroyed.

The squadron’s logistic leaders were 
able to maintain near-constant situa-
tional awareness because we deter-
mined during the train-up at Fort Riley 
to keep most of our logistical reporting 
on a simple system that did not require 
battlefield Internet and that was read-
ily available. We used the Blue Force 
Tracker (BFT), and it is excellent for 
communicating the logistics fight. It 
can be found in almost all tactical ve-
hicles and command posts to send 
email-like typed messages, report for-
mats and battlefield graphics. It also 
has a chatroom-type feature. All our 
“orange” reports were formatted like 
an Excel table in BFT, so all we had to 
do was refine those reports or create 
simpler reports like the “Orange 1” re-
port.

During the initial stages of home-sta-
tion training, we attempted to use oth-
er systems such as Battle Command 
Support and Sustainment System and 
the Command Post of the Future. Both 
these systems offer excellent capabili-
ties, but we realized they were often in 
different locations than logistical lead-
ers and had to be stationary for peri-
ods of time we deemed unacceptable.

I believe we began the rotation with 
some level of proficiency in this area 
due to the combination of already re-
fined reports and a common system to 
report them. We also discovered an-
other way to leverage the abilities of 
the BFT’s chatroom function; we could 
use it to conduct our daily logistical 
synchronization meetings. The chat-
room function is just like it sounds. Dif-
ferent logistical leaders, typically the 
troop first sergeants, executive offi-
cers, forward-support-company (FSC) 
commander, maintenance officer and 
I would enter the chatroom in our BFT 

role-names. We would then conduct 
the meeting according to a predeter-
mined format with the endstate being 
that all of us were on the same page in 
terms of our current situation, which 
led to the refinement of the next two 
resupply operations to ensure that, as 
their higher headquarters, we were 
providing everything in our power to 
provide.

Placing logistics 
leaders and assets 
on the battlefield
Aside from communications, we also 
had to learn where to place our logis-
tical leaders and assets on the battle-
field as we transition to a battlefield 
that does not have preset forward-op-
erating bases and other semi-perma-
nent infrastructure. There are three 
primary logistical nodes and two med-
ical nodes whose locations and compo-
sition need to be addressed. There are 
many different ways to achieve the 
same end; here are a few I saw work, 
and some I saw fail.

In much the same way as we trained 
communications, we began rehearsing 
and training our nodes during the 
humvee and CFV crew qualifications. 
The squadron leadership decided to 
bring our logistical nodes to the gun-
nery complex and exercise setting 
them up, tearing them down, moving 
them and doing it all over again. We 
did this despite the fact that the gun-
nery complex has hardstand buildings 
with built-in Internet, lighting and ev-
erything else one would ever need to 
conduct qualifications and plan for the 
next training event. The decision to op-
erate out of the armored command ve-
hicles and associated tents in the dirt 
of the motorpool proved invaluable.

When we moved on to the platoon and 
troop STXs, we became even more ef-
ficient at conducting sustainment op-
erations with nodes, building protec-
tive obstacles and entry-control points, 
and conducting parallel planning with 
the tactical-operations center (TOC) lo-
cated miles away. We also experiment-
ed with what our logistics nodes would 
actually look like by placing them in 
various locations with varying con-
structs. We learned some valuable les-
sons concerning what did not work 
during home-station training as well. 
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For instance, during the squadron’s 
culminating training exercise, we gave 
each troop its own fuel truck to move 
with its troop trains. This proved far 
too cumbersome, and after the first 
day of the exercise, with some excel-
lent advice from the troop first ser-
geants, we moved the fuel trucks back 
to the FSC.

The troop trains are the farthest 
forward logistical elements (FLE). They 
directly and continuously support their 
specific troops in terms of limited 
c a s u a l t y  e va c u at i o n ,  ve h i c l e 
maintenance and supply. Typically, 
they would contain the troop’s first 
sergeant, with his vehicle, another 
casualty-evacuation vehicle and the 
troop’s administrative vehicle, and a 

small maintenance section that could 
perform rudimentary repairs and 
vehicle evacuation. That barebones 
organization is what worked the best 
for us.

When we got into trouble, it was 
usual ly because I  would push 
additional assets – such as fuel (as 
mentioned above) or ammunition 
trucks – forward and not give the troop 
adequate time to return them. The 
result would be that those assets 
would not be able to replenish 
themselves or would be destroyed 
because they were large and 
cumbersome, and too close to the 
front lines. When that happened, they 
were not available to support the rest 
of the squadron for 12 to 24 hours, 

w h i c h  c o m p l i c a t e d  m a t t e r s 
significantly. These troop trains were 
located anywhere from 250 to 500 
meters behind the scout platoons on 
the front lines, or behind some form of 
terrain feature such as a ridgeline, 
which gave them protection from the 
enemy’s direct-fire weapon systems.

Moving backward, or away from, the 
front line, the next logistical element 
is the combat trains. This provides the 
squadron with a more robust supply 
and maintenance ability, close enough 
to the front line that it can support the 
reconnaissance troops in a expedient 
matter. The combat trains perform 
three more specific sustainment func-
tions: maintenance, supply and sus-
tainment command and control (C2).

Figure 2. Basic battlefield geometry.
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For maintenance support, the combat 
trains contained the UMCP. This is re-
ally where most of the squadron’s or-
ganic maintenance assets, the actual 
systems and mechanics who could per-
form more sophisticated repairs, and 
another vehicle-recovery vehicle were 
located. The squadron maintenance of-
ficer was also located at the UMCP. As 
his title suggests, he is in charge of all 
maintenance operations within the 
squadron. We failed during the first 
half of our rotation to NTC to correctly 
position the UMCP. Instead of position-
ing it forward with the combat trains, 
we kept it farther back with the field 
trains.

This was probably our largest logistical 
failure during the entire rotation. It re-
sulted in our complete inability to re-
pair any of our vehicles that became 
damaged due to the simulated enemy 
fire or from actual breakdowns. We 
had some of our most critical vehicles 
sit in one place for nearly a week until 
we were finally able to move the UMCP 
forward. Once this was done, it took 
the mechanics several long and hard-
working days to catch up, but for the 
last few days of the rotation, we were 
able to return critical combat power 
back to the front lines where it was 
needed.

We would also keep a small emergency 
resupply at the combat trains. For us, 
this consisted one fuel truck and one 
cargo vehicle with a trailer that carried 
the types of ammunition I anticipated 
would be of greatest importance. I 
guessed lucky and anticipated that 
mortar rounds and missile rounds for 
both the tube-launched, optically 
tracked, wire-guided (TOW) and Javelin 
systems would quickly come close to 
running out, and we used our 
emergency supply on three occasions. 
The emergency fuel supply was never 
used. I was able to respond quickly to 
the needs of the troops that required 
ammunition when we had the 
emergency resupply, and thus the 
combat trains located as close to 
centrally as practical. At one point, we 
had the combat trains located up to 15 
kilometers from one of our troops. The 
result was that it took more than an 
hour to get the troops the mortar 
ammunition, and they nearly ran out 
while engaging the enemy. It is always 

sa id  that  logist ics  should be 
transparent to the battlefield; in other 
words, it should occur without having 
a negative impact, and I came close to 
violating that during that situation.

The remaining element we had at the 
combat trains was the combat trains’ 
command post. This included the 
headquarters and headquarters troop 
(HHT) leadership, the squadron per-
sonnel officer and often me (as well as 
the maintenance officer as described 
previously). The reason we decided to 
place this grouping of individuals here 
was because they are all critical to lo-
gistics functions. Maintenance, supply 
and medical personnel (covered by the 
HHT commander) are all represented. 
As such, much of the logistical specific 
mission planning could be accom-
plished in one place, and then I could 
move to the TOC closer to the front 
lines, where the rest of the staff was 
located, and input the logistical plan 
into the overall squadron order. It 
streamlined the planning process and 
worked well for us. This element also 
controlled the logistical operations for 
the squadron, to include planned re-
supply, vehicle recovery, casualty evac-
uation, emergency resupply, personnel 
replacement and processing, and 
chemical decontamination operations.

There were three main mistakes we 
made with the combat trains:

•	 First, as previously described, we 
did not always locate them so they 
could support the entire squadron. 
As a squadron, we fell into the trap 
of looking at it first as an alternate 
C2 node instead of a sustainment 
node. We quickly realized our er-
ror and continuously placed the 
combat trains in the correct place 
for most of the rotation.

•	 Second, also described previously, 
we began with a maintenance 
package that was too light in the 
combat trains. This had some 
severe consequences for a time, 
although, like all good units, we 
learned from our mistakes and 
rectified them.

•	 The third thing we could have done 
better was to do a better job man-
ning the combat trains. We found 
it very difficult to secure ourselves 
and the assets we had, especially 

when the mechanics were work-
ing. I’m not suggesting half the 
TOC, but even six to eight Soldiers 
to aid in radio operator and guard 
duties would be a significant help.

•	Also, the chemical officer should 
have served in the combat trains. 
This officer should have helped the 
planning process, as most of the 
chemical considerations were 
planned in the logistics portion of 
the order. This would also have 
provided another battle captain to 
assist in the C2 function of the 
combat trains, as the ones there 
“burned out” quickly while they 
served several roles simultaneous-
ly.

All that being said, I believe we did a 
good job overall with our combat 
trains. We learned, adjusted and be-
came stronger through the course of 
the operation. The same can be said of 
our medical assets.

The rearmost logistical node for the 
squadron was our field trains. This was 
primarily composed of our FSC, Dakota 
Troop. Like the combat trains, we orga-
nized the field trains into several small-
er elements, all under the command of 
the Dakota Troop commander. We 
placed the remaining maintenance 
team, the distribution platoon (supply, 
to include the other troop-supply sec-
tions), the maintenance-control sec-
tion (which orders repair parts) and 
the Dakota Troop headquarters in the 
field trains.

We did a few things differently than 
most units with our field trains. First, 
we located them within the brigade-
support area (BSA) with the rest of the 
brigade support battalion (BSB), as op-
posed to locating them forward in-be-
tween the BSA and the combat trains. 
The first reason we decided to do this 
was because they would have had a 
difficult time securing themselves had 
they been located alone. The cavalry 
squadron FSC is a smaller organization 
than in the combined-arms battalions, 
with fewer security assets, and by co-
locating it with the BSB, our FSC had 
mutually supportive security. Dakota 
Troop now required fewer Soldiers to 
pull security, and the troop could still 
put its supply convoys on the road and 
conduct other tasks with more man-
power.
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The second and more important rea-
son was so we would not have to rely 
on the BSB to “push” supplies to our 
field trains. We recognized that it was 
understrength in terms of manning and 
would have a difficult time supplying 
our field trains and the field trains of 
the other battalions. By placing Dakota 
Troop in the BSA, the troop could liter-
ally drive from its area to another area 
within the same perimeter to replen-
ish its fuel trucks. Likewise, it could go 
to the ammunition holding area and 
draw the ammunition directly. The 
same can be said of the other supplies 
such as parts, food, water and nearly 
anything else. Having the troop com-
mander there also assisted in direct co-
ordination with the BSB leadership. We 
were able to work through a lot of con-
fusion and smooth out a lot of issues 
that otherwise would have been much 
more complicated by keeping the field 
trains in the BSA.

One downfall to having located the 
field trains in the manner we did was 
the distance between the BSA and the 
rest of our squadron. Sometimes this 
distance exceeded 30 kilometers, 

which meant that it took Dakota more 
time to conduct resupply operations, 
which were often conducted at night 
using night-vision devices. That dis-
tance is a long way to drive at 10 miles 
per hour, then conduct a two-hour re-
supply, return and prepare to do it the 
next day. The other downfall was that 
we had no radio communication with 
the field trains for most of the rotation 
and had to exclusively rely on the BFT. 
While the BFT is a great system, there 
is nothing more clear than actually 
talking to another person.

The squadron, like most battalion-sized 
maneuver elements, has two nodes for 
medical support: a forward aid station 
(FAS) and a main aid station (MAS). For 
the squadron, composition of both is 
very similar. A large command track 
and its associated tents make up the 
actual aid station. Each one also had 
several ambulance vehicles to assist 
the troops in moving casualties from 
the front line to either the MAS or FAS 
or to the next level of care at the BSB. 
The medical platoon leader and sur-
geon would be at the MAS; the platoon 
sergeant and physician’s assistant were 

at the FAS. The mission responsibility 
of these locations is to stabilize casual-
ties so they can be evacuated to the 
next level of care that can either treat 
or further stabilize.

We came away with one major learn-
ing point in terms of our FAS and MAS: 
they needed to be positioned to sup-
port the squadron in breadth, not 
depth. Our frontage often approached 
30 kilometers, and at first we had a dif-
ficult time evacuating casualties to the 
FAS or MAS in the first hour, resulting 
in alarmingly high died-of-wounds 
rates. I believe the main reason was 
that we were, at first, tied to the idea 
of attaching those assets to the com-
bat trains or TOC.

We quickly learned that course of ac-
tion was not working. What we even-
tually ended up doing was assigning 
the FAS or MAS to one of the troops. 
For example, toward the end of the ro-
tation, our Apache Troop was located 
to the north of the squadron’s area of 
operations. To remedy the situation, 
we assigned to FAS to Apache Troop. 
The downside was the FAS was closer 
to the front line and potentially in 

Figure 3. Flow of logistics information to supplied unit.
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greater danger, but the plus side was 
apparent – Apache was able to suc-
cessfully evacuate its casualties.

These are not definitive answers for 
where to place the logistical leadership 
and assets for a cavalry squadron, but 
where placed assets and leaders can 
make the situation work for us. Some 
of our sister units did things signifi-
cantly different – like combining their 
field and combat trains – and, like us, 
learned and improved throughout the 
course of the rotation. One thing we 
could not change, but had to become 
clever on how to make it work, was the 
FSC’s organization.

FSC organization 
downfalls
The single greatest challenge we had 
during both our train-up to NTC and 
our rotation itself was the organic or-
ganization of the FSC assigned to cav-
alry squadrons. During training or, po-
tentially, future real-world operations, 
this company cannot support the 
squadron without significant augmen-
tation in terms of equipment and 
crews for the additional equipment. In 
terms of fuel trucks, supply trucks and 
security, there were significant gaps 
that need to be addressed, and we had 
to find interesting fixes to accomplish 
our mission.

There are three fuel trucks (M978s) 
found organically in the cavalry FSC. In 
terms of gallons-to-vehicle, having 
three M978s is sufficient to supply the 
squadron during maneuver operations. 
However, when the squadron is spread 
over an operating environment 30 ki-
lometers wide by 40 kilometers deep, 
resupply cannot be done in a tactically 
feasible way without running resupply 
operations nearly 24 hours a day. 
Three M978s can support three recon-
naissance troops, but this doesn’t take 
into account the TOC, combat trains 
and the need to have a forward emer-
gency resupply of fuel. If a large fuel-
thirsty attachment, like a tank compa-
ny, is attached, there is no way three 
M978s will work. Yet, during our rota-
tion, we had a tank company, and no 
one ever came close to running out of 
fuel.

How we accomplished this was by ac-
quiring two more M978s from the 

BSB’s distribution company. The com-
pany couldn’t man the vehicles and we 
needed them, so it worked out for 
both sides. There was some significant 
gnashing of teeth from several parties 
about this, but in the end, we got our 
vehicles, and it did not take away from 
the capabilities of anyone else. I be-
lieve that by showing the necessity of 
these vehicles during our training at 
Fort Riley, we were able to convince all 
parties in the end that we needed 
them. We would be able to maintain 
one M978 forward, as discussed in de-
fining the combat trains. The remain-
ing four would operate out of the field 
trains and come forward during resup-
ply convoys, typically once a day. Each 
reconnaissance troop would receive 
one M978, while the remaining one 
would resupply the TOC and/or com-
bat trains while also acting as a reserve 
in case of mechanical issues or enemy 
activity toward the other three.

When a tank company was attached to 
us, which was the case for the entire 
rotation, it came with a logistical pack-
age of two more M978s as well as 
tank-specific mechanics. This is not an 
organizational concern but a point for 
logistical leaders that significant assets 
must come with adequate support if 
they are to be effective.

Incorporating lessons-learned from the 
past 12 years, we fought a complex en-
emy who had conventional assets as 
well as insurgent-type forces (the hy-
brid threat). With this in mind, it is 
hard to imagine a convoy of supply ve-
hicles moving 40 kilometers without 
some form of protection. With the 
FSC’s current organization, that is ex-
actly the case. There are no escort ve-
hicles in the organization, and many of 
the supply vehicles that have the abil-
ity to mount weapon systems have not 
been issued the equipment to do so. 
To properly protect our assets, we as-
signed three unmanned humvees with 
gun turrets from the reconnaissance 
troops to Dakota Troop. Although this 
fixed the problem of security for our 
supply convoys, it created problems as 
well.

The field trains were located in the BSA 
but were not static for the length of 
the rotation. In fact, the BSA jumped 
(moved location) or pushed forward a 

FLE on four occasions, and each time 
Dakota jumped with it. The three es-
cort humvees required nine Soldiers to 
man them. Those nine Soldiers could 
have manned an additional four cargo 
trucks of various types. As it stood, Da-
kota was unable to jump itself in one 
move and conduct resupply operations 
at the same time. This is a serious 
shortfall because as it stands, the field 
trains cannot remain mobile and ac-
complish their primary mission at the 
same time. Luckily, we were able to ei-
ther make several trips while moving, 
or schedule resupply for non-conflict-
ing times.

By either augmenting their organic or-
ganization to include escort vehicles, 
fielding the equipment to mount 
weapons on the supply vehicles, or in-
creasing the number of supply vehi-
cles, this problem could be addressed. 
We were able to successfully protect 
our convoys for the duration of the 
training event and to move everything 
we needed to move, but we were for-
tunate that the necessity to jump in 
one move, or to conduct resupply 
while jumping, was never faced.

Conclusion 
NTC rotations are meant to be learning 
events, among other things, and for 5th 
Squadron, 4th Cavalry Regiment, the 
objective of learning from our success-
es and mistakes was achieved. There is 
no doubt in my mind that after the ro-
tation, although not perfect, we were 
a much better unit than the one that 
put its equipment on the railcars in 
January 2013. Due to adaptability and 
by training logistics during all training 
events, we were able to sustain the 
squadron for the duration of the fight, 
and to do so in a more efficient man-
ner as time progressed.

CPT Matt Randi is assigned to 2nd ABCT, 
1st Cavalry Division, Fort Hood, TX. He 
previously served as squadron execu-
tive officer, 5th Squadron, 4th Cavalry 
Regiment, 2nd BCT, 1st Infantry Division; 
squadron logistics officer (S-4), 5th 
Squadron, 4th Cavalry Regiment; troop 
executive officer, A Troop, 5th Squad-
ron, 4th Cavalry Regiment; and platoon 
leader, B Troop, 5th Squadron, 4th Cav-
alry Regiment. The Bronze Star Medal 
recipient’s military schooling includes 
Armor Basic Officer Leader’s Course, 
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Maneuver Captain’s Career Course and 
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history from the U.S. Military Academy 
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ABCT – armored brigade 
combat team
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Acronym Quick-Scan
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Strike Now:
Why the Armored Gun System 

Must Be Purchased in This Fiscal 
Climate

Figure 1. If you were around in the ‘90s, you may remember the XM-8 Armored Gun System (AGS). (Photo courtesy of BAE Systems)

by CPT Josh T. Suthoff

The proposed Fiscal Year 2015 Depart-
ment of Defense budget released Feb. 
24, 2014, is dismal. Both services and 
branches stand to lose projects, forma-
tions and personnel as funding is re-
stricted, but the Armor Branch does 
not have to. We have the ability to ex-
ploit the political terrain.

Secretary of Defense Chuck Hagel, dur-
ing the budget press conference, stat-
ed that ground forces should be able 
to support air and naval forces against 
an adversary and focus on developing 
the next-generation vehicle platform.1 
Defense and Army leadership over the 
last few years continue to stress the 
need for a rapid and flexible deploy-
able force that can be used in anti-area 

denial and access scenarios.2 Currently 
the Army does not have an armored 
platform that fits that need. However, 
a platform that can be rapidly de-
ployed by air in support of infantry 
conducting joint-operation access al-
ready exists. It is the X-M8 or Armored 
Gun System (AGS).

A history
Until 1997 and the closing of 3-73rd Ar-
mor Regiment (Fort Bragg, NC), the 
Army had a light armor capability in 
the M551 Sheridan. The tank proved 
its effectiveness in Vietnam in direct 
support of infantry. Its smaller size 
proved effective in Vietnam’s restric-
tive terrain. Most importantly, 3-73rd 
distinguished itself in two events dur-
ing Operation Just Cause. First, it 

conducted a successful air land with 
one platoon into Howard AFB, Panama. 
The second was a heavy drop of 10 
Sheridans in support of 1st Brigade, 
82nd Airborne. Eight Sheridans re-
mained operational after the drop and 
provided more firepower for the bri-
gade and conducted traditional cavalry 
operations. The Sheridan provided the 
commander flexibility and showed a 
true combined-arms team.3

Again, the Sheridan’s size and direct-
fire capability (152mm) proved effec-
tive as combat moved into the restric-
tive areas of Panama City. Due to the 
rules of engagement in Panama City, 
the Sheridan was the platform that 
light infantry relied on for accurate and 
timely fire; aviation and indirect fires 
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were less effective on an entrenched 
enemy in the dense urban environ-
ment.4

The Sheridan was slated to be phased 
out and replaced with a new AGS. The 
initial development started in 1978 
and continued until a contract was 
awarded in 1992 to FMC Corporation. 
Critical design requirements included 
the need for the platform to 1) be de-
liverable by low-velocity air drop; 2) 
use a XM35 105mm as its main gun 
(with auto-loader); and 3) be able to 
fight immediately after de-rigging. All 
tactical heavy-lift aircraft in the inven-
tory could deliver the platform: C-130s 
could carry two, C-17s could carry 
three and C-5s could carry five plat-
forms.5

The AGS was titled the XM-8. It also 
carried a M2 machinegun for the tank 
commander and a 7.62 coax machine 
gun. The XM-8 had a three-man crew, 
a ground speed around 45 mph and an 
estimated 300-mile cruising range on 
a 150-gallon gas tank. Perhaps most 
importantly in a fiscally austere envi-
ronment, the XM-8 was designed with 
multiple parts already in the Army sup-
ply system. The power supply was a 
modified Heavy Expanded Mobility 
Tactical Truck, or HEMTT, engine, and 
the power-control handles and trans-
mission were the same as a Bradley. 
Additional passive armor can be added 
onto the vehicle and comes in three 
stages, with Level I (the lightest level) 
intended for airborne operations.6 To-
day more modifications to the XM-8 
would have to be specified by the 
Army, drawing from 13 years of conflict 
in Iraq and Afghanistan.

The AGS was designed to support air-
borne or light infantry in contingency 
operations, either during seizure of an 
airfield or roll-off operations (air-land) 
and support of ground force in a com-
bined-arms roll providing lethality and 
maneuver.7 The XM-8, like the Sheri-
dan, gave the infantry direct-fire sup-
port in combination with other fires 
provided by close air support (CAS) and 
close-combat attack (CCA). It would 
also allow for precision direct fires on 
targets that may be surrounded by 
sensitive and high-collateral damage 
areas, something that cannot be guar-
anteed by air platforms. As an all-
weather platform, it  can also 

guarantee continued support if CCA, 
CAS and unmanned aerial vehicles are 
degraded by weather.

The U.S. Army purchased six XM-8s 
and began testing them in the early 
1990s. The XM-8 was canceled in 1996 
due to budget restraints, leaving the 
Army without a rapidly deployable ar-
mor package and infantry without di-
rect fire support.8,9

Continued need
The question and need for mobile fire-
power was again raised to Armor 
Branch by the current 82nd Airborne Di-
vision commander, MG John W. Nich-
olson Jr. He succinctly sums up the ca-
pability gap that currently exists for 
one of the U.S. Army’s main missions: 
“The idea of having mobile protective 
firepower that can be delivered by air 
– whether air drop or air land – and get 

into the fight immediately enables us 
to retain the initiative we gain by jump-
ing in. But if all we’re doing is jumping 
in and then moving at the speed of a 
World War II paratrooper, we’re going 
to rapidly lose the initiative we gained 
by conducting a strategic or operation-
al joint forcible entry. If we instead get 
a force on the ground that’s mobile 
and has firepower, we can retain that 
initiative and achieve decisive results 
against the enemy.”10

This type of mobile and lethal force 
with multiple methods of infiltration 
behind enemy lines is the true essence 
of the cavalry concept. This capability 
added to an airborne unit is a strong 
deterrent to our nation’s enemies and 
a powerful diplomatic weapon for any 
U.S. president. A true combined-arms 
team would be deployable anywhere 
in the world in 96 hours. Imagine the 

Figure 2. One of six preproduction versions of the XM-8 AGS going through extensive 
testing. (Originally published in ARMOR September-October 1994 edition)

Figure 3. The XM-8 AGS fires its 105mm cannon in a California test.
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psychological and physical effect on 
the enemy if a force of AGS was suc-
cessfully parachuted into an enemy 
area to disrupt and destroy targets of 
opportunity.

Employment
There are multiple ways the XM-8 
could be incorporated into today’s 
combat formations. MAJ Martin Stan-
ton in a 1994 ARMOR article recom-
mended building assault gun battalions 
with three AGS companies, totaling 44 
weapon systems (two for battalion 
headquarters and 14 per company). 
The companies would be manned and 
equipped like a standard heavy tank 
company. Stanton recommends that 
each airborne or light division receive 
an assault gun (AG) battalion with 
three AGS companies.11

I believe that if approached from a bat-
talion concept, planning should start 
with four battalions. One battalion 
would be positioned at Fort Bragg to 
support 82nd Airborne Division with 
one company for each brigade. A sec-
ond battalion would be stationed at 
Fort Benning, GA, to support 75th Rang-
er Regiment and other Special Opera-
tions Forces. A third battalion would 
support 173rd Airborne Brigade, and a 
fourth battalion would be positioned 
in Alaska to support 4-25th Airborne 
Brigade and operations in the Pacific. 
These battalions would fall under a 
regimental headquarters, providing 
oversight and training guidance, and 
be co-located with one of the battal-
ions. This would provide the Army with 
a total of 12 AG companies and ap-
proximately 176 AG platforms.

However, with fiscal constraints and to 
meet the Secretary of Defense’s intent, 
a more tailored approach could be fea-
sible with seven AG companies — or 
about 98 AG platforms. Each airborne 
brigade combat team (BCT) would re-
ceive an AG company, allotting three 
to Fort Bragg and one to 173rd. This 
would at minimum task-organize a pla-
toon of XM-8s to an airborne battalion 
as necessary. In this scenario, an Alpha 
or Bravo cavalry troop would be re-
placed in the squadron with an AGS 
company. This would give the airborne 
BCTs a versatile formation, with one 
squadron controlling a motorized scout 
troop, an AGS company and a 

dismounted scout troop. This organic 
relationship would also allow a closer 
working relationship with the AGS 
company, scouts and infantry.

One company would be added to the 
regimental special-troops battalion 
(RSTB) to support Special Operations 
Forces and 75th Ranger Regiment. With 
the “Pacific rebalance,” it would make 
sense to add two AG companies to the 
airborne cavalry squadron in 4-25th Air-
borne BCT. Any scenario still allows the 
brigade commander to tailor his com-
bined-arms force as he sees necessary 
(see Figure 4).  

Conclusion  
Compromising the maneuverability 
and lethality of the forcible/joint entry 
forces should never have been allowed 
when the Army canceled the XM-8 in 
1996, but this platform is critically 
needed today as joint forces look for a 
light and lethal force. This smaller tank 
provides a critical gap during the time 
it takes to move main battle tanks into 
a theater. The XM-8 has already been 
designed, saving time and money, and 
only needs to be upgraded to take ad-
vantage of almost 20 years of techno-
logical advances and 13 years of con-
flict.

The Secretary of Defense wants to see 
what future vehicle concepts look like. 
The XM-8/AGS is the answer. The addi-
tion of this tank would provide an ar-
mored fist anywhere in the world, as 
well as a true armored-cavalry shock 
force against the nation’s enemies.
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SADDLES AND SABERS

by MAJ Jon Chavous

Napoleon Bonaparte participated in an 
important evolutionary period in mod-
ern warfare that occurred from about 
1760 to 1914. During this period, war-
fare transformed from relatively small-
scale limited warfare fought by poorly 
trained conscripts and a handful of 
mercenaries to global, fully industrial-
ized total war. This evolution began 
with Frederick II of Prussia and his es-
tablishment of the canton system that 
effectively marked the beginning of 

Figure 1. Emperor Napoleon Bonaparte looks over the field at the battle of Wagram, July 5-6, 1809. (Painting by Hor-
ace Vernet)

standing, trained militias. The evolu-
tion culminated with World War I, 
which was the first fully industrialized 
total war on a global scale. This evolu-
tionary period is important to modern 
warfare because many of its effects on 
warfare have endured well into the 
21st Century.

Revolution in 
military affairs
The late 18th Century through the early 
20 th Centur y was a period of 

astounding change in poli t ics, 
economics, culture and warfare. These 
changes were gradual but nearly 
constant over a period of roughly 160 
years. Several changes in military 
tactics, organization and technology 
— as well as political and social 
aspects of warfare — occurred from 
the late 18th Century to the early 19th 
Century that constitute a revolution in 
military affairs (RMA). The synergy of 
the French Revolution and the 
leadership of Napoleon Bonaparte 

Napoleon Bonaparte’s Contri-
butions to Modern Warfare
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caused this  RMA . The French 
Revolution created the favorable 
conditions in the social, political and 
military realms, but it took the 
dynamism, organizational skills and 
military genius of Napoleon Bonaparte 
to bring the RMA to fruition.

There is not one agreed-upon defini-
tion of an RMA. The definition of RMA 
used for this article is “the assembly of 
a complex mix of tactical, organiza-
tional, doctrinal and technological in-
novations to implement a new concep-
tual approach to warfare or to a spe-
cialized sub-branch of warfare.”1 The 
elements of an RMA are characterized 
by changes in the nature of and 
purpose(s) of war itself. More than the 
advent of a particular technology, an 
RMA is normally the outcome of un-
derlying processes — ideological, po-
litical, social, economic and demo-
graphic.2 Similarly, an evolution in war-
fare changes how wars are fought, 
driven by the same underlying pro-
cesses but taking a much longer time 
to occur. A simple way to quantify this 
is that an RMA occurs within a lifetime, 
and an evolution in warfare occurs 
over a longer period.

The evolution of modern warfare be-
gan with the Seven Years War from 
1756 -1763, which involved most of the 
great powers of Europe and provided 
the impetus to sustain the practice of 
maintaining a standing military force. 
The Age of Reason throughout the 18th 
Century — which emphasized reason 
and individualism rather than tradition 
— promoted scientific thought, skep-
ticism and intellectual interchange. 
The Age of Reason also had a catalytic 
effect on scholars of politics and war-
fare. Men such as Clausewitz and Jo-
mini were doubtless affected by the 
Age of Reason and produced the foun-
dations of modern military doctrine.

The American Revolution from 1775-
1783 represents a transitional period 
between the limited wars in Europe in 
the 18th Century with small profession-
al armies and limited goals, and means 
and the advent of the mass national 
warfare that arose during the French 
Revolution. The French Revolution 
from 1789-1799 was driven by radical 
social change and political upheaval, 
and had a fundamental impact on 
French history as well as modern 

history worldwide by introducing mass 
politics and mass warfare to Europe —
and ultimately to the world. The Napo-
leonic Wars of 1803-1815 were pro-
pelled by mass national warfare and 
can be considered the first total war.

The Industrial Age circa 1760-1830 re-
sulted in a transformation from hand 
production to machine production as 
well as a flurry of technological, eco-
nomic, social and cultural changes that 
resulted in a permanent impact on 
warfare. The Industrial Revolution 
changed both why and how warfare is 
conducted. The temporal overlap of 
the Napoleonic Era and the Industrial 
Revolution allowed Napoleon to make 
advancements in equipment and 
weapons.

The American Civil War from 1861-
1865 exemplified the requirement for 
an industrial base to conduct large-
scale sustained combat. The American 
Civil War was observed by military 
leaders from Europe, who took the les-
sons-learned from that conflict and 
applied them to their own militaries. 
An example of this is the Prussian 
army. The Wars of German Unification 
from 1862-1871 generated technolog-
ical advancements in transportation, 
logistics and weapons, but, more im-
portantly, it produced the modern 
staff as well as the modern command-
and-control system. This further 
served to professionalize the military 
as well as to develop the organization-
al structure and systems that would be 
used by European militaries at the 
start of World War I.

The evolution culminated with World 
War I from 1914-1918, which resulted 
in the first fully industrialized total war 
on a global scale. The scope of the war 
and the technological advancements 
it bore were unimaginable prior to its 
commencement and were of a level of 
significance that serves to simultane-
ously mark the end of an organization-
al evolution in warfare and the begin-
ning of a technological evolution in 
warfare. The RMA caused by Napoleon 
is a critical element to this evolution-
ary period because of the changes he 
implemented in the conduct of war 
from 1803-1815.

Napoleonic Era
It is almost impossible to discuss the 

RMA caused by Napoleon Bonaparte 
without first discussing the French 
Revolution because the two are inex-
tricably linked. The social, political and 
military elements brought about by 
the French Revolution made Bonapar-
te’s ascension to power possible. He 
likely would not have made captain, let 
alone colonel, had not the hereditary 
norms of French society been undone 
by revolution.3

The French Revolution had a profound, 
lasting impact on European politics, 
society and economics. It brought 
mass politics and mass warfare to Eu-
rope and ultimately to the world. Fur-
thermore, it replaced the old nation of 
king, nobles and the church with a new 
nation of citizens who were theoreti-
cally free and equal under the law and 
had an ethnic identity.4 The desire for 
liberty and the societal discontent 
with feudalism spread across Europe 
and irrevocably changed political 
structures across the continent. The 
sense of nationalism specifically would 
have profound effects on warfare in 
raising large armies and fueling the 
conflicts into ever-larger scale. The 
French Revolution and Napoleonic 
Wars called for a mobilization of the 
population. Not only would young men 
participate, but also women, old men 
and even children would participate in 
the war effort by producing weapons, 
uniforms and supplies. This marked a 
significant milestone in military histo-
ry and is considered by many as the 
first total war.5

One of the most obvious changes dur-
ing the Napoleonic Era was the in-
crease in size of the French army and 
subsequently that of other European 
countries. Under Napoleon, French re-
sources were devoted to the military 
with unprecedented consistency. From 
1800-1811, Napoleon raised 1.3 mil-
lion conscripts and 1 million more 
from 1812-1813.6 “The levee en masse 
gave France a numerical superiority 
over her enemies, a seemingly inex-
haustible reservoir of manpower 
which allowed her two or three times 
as many losses as her opponents,” ac-
cording to Hew Strachan.7 The vast size 
of Napoleon’s army drove the require-
ment for a better system of organizing 
and employing it. Napoleon imple-
mented the corps system, which 
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became one of his most enduring 
achievements.

Although the concept of organizing 
armies into division and corps was de-
veloped before the French Revolution, 
Bonaparte was able to make the corps 
system work more effectively than it 
had previously. He did this through de-
centralized maneuver and centralized 
control. By moving the corps separate-
ly, but within supporting range, 
Bonaparte was able to increase speed 
of movement, decrease the speed of 
employment in battle and decrease 
the burden of logistic support. Also, 
Bonaparte developed an effective 
staff that could manage the flow of 
communication between the separate 
elements and effectively control them. 
These new corps were organized as 
combined-arms units and consisted of 
cavalry, infantry and artillery. Because 
of their structure and supporting staff, 
the corps operated effectively, both as 
individual units and in concert.8 Both 
Napoleon’s system of organization and 
tactical-maneuver techniques are still 
studied and used in modern militaries.

The classic Napoleonic maneuver tech-
nique was the so-called manoeuvre sur 
les derrie`res. In its ideal form, one 
corps, having made contact with the 
enemy, would conduct a feint to the 
enemy’s front, while the main force 
would fall on the enemy’s rear.9 Al-
though Bonaparte was not the first to 
conceive of this maneuver, he was the 
first to consistently gain success by its 
employment with a large force — due 
primarily to his ability to maneuver 
more quickly than his adversaries as 
well as to his improvisational leader-
ship style. Also, Bonaparte combined 
speed, firepower and protection in a 
lethal combination. He achieved speed 
through his rapid deployment from 
movement formations into maneuver, 
firepower by massing forces at the de-
cisive point and protection by master-
fully using terrain such as rivers or hills 
to protect his flanks and rear.

An artilleryman himself, it is not sur-
prising that Napoleon was a strong 
supporter of the employment of artil-
lery. The artillery arm’s major contri-
butions include increased mobility, im-
proved quality of the cannons and 
more effective employment by means 
of combining the effects of artillery 

with that of infantry and cavalry.10 Un-
der the Napoleonic system, artillery 
became a decisive arm and was used 
to spearhead an assault by creating a 
breach in an enemy’s line, which could 
be exploited by infantry and cavalry.11 
As in other aspects of the RMA, Napo-
leon exploited the changes in govern-
ment resulting from the French Revo-
lution, which allowed the nation to 
mobilize the industrial base for war-
fare. The government controlled pric-
es and wages in the arms industry, 
which also increased the number of 
state-run weapons factories. Scientif-
ic research was systematically put at 
the service of the national defense in-
dustry.12 The result was that the 
French army would be equipped with 
a greater quantity and quality of can-
nons relative to its adversaries.

The immense size of Napoleon’s army 
created new challenges for logistic 
support. It could not remain station-
ary for very long and requisition 
enough food and other supplies to sus-
tain it. Napoleon wrote, “To know … 
how to draw supplies of all kinds from 
the country you occupy makes up a 
large part of the art of war.”13 The 
French army, therefore, became very 
skilled at foraging during campaigns. 
Also, a revolution in agricultural tech-
niques occurred in Europe during the 
early 18th Century, which increased 
productivity. The potato was grown in 
larger quantity and proved a portable, 
ready-to-eat food source.14 This al-
lowed the army to move more quickly 
and cover greater distances than be-
fore. Easing the burden of logistics was 
a critical enabler to Napoleon’s style 
of maneuver.

Another critical enabler to Napoleon’s 
style of maneuver was an increase in 
the experience and professionalism of 
his soldiers and their leaders, which 
would allow decentralized maneuver 
and increased speed on the battlefield. 
The army under Napoleon mirrored 
the cultural shift away from civil 
aristocratic leadership during the 
French Revolution. The practice of 
m e r i t - b a s e d  p r o m o t i o n  w a s 
introduced and expanded during this 
era. Many French officers at the 
beginning of Napoleon’s reign were 
promoted from the lower ranks, which 
provided an unprecedented level of 

professionalism, experience and 
motivation in the French officer corps. 
Napoleon personally benefitted from 
this system, which allowed his own 
ascendance in the ranks and therefore 
made the RMA possible.

Viewed from a holistic perspective, 
the Napoleonic RMA was the result of 
a combination of many factors. Some 
of the elements were present in the 
late 18th Century such as French tac-
tics, equipment and artillery doctrine. 
The French Revolution provided the 
context with which social and political 
change could coexist in a synergistic 
fashion with military reforms.15 Mass 
politics and warfare propelled the Na-
poleonic Wars and ultimately changed 
modern warfare. As we revisit the def-
inition of RMA (“the assembly of a 
complex mix of tactical, organization-
al, doctrinal and technological innova-
tions to implement a new conceptual 
approach to warfare or to a specialized 
sub-branch of warfare”), it is clear that 
Bonaparte’s contributions did in fact 
constitute a revolution in military af-
fairs.
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by retired LTC George Hodge

We have seen mission-analysis brief-
ings for years that include a slide titled 
“Facts and Assumptions.” The facts 
(bearing on the problem) are generally 
easy to identify and make sense of, pri-
marily because they are just that, facts 
— evidence that stands on its own 
merit and needs no other confirmation 
because it is provable. Assumptions, 
on the other hand, are not currently 
provable but are based on sound logic, 
high probability of occurrence and ap-
plicability to the problem set.

However, it is common to dismiss many 
of the initial facts or assumptions be-
cause they are neither necessary nor 
valid once we look critically at them. 
This article expounds on the criteria of 
necessary and valid and proposes that 
the best venue for addressing assump-
tions is actually at the beginning of 
course-of-action (CoA) development 
rather than during the mission-analysis 
briefing.

Defining ‘necessary’ 
and ‘valid’
In a typical practice scenario where 
U.S. forces are moving into a contested 
area during an irregular-warfare envi-
ronment, typical assumptions often in-
clude comments such as “The guerrilla 
forces will attempt to interdict and dis-
rupt coalition forces with complex am-
bushes and improvised explosive de-
vices,” or “The host nation will be able 
to provide potable water to meet our 
unit’s needs.”

While both of the assumptions may be 
true and even valid, they do not meet 
the requirement of “necessary,” there-
by making them of no real value to our 
decision-making process at this point. 
Usually the facts and assumptions list-
ed during the mission-analysis briefing 
rarely pass the “so what” test. The pur-
pose of listing them is to allow the 
commander and staff to continue with 
the planning process in selecting a 
CoA.

Planning Assumptions:
Are They Really Necessary and Valid?

The U.S. Army’s Commander and Staff 
Officer Guide (Army Tactics, Tech-
niques, and Procedures (ATTP) publica-
tion 5-0.1) defines facts and assump-
tions: “A fact is a statement of truth or 
a statement thought to be true at the 
time. Facts concerning the operational 
and mission variables serve as the ba-
sis for developing situational under-
standing, for continued planning and 
when assessing progress during prepa-
ration and execution. In the absence of 
facts, the commander and staff consid-
er assumptions from their higher head-
quarters and develop their own as-
sumptions necessary for continued 
planning. An assumption is a supposi-
tion on the current situation or a pre-
supposition on the future course of 
events, either or both assumed to be 
true in the absence of positive proof, 
necessary to enable the commander in 
the process of planning to complete an 
estimate of the situation and make a 
decision on the [CoA].”

This begs the question: “Why then are 

assumptions listed during the mission-
analysis process when we have not yet 
begun any planning of CoAs?” Perhaps 
they should be one of the first items 
briefed during CoA development in-
stead. The reason for this is CoAs are 
often based on certain conditions be-
ing present for the CoA to be feasible, 
suitable or acceptable. Since CoAs 
should be distinctly different from one 
another, they will usually be predicat-
ed on distinctly different assumptions.

Example: In a CoA where a light-infan-
try battalion is considering an air-as-
sault operation, a key assumption 
might be made about the amount of 
aircraft available for the mission. This 
assumption will normally not be en-
countered during mission analysis but 
will rather be determined when the 
unit begins planning possible CoAs, 
therefore making a validity check on 
the feasibility of this assumption nec-
essary to proceed with CoA develop-
ment. Since this is necessary to contin-
ue planning the mission, the staff must 

Figure 1. U.S. Army UH-60 Blackhawk helicopters assigned to 1st Battalion, 189th Avia-
tion Regiment, 36th Combat Aviation Brigade, line up for night air-assault training with 
Soldiers assigned to 1st Brigade, 4th Infantry Division, at Udairi Army Airfield, Kuwait, 
Sept. 6, 2013. CoA training helps establish the validity of assumptions. (U.S. Army pho-
to by SGT Mark Scovell, source: http://www.dvidshub.net/image/1018853/air-assault-
night#ixzz2mzjmXK1e)

http://www.dvidshub.net/image/1018853/air-assault-night#ixzz2mzjmXK1e
http://www.dvidshub.net/image/1018853/air-assault-night#ixzz2mzjmXK1e
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now ensure the planning figure is valid. 
So what constitutes the validity check?

The American Heritage Dictionary de-
fines valid as “Containing premises 
from which the conclusion may logical-
ly be derived. Correctly inferred or de-
duced from a premise.” Using this as 
our standard for valid, the way to 
check for a valid planning figure of the 
number of available aircraft would be 
to seek expert advice (correctly in-
ferred) such as from the brigade avia-
tion officer (the logical person to ask).

‘Bell curve’ planning
The trick here, as with any assumption, 
after proving that it is necessary to 
continue planning, is to make a judg-
ment call on the “degree of validity.” 
Just how many aircraft (and crews) will 
be available for the air assault three 
days from now? Figure 2 represents a 
way to look at determining the validity 
of an assumption; view it as a “bell 
curve”-style graph.

The horizontal axis (x) represents the 
number of resources available (aircraft 
and crews). The vertical axis (y) 

represents the likelihood of occurrence 
(degree of probability). The curve rep-
resents the degree of probability of 
any likelihood of occurrence. At the 
left end of the chart, there is a low oc-
currence the unit would have less than 
10 aircraft available (<25 percent). At 
the far-right end, there is a still-low-
but-somewhat-higher chance of having 
all 30 available. Each end of the curve 
represents figures that would likely 
make the assumption invalid because 
of the low likelihood of occurrence. 
Somewhere in the middle is the great-
est likelihood of occurrence.

In this case, the brigade aviation offi-
cer believes that based on current op-
erating tempo, maintenance schedule 
and crew management, there is a 
75-percent-and-higher likelihood they 
should be able to put up between 23-
28 aircraft for the mission three days 
from now. In the meantime, he recom-
mends the brigade use a planning es-
timate of 25 aircraft (peak of validity) 
for CoA development. Thereby the as-
sumption is listed as “The aviation bat-
talion will have 25 aircraft available for 

the air-assault mission.” This assump-
tion is now considered valid.

The same “bell curve” principle can be 
applied when making other assump-
tions. Example: In a situation where an 
advancing armored force is facing 
whether or not enemy forces will blow 
the bridge-crossing sites before its ar-
rival, one of its CoAs is based on cap-
turing the bridges intact, but a second 
CoA has as an assumption: “The enemy 
will blow the two Class 100 bridges 
leading into the objective area.” (In 
this case, the statement might well be 
determined during the mission-analy-
sis process since the intelligence offi-
cer developed it during intelligence 
preparation of the battlefield, but it re-
quires further exploration to deter-
mine its full impact on the unit. This 
will occur in CoA development.)

In this case, planning a river-crossing 
contingency is now necessary, and the 
check for validity is “Do we have the 
available means and resources to con-
duct a river-crossing operation without 
using the two Class 100 bridges? If so, 
what are those means and resources?” 

Figure 2. ‘Bell curve’ planning, where the horizontal axis (x) represents the number of resources available (aircraft and crews), the 
vertical axis (y) represents the likelihood of occurrence (degree of probability) and the curve represents the degree of probability of 
any likelihood of occurrence.
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The advancing armored force must 
now determine what gap-crossing as-
sets are available to its force. (Every-
thing from helicopters to secure the far 
side to rubber boats and assault float 
bridging.) The type and amount of re-
sources available will then determine 
the unit’s possible CoAs.

Using the bell-curve principle, the x 
axis would be the amount of each re-
source (helicopters, boats or bridging), 
and the y axis would be the likelihood 
of getting those assets, and how many 
of them. After coordination with the 
appropriate liaison officers, a planner 
can then determine the valid planning 
figures for CoA development. In this 
example, planners consulted with the 
appropriate liaisons and developed 
their list of valid assumptions that 
read:

•	No helicopters will be available to 
secure the far side.

•	We will have 12 eight-man rub-
ber boats.

•	We will receive operational con-
trol of a multi-role bridge compa-
ny from X Corps.

Key points
Based on this information, the staff be-
gins developing CoAs based on current 
facts and assumptions because they 
are necessary to continue planning. 
Unless the resources change, the CoA 
must be planned within the limitations 
of available resources. Any CoA using 
planning factors outside the current 
assumptions invalidates the CoA. What 
makes the assumption valid is the re-
search that planners did with outside 
units to see what the likelihood of oc-
currence would be for the force to get 
those assets.

Key points:

•	An assumption is necessary to al-
low the unit to move forward 
with planning.

•	An assumption is valid when 
some reasonable amount of re-

search has been done to deter-
mine the likelihood of its occur-
rence.

It is unlikely these assumptions would 
have been fully developed during the 
mission-analysis process, therefore 
since each CoA is different and is based 
on different assumptions, we should 
consider saving the “Facts and As-
sumptions” slide for the beginning of 
CoA development, where we would 
have uncovered more detailed and 
meaningful information.
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Figure 3. U.S. Army Reserve Soldiers of 652nd Engineer Company, located in Hammond, 
WI, remove tension in bridge bays before disconnecting them on the Arkansas River as 
part of a training event at River Assault 2011 at Fort Chaffee, AR, July 26, 2011. The ex-
ercise culminated in the construction of a floating improved ribbon bridge across the 
Arkansas River. Resources and partnerships can be trained after proper CoA develop-
ment. (U.S. Army photo by SPC Brittney Bradley, 343rd Mobile Public Affairs Detachment, 
source: http://www.dvidshub.net/image/435931/river-assault-bridge-
crossing#ixzz2mzl8jYm7)
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TACTICAL DECISION EXERCISE

ARMOR publishes tactical vignettes, or 
tactical decision exercises, to generate 
professional dialogue. Scenarios may 
seem vague and lack pertinent 
information to mimic the confusion of 
battle. There are no “right” or “wrong” 
answers. Use your doctrinal knowledge 
and educated assumptions to 
determine “What’s Your Next Move?”

Situation
You are the mechanized platoon lead-
er of 1st Platoon, Company A, 2-81 Ar-
mor (a combined-arms battalion). You 
are task-organized with two infantry 

squads in M2 Bradley 
Fighting Vehicles (BFVs) 
and two M1A2s.

The 1-502 Infantry Battal-
ion (Air Assault) is attacking north to 
destroy enemy forces vicinity Objec-
tive Chapultec and has already air-as-
saulted a rifle company in the plain 
south of Objective Chapultec. Reports 
indicate that a superior force has de-
cisively engaged the rifle company.

Your battalion’s mission: 2-81 Armor 
follow and support to assist 1-502 In-
fantry attack to destroy enemy forces 

vicinity Objective Chapultec. On order, 
attack to destroy enemy forces vicini-
ty Objective Chapultec to prevent their 
southward advance.
Your battalion commander’s intent is 
to force passage onto the plain. The 
terrain south of Missionary Ridge is 
generally rugged and undeveloped 
with thick vegetation and severe relief. 
The enemy you are f ighting is 

Tactical Vignette 14-01:
“Battle at Narrow 
Bridge”
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primarily infantry with point obstacle 
and anti-tank capabilities augmented 
with small numbers of armored vehi-
cles – a mix of T-72, BRDMs and BMPs. 
It is 2315 hours; there is a full moon. 
Your platoon advances along the bat-
talion’s left flank with the following 
task and purpose:
Task: Screen the battalion’s western 
flank.

Purpose: Enable the battalion to fol-
low and support 1-502 Infantry.

Your platoon moves parallel to a trail 
– but not on it – and you cross a dry, 
rocky gully about three to four feet 
deep and 20 meters wide without 
making contact. As you approach 
Checkpoint 67, your lead M2 BFV 
makes visual contact with what ap-
pears to be a listening/observation 
post that immediately flees northwest 
toward the Western Narrow Pass.

Your battalion is in contact to your 
east. Your best guess from listening to 

radio transmissions and monitoring 
Blue Force Tracker (BFT) is that the en-
gagement is taking place near Narrow 
Bridge. You cannot tell whether your 
battalion has negotiated the bridge, 
but you can hear explosions and as-
sume that vehicles are taking casual-
ties. From your position, you can see 
an enemy machinegun and anti-tank 
fire on the ridge to your northeast.

On the battalion command net, you 
hear the battalion S-3 directing sup-
porting fires onto enemy positions 
near the bridge. Looking at your BFT, 
the overall tactical situation is unclear, 
but it appears the battalion is attempt-
ing a right flanking movement against 
the enemy position. Except for the lis-
tening post that fled, there is no sign 
of enemy activity in your area.

What’s your next 
move?  
Decide what to do and issue your frag-
mentary order as if you were speaking 

on the radio or via BFT message. Fol-
lowing your initial FRAGO, take time 
and clearly define the problem(s) as 
you see them. Submit both your initial 
FRAGO and discussion of the problem, 
assumptions and rationale for your so-
lution to ARMOR. The author’s solu-
tion will be published in the May-June 
edition of ARMOR; select solutions 
and a more thorough discussion will 
follow in the July-August edition. Sub-
mit solutions to usarmy.benning.tra-
doc.mbx.armor-magazine@mail.mil no 
later than 30 days after this edition 
(March-April) is posted on-line.

Acronym Quick-Scan

BFT – Blue Force Tracker
BFV – Bradley Fighting Vehicle
FRAGO – fragmentary order

usarmy.benning.tradoc.mbx.armor-magazine@mail.mil
usarmy.benning.tradoc.mbx.armor-magazine@mail.mil
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Partnership at Troop Level is 
Essential Element in Joint 

Distributed Operations Dur-
ing Drawdown Transition 

from Counterinsurgency to 
Foreign Internal Defense

by MAJ Michael J. Kelly

The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan over 
the last decade – Operation Iraqi Free-
dom (OIF) and Operation Enduring 
Freedom (OEF) – have used counterin-
surgency (COIN) doctrine. Solidified at 
U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Com-
mand, first usage of COIN doctrine was 
during the surge in Iraq and then in Af-
ghanistan. However, at some point in 
operations, we must transition from 
COIN to foreign internal defense (FID); 
we do this with less success because of 
a gap in doctrine.

Please note that in this article, I speak 
from my experience in operations be-
fore COIN was implemented (OIF 2005-
06) and during COIN employment in 
the transitional drawdown to FID (OIF 
2008-09 and OEF 2012-13). My transi-
tioning experience in drawing down 
these wars came during OIF 2008-09 as 
a military-training-team (MiTT) mem-
ber combat adviser, advising an Iraqi 
army brigade in battlespace control of 
Sadr City, Baghdad, and more recently, 
as a battlespace owner (BSO) com-
manding a cavalry troop in Kandahar 
City in OEF 2012-13.

Combat advising
During OIF 2008-09, Multinational 
Forces-Iraq (MNF-I) set June 30, 2009, 
as the day U.S. forces would “be out of 
the cities,” allowing Iraqi forces to take 
the lead. Similarly, during OEF, the In-
ternational Security Assistance Force 
(ISAF) set July 1, 2012, as the official 
Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF) 

“in the lead” day.

Consequently, MNF-I went from two 
brigade combat teams in East Baghdad 
during my tour in OIF 2008-09 to two 
battalion-task-force elements with five 
brigade-level MiTTs and one division-
level MiTT. The maneuver units’ key 
task became strategic overwatch, with 
U.S. forces ready to: 1) reinforce Iraqi 
units to target insurgents and 2) enable 
Iraqi units as a quick-reaction force 
against their forces’ strategic failure. In 
essence, the task was to allow Iraqi 
forces to maintain the lead while en-
suring their success at security opera-
tions. I will not divulge the specifics of 
the conflict set in Kandahar City, but a 
similar effort is taking shape; the no-
table difference is that the ANSF is able 
to maintain the relative stability main-
tained by previous ISAF units even 
through the “fighting season.”

The U.S. Army eventually answered 
this change in tasks as it took on the 
topic of combat advisers, restructuring 
MiTTs’ role into security-force assis-
tance teams (SFATs). These redesigned 
teams are made up of more field-grade 
officers and fewer company-grade of-
ficers. SFATs were tasked with the re-
sponsibilities of advising and assisting 
the higher-echelon partnered forces 
while relying on the brigade to provide 
a security element for the team.

Another change was the SFAT’s pre-de-
ployment training. SFATs began to train 
with the deploying brigade before de-
ployment (MiTTs did not train with the 

brigade or coalition forces unit they 
would work with before deploying). 
However, both the SFAT’s and MiTT’s 
primary mission is the same (and 
therefore training should be similar): 
they are in working partnerships and 
advising roles with foreign security 
forces in the security line of effort 
(LoE).

Since our transition point to drawdown 
is a critical point in time, the questions 
I want to discuss or provoke thought 
on are:

•	Why are strong partnerships 
essential in transitioning at the 
troop- and combat-adviser level?

•	What  are  jo int  d ist r ibuted 
operations (JDOs), and how can 
partnerships and enablers “bridge 
the gap” from COIN to FID?

•	How do we transition between 
COIN and FID?

•	How does the troop or company 
commander and SFAT chief task-
organize for the mission?

•	What tasks should pre-command 
captains focus on while in the 
Maneuver Captain’s Career Course 
(MCCC) to prepare for this mission?

Definitions
Before we can discuss transitioning 
from COIN to FID, JDOs or irregular 
warfare, we have to agree on the doc-
trinal definitions of each. (Figure 1.) 
We need a basic understanding of 
terms in relevant readings that include 

A case study based on the experience of a battlespace owner in Kandahar City, Afghanistan, during Operation Enduring Free-
dom 12-13 and on combat-adviser experience in Sadr City, Baghdad, Iraq, during Operation Iraqi Freedom 08-09
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joint terminology and doctrine such as 
Joint Pamphlet (JP) 3-24. David Kilcul-
len’s “28 Articles” and David Galula’s 
analysis on insurgency and cultural in-
formation provide an understanding of 
the insurgency but also that of partner-
ship and its importance in a transition 
to drawdown.

Similarly, the human terrain is para-
mount in COIN success in that the in-
digenous population must trust the co-
alition forces as well as the host-nation 
forces more than they trust the insur-
gency. As these concepts are not hard 
to comprehend, most barriers to im-
plementing a successful campaign 
through transition are commanders or 
combat advisers who are unwilling to 
take the necessary steps to ensure a 
strong partnership at their level. Part-
nership is the quintessential element 
that enables the BSO or combat advis-
er to transition the host nation into the 
lead.

Questions/
discussion
Why are excellent partnerships essen-
tial in transitioning to drawdown for 
company/troop teams and combat ad-
visers?

Before a host nation is able to lead se-
curity operations, the higher command 
(battalion and above) must facilitate 
the host nation’s ability to take the 
lead. Previously, when brigades and di-
visions deployed in the war on terror-
ism to OEF or OIF, they prepared for 
their specific mission(s) in a specific al-
lotment of time – the unit’s endstate 
did not envision the war’s endstate 
and thus the eventual handover of se-
curity and all other LoEs to the host na-
tion. This shortsighted viewpoint led to 
weak or non-existent partnerships be-
tween host-nation forces and BSOs 
and/or combat advisers. Intuitively, 
success for the host nation is para-
mount. When the BSOs’ primary con-
cern was that of their own statistics, or 
tasks associated with securing them-
selves, host-nation forces were unpre-
pared for the demands of combat once 
transitioned to the lead.

Much of the effort to enable our host-
nation partners rests on the personali-
ties of the BSO commanders and com-
bat-adviser teams (MiTT or SFAT) in a 
unity of effort across the operational 

environment (OE). If commanders or 
combat advisers are not willing or able 
to make the partnership work with the 
host nation, the next unit will have to 
fix it, leaving the deployment with an 
endstate of failure. Granted, as a BSO 
there are many tactical gains achiev-
able on our own without enabling the 
host nation and, for some BSOs, that is 
their only reward. However, what is 
the point of losing blood and treasure 
on these tactical gains if the gains are 
not sustainable and transferable?

In this state of transition, commanders 
and platoon leaders must carefully 
match as partners to our foreign coun-
terparts. Otherwise, they can easily de-
teriorate what may have been a strong 
partnership if they do not have the 
right adviser-like qualities. (Figure 3.) 
Commanders must embrace these 
qualities since the transitioning-phase 
BSOs will provide overwatch and work 
closely with the host-nation forces. 
Also, depending on the number of 

partners and the OE’s size, operational 
gains can be multiplied by working to-
gether and dividing security tasks with 
the host nation.

When you start working with a new 
partner, you must complete a certain 
amount of reconnaissance to assess 
your partner’s capabilities. Once you 
determine strengths and weaknesses, 
you can make a training plan to help 
improve their weaknesses and initiate 
a planning effort to take advantage of 
their strengths. An example would be 
a host-nation police unit that is excel-
lent at checkpoint operations but lacks 
tactical knowledge on conducting dis-
mounted patrols in an urban environ-
ment. A simple patrolling class can be 
assembled to help the host-nation po-
lice develop their dismounted patrol-
ling techniques while a sizable amount 
of the partnered force maintains 
checkpoint operations.

Equally, the higher command must en-
sure similar units are partnered – for 

Definitions
Counterinsurgency: Comprehensive civilian and military efforts taken to de-
feat an insurgency and address any core grievances. (U.S. Joint Forces Com-
mand Draft Concept 3-24, 2009)

Distributed operations: Operations characterized by forces widely dispersed 
in multiple domains throughout an operational area, often beyond mutually 
supporting range and operating independently of one another because of dis-
tance, differing missions and capabilities, but supported by a variety of nonor-
ganic capabilities. The critical distinction between distributed operations and 
joint distributed operations is the level and responsiveness of external support 
to the distributed units. (U.S. Joint Forces Command Draft Concept 3-24, 2009)

Foreign internal defense: Participation by civilian and military agencies of a 
government in any of the action programs taken by another government or 
other designated organization to free and protect its society from subversion, 
lawlessness and insurgency. (Joint Publication 1-02, 2009)

Insurgency: The organized use of subversion and violence by a group or move-
ment that seeks to overthrow or force change of a governing authority. Insur-
gency can also refer to the group itself. (U.S. Joint Forces Command Draft Con-
cept 3-24, 2009)

Irregular warfare: A violent struggle among state and non-state actors for le-
gitimacy and influence over the relevant populations. Irregular warfare favors 
indirect and asymmetric approaches, though it may employ the full range of 
military and other capabilities, to erode an adversary’s power, influence and 
will. (Joint Publication 1-02, 2009) 

Operational environment: A composite of the conditions, circumstances and 
influences that affect the employment of capabilities and bear on the decisions 
of the commander. In other words, the operational environment is everything, 
everybody and every event around you. (Joint Publication 1-02, 2009)

Figure 1. Doctrinal definitions.
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instance, partnering a military-police 
unit with an Afghan police unit and an 
infantry company or cavalry troop with 
an Afghan National Army unit. A struc-
ture such as this will prevent maneu-
ver units from conducting maneuver 
operations with a police unit, for which 
the police unit would not be prepared 
or equipped.
Another example would be that of po-
lice units who use warrant-based op-
erations, whereas our military-intelli-
gence cells do not – instead they use 
targeting to interrogate suspects. Un-
familiar with military-intelligence tac-
tics, the partnered police units may be 
hesitant to detain someone without 
actual evidence that uses the rule-of-
law process they are trying to follow. 

Ensuring we leave the host nation with 
sustainable gains entails that we con-
tinue to facilitate our partners’ educa-
tion and training.
Certainly, participating in joint patrols 
with your partners builds trust in the 
relationship that both units are willing 
to maneuver through the same danger-
ous areas together. However, there are 
pitfalls in only performing joint patrols, 
as the perception that we are untrust-
ing of or unwilling to allow our part-
ners to take the lead may solicit host-
nation resentment of us. Therefore, it 
is important that host-nation forces are 
planning and leading patrols. This 
demonstrates that you will follow their 
lead and will build your “wasta” with 
your partners. Therefore, our forces 

must not just “show up” for the mis-
sion; although other forces’ pre-mis-
sion planning is less deliberate than 
our troop-leading procedures or mili-
tary decision-making process, one 
must remember it is their mission to 
lead and our role to support as neces-
sary.
Empowering the host nation to con-
duct missions means relinquishing con-
trol but respectfully continuing to give 
advice. Using degrading tones and in-
sults – especially in front of subordi-
nates – or any other demeaning man-
agement style in a partnership will 
never work in this effort and simply 
works against the endstate. I have per-
sonally witnessed these negative types 
of partner relationships by BSOs and 
combat advisers, and they certainly do 
nothing to help either party – and 
probably lead to negative green-on-
blue instances (or vice versa). In light 
of the current situation, another ad-
vantage of a strong partnership is the 
likelihood it will decrease green-on-
blue incidents; a close partner would 
not allow this to happen.
Ultimately, having strong partnerships 
works toward the ultimate endstate of 
the host nation’s full control, but for 
that to happen, the host nation must 
take the lead. A unity of effort of all 
BSOs and combat advisers must con-
stantly be working toward that goal.
How do we transition between COIN 
and FID?
The widespread use of COIN doctrine 
as a U.S. military effort has only come 
about during the war on terrorism, al-
though it certainly existed before that. 
One of the major differences between 
COIN and FID is that military power in 
COIN involves the use of many conven-
tional forces, whereas FID relies most-
ly on a small conventional force and 
Special Forces or “other governmental 
agency” (OGA) capability. Both include 
an array of OGAs’ involvement, but as 
with the military in COIN, the Depart-
ment of State (DoS) and U.S. Agency 
for International Development (USAID) 
package is much larger during a COIN 
effort. With both OEF and OIF, a large 
portion of the international communi-
ty was involved, helping along all LoEs; 
this adds to the host nation’s credibil-
ity.

In both OIF and OEF, COIN involved a 

Figure 2. U.S. Soldiers of the attached military-police platoon share an Eid meal with 
ANSF soldiers at PSS 7 in Kandahar City before ISAF disembedded.

Recommended adviser traits
Army

•	 Courage
•	 Commitment
•	 Candor
•	 Competence

Officer evaluation report (ones in bold hold primacy)
•	 Attributes: mental, physical, emotional
•	 Skills (competence): conceptual, interpersonal, technical
•	 Actions (leadership): communicating, decision-making, motivating, plan-

ning, executing, assessing, developing, building, learning

The Noncommissioned Officer Evaluation Report is not currently 
formatted for easy identification of adviser traits in prospective candi-
dates.  The same traits apply to all advisers, rank immaterial. 

Combat experience when possible.  It brings instant credibility 
among the advised forces.

Figure 3.  Recommended adviser traits.
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surge of forces, with focus on the se-
curity LoE, which gave the host nation 
the capacity to train an armed force to 
assume the security LoE once the surge 
was complete. Working in concert dur-
ing the surge, we focused on the gov-
ernance and economic LoEs as well, 
with the stabilizer being security. An-
other major difference in FID is that 
the host-nation government is mostly 
in control, and the level of subversion 
is less, so that a smaller element can 
help with the problem. Unfortunately, 
as seen in both OEF and OIF, a com-
plete revamp of all governance – re-
building these countries from the 
ground up – was necessary.
The rationale in transitioning from 
COIN to FID is the premise that the 
host nation – with some assistance 
from the supporting coalition – is 
strong enough to maintain control and 
the lead on all LoEs (governance, secu-
rity, economics). The ability to do this 
is created by a surge of forces that en-
able the host nation to build capacity. 
Moreover, this capacity created by the 
surge of conventional forces is where 
many of the governance and economic 
LoEs are able to expand their influ-
ence.
Correspondingly, the surge presents an 
opportunity for the coalition and local 
populace to build an enduring relation-
ship built on trust. The host nation’s 
people must believe that coalition 

forces are trustworthy and will protect 
them from insurgent retribution. The 
host nation must recognize that when 
coalition forces hand over responsibil-
ities, ensuring its local populace is pro-
tected from insurgent activities must 
remain the highest priority – if this 
happens, trust is created and subse-
quently strengthened between host-
nation and coalition forces. Unfortu-
nately, there have been a few instanc-
es where individuals or small groups of 
service members have created doubt 
as to what our priorities are as por-
trayed in the media.
In the big picture, to move into the FID 
role, a capable governmental, econom-
ic and secure state that has the peo-
ple’s trust must be in place. Once ca-
pable-government capacity is reached, 
partnerships can be passed from the 
bottom up, starting at the company/
troop level through combat advisers to 
eventually draw down coalition ground 
forces to let host-nation forces begin 
to lead.
With these drawdowns comes a mas-
sive supply exodus of equipment out 
of theater. Since the coalition gover-
nance, Special Operations, intelligence 
and combat-adviser elements are al-
ready operating in theater during 
COIN, there is no need to push more 
assets into theater, as they are already 
there. Simply put, removing larger con-
ventional forces accelerates a FID op-

eration if stable conditions for host na-
tions are set.

What are JDOs, and how can partner-
ships and enablers “bridge the gap” 
from COIN to FID?
For the first time in military history, the 
conventional military has adapted 
largely over the last decade to using 
more enablers in operations. Previous-
ly, preparing units for war meant most 
units had very little in the way of en-
ablers at company or troop level – or 
even at the battalion level. For in-
stance, it was unprecedented that at 
the troop, company or battalion level, 
the unit became involved in LoEs such 
as the influence of governance or eco-
nomics. Before deployment, units were 
allocated with the necessary equip-
ment to complete the tactical tasks 
they were assigned.
In addition, we had to enable units to 
fight along all LoEs, and much of this 
was not kinetic fighting. Progression 
was necessary not only in security but 
also in the economic and governance 
LoEs. Fortunately, JDO allows the 
smallest command element to fight 
across all LoEs. A company or troop in 
a JDO has added enablers normally 
used at the battalion level or higher to 
facilitate the unit in fighting along all 
LoEs.

The station a JDO must occupy requires 
that the company or troop element 

Figure 4. Security cooperation, security assistance and FID.
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must be physically located away from 
the battalion headquarters. Seen in 
both OIF and OEF with the implemen-
tation of COIN were the use of an array 
of platoon- or company-level combat 
outposts (COPs) – i.e., joint-security 
station or personnel-security support 
(PSS), depending on the operation. In 
essence, COPs allowed company- or 
troop-sized elements or smaller to op-
erate in and among the people thereby 
providing security in an area, whereas 
prior to COIN doctrine, units would 
“drive to work.”
In my last deployment as a combat ad-
viser, I worked with Company A, 2-5 
Cavalry, in Sadr City, who had more en-
ablers in the JDO than any other JDO 
I’ve personally witnessed. The level of 
priority and the foreseeable impact 
that success in Sadr City would have on 
the war were the reasons that enablers 
were added to this specific OE. The 
JDO to which I am referring was a COP 
near Sadr City that included an infan-
try company, MiTT, provincial recon-
struction team (PRT) (DoS or USAID), 
civil-affairs (CA) team (CAT), tactical 
psychological-operations team (TPT), 
human-intelligence control team 
(HCT), aerostat (balloon with camera) 
and multifunctional team (MFT) (sig-
nals intelligence), who worked togeth-
er along all LoEs to transition to a 
drawdown of coalition forces and to 
enable Iraqi forces. Likewise, this com-
pany regularly supported Special Forc-
es missions in the OE that conducted 
targeted kinetic raids with Iraqi forces. 
Subsequently, Company A was the 
main effort for MNF-I during this tour 
to OIF and was the premier example of 
what JDOs can accomplish.
For instance, in East Baghdad in Janu-
ary 2009, there were two brigades that 
decreased to two battalions by July 
2009; more enablers were added to 
the company to help maintain the cov-
erage of intelligence assets and to en-
able host-nation partners. Eventually 
during a drawdown, the sharing of in-
telligence assets must occur, but there 
is a very delicate balance of what intel-
ligence assets we are able to share 
with our host-nation partners to en-
able them to assume the lead as we 
slowly decrease our operations. As the 
transition initially starts, coalition forc-
es sharing enablers – combined with 
the human intelligence our host-nation 

forces have – many times will yield ini-
tial tactical-level victories, as the ene-
my never expects when the host nation 
will gain these advantages.
When most units  prepare for 
deployment, they do not train with this 
variety of enablers at the company/
troop level. Most will only see a select 
few of these during a deployment. 
Since the employment of COIN 
doctrine, most units have a company 
intelligence-support team (COIST), 
who works to provide intelligence 
information up and down the chain of 
command as well as left and right to 

other company-/troop-level elements 
around the batt lespace.  Pre-
deployment training at combat training 
centers (CTCs) conducted at brigade-
and-below mostly focuses on the 
maneuver unit’s ability to shoot, move 
and communicate. There is not enough 
focus on a unit’s ability to master the 
art of COIN with joint-enabler assets in 
the JDO. Unless there is prior 
experience within the JDO, learning to 
operate in the JDO will usually be 
conducted in combat. Some of these 
enablers are rare, so the military is 
unable to train with these elements 

Figure 5. A joint patrol enables Afghan police with mine detectors. Enablers include the 
Explosive Ordnance Detachment (EOD), a working dog and HCT.

Figure 6. U.S. Soldiers go over the route with their Afghan partners on a ‘transforma-
tive application.’
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before deployment; a large step in the 
right direction is with SFATs and their 
rotation to CTCs with conventional 
units.

One large difference between embed-
ding assets from OIF to OEF is that 
PRTs, CA and TPT were not embedded 
in parts of OEF, whereas in OIF they 
were almost always embedded. Em-
bedding these enablers is a key step to 
improving along the governance and 
economic LoEs because it 1) allows the 
PRT to see the problem sets from the 
closest battlespace and 2) allows the 
team or enabler to get the common 
operating picture. Embedding enablers 
at the lowest levels follows COIN guid-
ance from JP 3-24 (DoD follows this, 
but DoS and USAID do not), so one 
must ask the question: in COIN-like 
wars, should DoS and USAID have to 
follow certain DoD joint doctrine when 
it comes to embedding to improve uni-
ty of effort? COIN was more efficient 
in OIF than OEF from the PRT perspec-
tive simply because PRTs were embed-
ded. This does not only apply to PRTs 
in OEF but enablers as a whole. While 
OEF is still a JDO, it is more degraded 
because of the lack of enabler distribu-
tion to lower-level maneuver units, 
even in key terrain areas.

Joint patrols with partners is one area 
in which joint enablers can demon-
strate to our host-nation partners the 
advantages of what our enablers bring 
to their forces. These enablers help im-
prove survivability and, as research 
suggests, allow us to defeat the enemy. 
Furthermore, enablers can be request-
ed by all units maneuvering the bat-
tlespace, but are ever-changing with 
the enemy’s changing tactics. For ex-
ample, since the war on terrorism be-
gan, we have gone from using the stan-
dard unarmored humvee to upgraded 
mine-resistant, ambush-protected ve-
hicles. In addition, enablers can in-
clude unmanned aerial vehicles, mine 
detectors, air-weapons teams, MFTs, 
HCTs, EOD, route-clearance teams 
(RCTs), intelligence-surveillance-recon-
naissance, TPTs, CATs, Special Opera-
tions forces and more.

How does the troop/company com-
mander and SFAT chief task-organize 
for the mission?

Task-organiz ing  for  drawdown 

transition is a phase where the 
guidance from higher can be somewhat 
murky (at best). There is little doctrine 
to go by, and where there is doctrine, 
it is limited. Field Manual 3-07.1, The 
Modular Brigade Augmented for 
Security Force Assistance, provides the 
best way forward on how this should 
work, despite the manual’s limited 
details. Ultimately, it is the brigade 
commander’s decision on how to task-
organize units. Figure 7 shows a 
company element under operational 
control (OPCON) to the transition 
team.

There are a couple of different ways to 
task-organize for the mission to a com-
pany element: OPCON, tactical control 
(TACON) or direct support to the SFAT 
or MiTT. I have seen all three types of 
control, and all can work. In some cas-
es, the SFAT chief is the BSO over a 
task-force-like scenario. In my case, the 
SFAT chief served as the ad hoc battal-
ion commander and is the O-5 level of 
clearance for all units a normal battal-
ion commander would serve. In any sit-
uation, there is always push-and-pull 
from the SFAT chief’s roles and respon-
sibilities to the company or troop 
through the normal battalion chain of 
command.

As a troop or company going into this 
mission, you will either be tasked with 

direct support, OPCON or TACON, or 
will be responsible to an adviser chief 
who partners at the next level above 
the company or troop. In any case, 
there is limited training where a com-
pany or troop can prepare for these 
scenarios, and these command rela-
tionships are not developed until de-
ployment despite the SFAT’s arrival at 
units before CTC rotations and deploy-
ment.
What tasks should pre-command cap-
tains focus on while in MCCC to pre-
pare for this mission?
There is very little instruction dedicat-
ed in MCCC to the actual transition 
phase of a COIN effort. The company-
level operations-order phase that fo-
cuses on COIN is much more involved 
in tactical maneuver than in the subtle-
ties of advising foreign forces. Howev-
er, for a company or troop that will be 
OPCON, TACON or direct-support to an 
SFAT, one can think about a few com-
mon tasks.

One of your platoon elements will be 
dedicated as a security force to the 
SFAT, and that will take away a platoon 
of combat power, or roughly 15 Sol-
diers at minimum. When you deploy, 
your company or troop will still have to 
occupy the tactical infrastructures for 
force protection or base defense, and 
this will most assuredly deplete 

MTT

MTT

OPCON

COIST

Legend

Command and  
control and support

Coordination

Figure 7. A company element under OPCON to a military transition team.
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combat power. What is left after that 
is usually what the company or troop 
has to conduct actual partnered pa-
trols and missions.

In addition to being tactically profi-
cient at cordon and search, clearance 
operations, tactical checkpoints and air 
assault, it is also good to be proficient 
at key-leader engagements, shuras, ne-
gotiating and even being prepared to 
run a training course on our “shoot, 
move, communicate” task to host-na-
tion forces. During a drawdown, as dis-
cussed earlier, there most likely will be 
more enablers accessible to the com-
pany or troop than in other situations. 
However, one cannot guarantee this; 
thus it is always prudent to obtain as 
much information before deployment 
on the capabilities and limitations of 
joint enablers so they can be more ef-
ficiently used. For instance, having the 
company or troop go through cultural-
awareness training for the area of de-
ployment will also make a well-trained 
team that can appreciate the local 
populace’s customs and norms.

Lastly, during a transition to draw-
down, the only way to gain trust with 
the local populace and partnership 
with security forces is to maintain the 
moral high ground. If there is a hint of 
corruption detected by either entity, 
trust will be lost.

Conclusion
OIF and OEF have both followed the 
same general COIN template during 
the war on terrorism; through technol-
ogy, we have been able to record the 
data points for both of them more ac-
curately than for previous wars. Part-
nership at all levels, with unity along 
all LoEs, is the key factor to moving the 
transition of COIN forward to FID. How-
ever, there is still a large doctrine gap 
in what is expected of company or 
troop elements, particularly when 
working under an SFAT chief and in 
training that would best enable a troop 
or company commander to be success-
ful during a transition to drawdown.

Joint enablers allow higher-level com-
mands to remain as involved during a 
transition to drawdown as they were 
before the decrease in units. Joint en-
ablers also allow company or troop el-
ements to continue to push momen-
tum forward across economic, gover-

nance and security LoEs while a transi-
tion to drawdown is taking place.

Moreover, at no other point in a war is 
restraint as important as during the 
drawdown. It is especially important to 
let the host nation carry the fight in an 
overwatch status to assess its effec-
tiveness. Maneuver commanders must 
restrain themselves from going out and 
initiating conflicts while championing 
their counterpart’s lead role during the 
battle. The U.S. maneuver commander 
must ignore his basic instinct to fight if 
an opportunity presents itself; instead, 
he must somewhat assume a backseat-
view understanding – to leave a thriv-
ing security force, it is imperative to let 
the host nation lead the fight before 
our exit and transition to FID.

If more commanders knew the impor-
tance of how to employ JDOs and how 
important their partnerships with their 
host-nation counterparts are, the more 
successful they would be in conducting 
a transition from COIN operations to 
FID during a drawdown.
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Tagging, Tracking and Locating:
Intelligence-Gathering in Support of Army 2020
by LTC Eric Lowry

As the Army continues to define the 
structure and doctrine of Army 2020, 
lessons-learned from 13 years of war 
in Iraq and Afghanistan — and apply-
ing these lessons to wide-area security, 
stability and combined-arms maneuver 
operations — have become a corner-
stone of building that Army. The coun-
terinsurgency (COIN) environment gen-
erated new processes and programs 
across the doctrine, organization, 
training, materiel, leader develop-
ment, personnel and facilities (DOT-
MLPF) domains. Intelligence-gathering 
is no exception; the insurgent / coun-
terinsurgent environment drove the 
need for audiovisual, tagging, tracking 
and locating (TTL) capabilities. These 
capabilities provided the combat com-
mander with the ability to pinpoint 
and remove hostile forces embedded 
in civilian populations while reducing 
collateral damage and building a net-
work of information addressing all as-
pects of the COIN fight.

One of the materiel solutions that has 
provided commanders with those ex-
act capabilities is the Close-Access Tar-
get Reconnaissance (CATR) system. 
CATR is an assembled kit of technical 
audio and visual surveillance equip-
ment as well as electronic TTL devices 
that has been used with great success 
within the Department of Defense 
communities to gather information in 
support of COIN operations. Although 
this capability was developed in sup-
port of the COIN environment, it has 
applicability to conventional warfare in 
the arena of reconnaissance forma-
tions.

CATR influences the fight in that it al-
lows the commander and his staff to 
continuously monitor targets and 
named areas of interest in the opera-
tional environment, assess that envi-
ronment and evaluate the threat. CATR 
is capable of employment and moni-
toring with minimal impact to the Sol-
dier’s workload. Once employed, there 
is no requirement for Soldiers to re-
main on the battlefield until recovery 

of the equipment is required. Some 
CATR equipment can be monitored 
from friendly unit locations, while oth-
er pieces of equipment must be recov-
ered and evaluated. Previously CATR 
had been issued to battlefield surveil-
lance brigades (BfSB) and brigade com-
bat teams (BCT), but it now has the 
flexibility to provide various capabili-
ties tailored to subordinate echelons 
and their collection requirements. Sub-
components can be used by command-
ers / leaders or can be emplaced, mon-
itored or operated by specially desig-
nated and trained Soldiers.

What is CATR?
CATR is a unique technical reconnais-
sance capability that enables com-
manders and subordinate leaders to 
gather information on predominantly 
asymmetric threats operating across a 
wide range of military operations and 
act in a timely and decisive manner to 
defeat the enemy threat. It is an inte-
grated set of devices, kits, software, 
support equipment and training that 

provides the warfighter a technical re-
connaissance, surveillance and infor-
mation-collection capability that has 
demonstrated its effectiveness during 
recent combat operations. The pro-
gram addresses the evolutionary 
changes to technology while support-
ing force-protection requirements, and 
it augments existing all-source intelli-
gence analysis and targeting programs. 
It enhances information collected from 
TTL operations to be integrated into a 
unit’s intelligence collection, mission 
planning and targeting cycles.

The CATR program covers two primary 
capabilities. First is the use of TTL 
equipment to geolocate a position on 
the ground through global positioning 
with either real-time devices observed 
through the network or loggers that 
can be emplaced and then download-
ed at a later time by retrieving or gain-
ing proximity to their location. The sec-
ond aspect of the program involves the 
use of technical, audio, visual and sur-
veillance (TAVS) equipment to record 

Figure 1. A Soldier from 525th BfSB works during the basic electronics portion of NET. 
(Photo by Derek Larson)
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either audio or video using small, high-
quality recorders. The TTL and TAVS 
equipment consists of devices that can 
be tailored to suit a variety of recon-
naissance, surveillance and informa-
tion-collection missions. The items in 
the set can be employed using stan-
dard batteries, fabricated battery 
packs or external alternating current / 
direct current  power. Also, the CATR 
set includes an installation kit and ba-
sic electronics kit used for installation 
and fabrication to meet unit mission 
requirements.
During employment, the CATR set uses 
a government system called Keymaker, 
which is composed of a network ad-
ministration server called “Unitrac” 
and a mapping visualization tool with 
analyst tools built in called “Raptor X.” 
This system enhances the command-
er ’s common operational picture 
through a tactical unit’s ability to use 
the robust data-sharing architecture 
and a common graphical user inter-
face. This allows the operator to 

conduct long-term/fused analysis of 
TTL data. These devices give the com-
mander an enhanced force-protection 
capability when conducting operations 
in a variety of environments.

History
An operational-needs statement was 
submitted and approved in 2005 to 
provide units with TTL capability. The 
Joint Improvised Explosive Device De-
feat Organization took the lead in de-
veloping a kit made up of commercial-
off-the-shelf equipment that fit the 
identified requirement. Since then, the 
capabilities of the CATR system have 
increased as technology has matured. 
CATR was used successfully within the 
conventional force communities, giv-
ing commanders TTL capabilities en-
hanced with audio- and video-record-
ing options. As the conflicts in Iraq and 
Afghanistan matured, organizations 
used the CATR capabilities to build an 
intelligence database populated with 
viable targets, which in turn allowed 

combat commanders to develop target 
packages and direct resources to max-
imize success with decisive results.

Current kits
The current CATR kits consist of sever-
al types of audio- and video-recording 
devices and TTL equipment. This gives 
the user several types of employment 
options that are useful in different 
technological mediums, depending on 
the host environment’s technology in-
frastructure. There is enough of each 
type of equipment to support informa-
tion-gathering on multiple targets si-
multaneously.

Current training
The current CATR training program 
relies primarily on contracted field 
service representatives (FSRs) and 
contracted trainers provided by the 
Program Manager (PM)-Military 
Departments. New-equipment training 
(NET) mobile training teams (MTT) 
currently go to a deploying unit’s 

Figure 2. A Soldier from 525th BfSB lays out a CATR system. (Photo by Derek Larson)
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desired training location to conduct an 
extensive 20-day CATR training course 
designed to bring members of the unit 
up to a level of expertise that will allow 
them to successfully employ the TTL 
and TAVS surveillance equipment. This 
course is not military-occupational-
specialty specific.

Students learn basic electronics that 
includes identification of appropriate 
electronic formulas, calculations and 
how to build power supplies. Students 
also learn camouflage and fabrication 
techniques. Unit members learn target 
reconnaissance, which teaches them 
how to place devices to enhance infor-
mation-collection efforts in support of 
the commander’s priority intelligence 
requirements. Students learn how to 
retrieve the information and, most im-
portantly, how to analyze the data 
gathered to inform the operational 
commander of enemy activity in a 
unit’s area of operation.

Upon completion of NET, the unit signs 
for the CATR equipment (about three 
wooden pallets). All this follows final 
equipment operations testing, which is 
conducted throughout the duration of 
that 20-day training course as it is be-
ing used. Any equipment identified as 
unserviceable during this training is re-
placed right away.

Currently, FSRs are at the Maneuver 
Center of Excellence (MCoE); the Intel-
ligence Center of Excellence; certain 
divisions; both the National Training 
Center (NTC) and the Joint Readiness 
Training Center (JRTC); and all current 
BfSB locations. These FSRs provide 
command and staff CATR education, 
CATR sustainment training, mainte-
nance of equipment, evaluation of the 
unit’s CATR readiness, software diag-
nostics and deconfliction, and assis-
tance in developing realistic training 
scenarios to exercise the capability. In-
ternal to the MCoE, CATR information 
briefings began in mid-2012 as part of 
the Maneuver Captain’s Career Course, 
Army Reconnaissance Course and Ma-
neuver Senior Leader’s Course, with 
the potential for more detailed and 
hands-on training opportunities for 
CATR in the future.

Program of record
The success of the CATR system and 
the need for precise intelligence-gath-
ering has prompted the Department of 

the Army (DA) to transition the system 
from a Capabilities Developed for Rap-
id Transition-14 acquisition program 
candidate to become an actual Army 
program of record. That decision was 
made by the Army’s vice chief of staff 
in June 2012.

The Army G-8 decided to place the 
CATR project under the Program Exec-
utive Office (PEO) for Intelligence and 
Electronic Warfare Systems, to be man-
aged by PM-Ground Sensors. PM-
Ground Sensors — working in concert 
with the MCoE, U.S. Army Training and 
Doctrine Command (TRADOC), U.S. 
Army Forces Command (FORSCOM) 
and the other Army centers of excel-
lence — has developed and submitted 
supporting production documentation 
to support CATR’s competition for fu-
ture Army funding. This plan will allow 
fielding of the CATR system to every 
BCT in the Army at a rate of eight to 10 
brigades a year. An initial fielding time-
line to the first units is still to be deter-
mined at this time.

Future kit design
The current CATR funding and fielding 
plan calls for a base kit designed to 
train units on use of the TTL and TAVS 
components. A more robust kit will be 
issued if a unit is designated for de-
ployment. This more enhanced kit will 
be made up of the same equipment 
that makes up the base kit but will con-
sist of more of each type of TTL and 
TAVS devices. If a unit is required to de-
ploy in support of combat operations, 
it will receive its equipment prior to 
departure, or the unit will draw its 
equipment once in theater. The unit 
will receive more of each type of 
equipment, allowing a greater capabil-
ity to gather information.

As initial and subsequent fielding takes 
place, only in certain instances will a 
unit receive enhanced kits made up of 
equipment not in its base kit. As tech-
nology matures, PM-Ground Sensors 
will purchase and field new compo-
nents to the base kits. This process 
may lead to units deploying with en-
hanced kits containing equipment the 
unit has not seen before. In these in-
stances, units will receive modified 
NET to ensure the unit is proficient in 
using its new devices.

Future training
The future training plan and cost con-
straints will necessitate the termina-
tion of the FSRs except at combat train-
ing centers. Brigades will be required 
to designate a unit CATR subject-mat-
ter expert (SME), who will receive 
training at designated locations. Funds 
for this training will come from the PM 
and not from unit training dollars. This 
training will be coordinated to end and 
coincide with the NET process that will 
take place when a brigade is fielded its 
CATR system. The new brigade SME will 
assist the CATR MTT with the equip-
ment fielding and with supporting the 
NET training courses. Once NET is com-
plete, the brigade SME will coordinate 
to conduct sustainment training in con-
junction with the brigade’s established 
training plans.

Institutional training for the CATR sys-
tem will also be vital to the program’s 
success. As the proponent for CATR, 
the MCoE is looking to the future of 
CATR training. The goal is to develop 
and fund CATR training at Fort Ben-
ning, GA, to enhance the capabilities 
of units that will deploy with and use 
the TTL and TAVS capabilities the sys-
tem will provide. The MCoE has al-
ready taken the first steps in this pro-
cess and will work to develop a skill 
identifier not only for future CATR 
training recipients but also for those 
Soldiers who have trained on the sys-
tem previously and have supported 
combat operations in Iraq and Afghan-
istan.

Ten years of war in the Middle East 
fighting an enemy that can blend into 
the population have demonstrated the 
need for a more thorough ability to 
find and positively identify that enemy. 
The identification and destruction of 
enemy support networks, capabilities 
and removing the enemy threat while 
successfully building positive relation-
ships with local populations are vital 
aspects that support the Army of 2020. 
Unmanned aerial systems, communi-
cations-network advances and advanc-
es in technology are examples of the 
continuing strides forward that will al-
low U.S. and coalition partners to iden-
tify and target that enemy more effec-
tively. The CATR system and its proven 
effectiveness falls into this category, 
and the capabilities the platform brings 
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to current and future battlefields will 
enhance the Army’s combat effective-
ness in both current and future opera-
tions.

Organizations or personnel desiring 
more information about CATR are en-
couraged to contact the TRADOC Capa-
bility Manager (TCM)-Armored Brigade 
Combat Team (ABCT) / Reconnaissance 
at the MCoE. Contact information can 
be found on the MCoE Website at 
www.benning.army.mil/mcoe.

LTC Eric Lowry serves as team chief of 
TCM-Reconnaissance in the MCoE’s Ca-
pabilities Development and Integration 
Directorate. His past duty assignments 
include transition team chief, Task 
Force 1/15 Infantry, 3rd BCT, 3rd Infantry 
Division, Diwaniyah, Iraq; staff syn-
chronization officer, Abrams Main Bat-
tle Tank, Department of the Army G-8, 
Pentagon; operations officer, Area Sup-
port Group-Kuwait, Camp Arifjan, Ku-
wait; and commander, C Company, 
2/70th Armor Regiment, Fort Riley, KS. 
His military schooling includes Armor 
Officer’s Basic Course, Armor Officer’s 
Advanced Course and Combined Arms 
and Services Staff School. LTC Lowry 
holds a bachelor’s of science degree 
from North Georgia College in political 
science.

ABCT – armored brigade 
combat team
BCT – brigade combat team
BfSB – battlefield surveillance 
brigade
CATR – Close-Access Target 
Reconnaissance
COIN – counterinsurgency
DA – Department of the Army
DOTMLPF – doctrine, 
organization, training, materiel, 
leader development, personnel 
and facilities
FORSCOM – (U.S. Army) Forces 
Command
FSR – field service 
representative
JRTC – Joint Readiness Training 
Center
MCoE – Maneuver Center of 
Excellence

Acronym Quick-Scan

TCM-ABCT / Recon serves as TRADOC’s centralized manager for all activities 
related to the ABCT, BfSB and all supporting reconnaissance formations. The 
office serves as the ABCT / Recon Soldier’s user representative to PEO- Ground 
Systems, PM-ABCT, DA, TRADOC and MCoE. In the past year, TCM-ABCT / Re-
con has completed trend analysis from five decisive-action training environ-
ment rotations at NTC/JRTC, seven unit visit/umbrella week data-collection ef-
forts and multiple leader-engagement sessions with ABCT / Recon officer and 
noncommissioned-offer leaders attending training at Fort Benning to develop 
an observations, insights and lessons (OIL)-based DOTMLPF integrated action 
plan. Since 2010, TCM-ABCT / Recon has conducted 31 unit visits to identify 
trends and assist the Army in improving ABCT capabilities.

MTT – mobile training team
NET – new-equipment training
NTC – National Training Center
PEO – program executive office
PM – program manager
SME – subject-matter expert
TAVS – technical, audio, visual 
and surveillance
TCM – TRADOC capabilities 
manager
TRADOC – (U.S. Army) Training 
and Doctrine Command
TTL – tagging, tracking and 
locating

www.benning.army.mil/mcoe
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Global Positioning System 
and the Maneuver Soldier

by CPT Jerry V. Drew II

Throughout the last decade of contin-
uous conflict, our armed forces have 
become increasingly dependent on 
space-based systems. Services like 
space-based missile warning, satellite 
imagery and the worldwide relay of 
communications — much to the credit 
of operational service-support person-
nel — have remained largely transpar-
ent to Soldiers at the tactical level. We 
are confident that the “giant voice” will 
alert us to an incoming missile; that 
Force XXI Battle Command Brigade-
and-Below (FBCB2) data will be with us 
on the move; and that relevant imag-
ery will be available when requested.

We often lose sight of the source of 
these services, and in doing so, we 
cheat ourselves of an opportunity to 
leverage a deeper understanding of 
them. In the current fight, space ser-
vices have remained largely uncontest-
ed, but because our adversaries are 
becoming increasingly capable of field-
ing their own space systems while at-
tempting to deny us the use of ours, a 
functional understanding of space-
based systems is more necessary than 
ever. Despite this reality, Soldiers, offi-
cers and staffs at all levels are often 
not aware of how to leverage space 

systems and Army space professionals 
to the maximum benefit of their units.

Although space-based systems and the 
individuals trained to exploit their ca-
pabilities provide diverse services such 
as those discussed in the preceding 
paragraphs, the one space-based sys-
tem that is most vital to the maneuver 
Soldier is the Global Positioning Sys-
tem (GPS). It is the constellation of GPS 
satellites that provides a Defense Ad-
vanced GPS Receiver’s (DAGR) posi-
tional data, enables navigation through 
the FBCB2 and provides a time source 
for radio encryption. These devices are 
so common and they work so well that 
we often take position, navigation and 
timing (PNT) services for granted. Sol-
diers rarely, if ever, consider the satel-
lites that provide the data or the pos-
sibility that a technologically advanced 
enemy would be able to deny them the 
ability to precisely know their position. 
However, even a basic understanding 
of GPS capabilities, along with a discus-
sion of some tactics, techniques and 
procedures (TTPs), will enable maneu-
ver Soldiers, leaders and planners at all 
echelons to more effectively conduct 
operations.

From a space professional’s perspec-
tive, there are several things about the 

GPS constellation and handheld receiv-
ers that Soldiers and leaders need to 
know. First, DAGRs receive two sepa-
rate radio frequencies, L1 and L2, from 
any GPS satellite in view. These fre-
quencies contain codes. To acquire 
precision PNT data, a DAGR must ac-
quire two codes: the coarse acquisition 
(C/A) code and the precision (P) code. 
A GPS satellite will typically only trans-
mit the C/A code on the L1 frequency. 
The DAGR will acquire the C/A code 
first, which will then allow it to acquire 
the P code. The P code is normally 
broadcast on both the L1 and L2 fre-
quencies, and when it is encrypted 
with the appropriate communications 
security (COMSEC), the P code be-
comes a P(Y) code.

TTPs
TTP 1: Encrypt your DAGR to ensure 
protection against jamming. The dual 
signal itself accounts for part of the 
DAGR’s security. While DAGRs will 
function with no encryption loaded in 
them, leaders must ensure that Sol-
diers are loading the proper encryption 
to allow the receiver the best chance 
of resisting jamming activity, specifi-
cally a type of jamming called spoofing 
(Figure 2).

Figure 1. A DAGR will acquire frequencies in the L1 and L2 bands from any GPS satellite in its field of view. The DAGR will first ac-
quire the C/A code (green), which will allow it to acquire the P code (yellow). (Graphic courtesy of U.S. Army Space and Missile De-
fense Command)
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TTP 2: To protect your Soldiers and 
your mission, use only military-grade 
receivers. Largely due to shortages in 
military-grade GPS receivers, the prac-
tice of using civilian GPS receivers in a 
combat environment has been fairly 
common for the past decade. Individu-
als should not use civilian GPS receiv-
ers in a combat zone (or in training, for 
that matter). Civilian GPS receivers 
only receive one frequency, do not 
support encryption and are not secure. 
Making matters worse, many civilian 
GPS receivers actually transmit a sig-
nal. An enemy can use the same mod-
el of receiver to monitor your channel 
and determine your location. The risk 
of endangering your Soldiers and your 
mission could very well outweigh any 
benefit gained from the additional sit-
uational awareness offered by using 
commercial receivers.

Even though military GPS receivers are 
capable of being encrypted, the signals 
they receive from satellites are 

relatively weak. In fact, anyone can 
purchase a GPS jammer from the Inter-
net. (Please note that using a jammer 
of any kind can lead to extremely seri-
ous legal consequences.) Furthermore, 
adversarial nations understand our de-
pendence on GPS and are equipped 
with military-grade jammers — equip-
ment that could potentially show up in 
current areas of operations and will 
certainly play a large role in future con-
flicts. What does a Soldier do if he is 
being jammed or suspects he is being 
jammed?

TTP 3: If your DAGR loses its GPS sig-
nal, attempt to reacquire the satel-
lites’ signals. Your GPS signal is coming 
from the sky, and the jammer is likely 
ground-based, so any way of blocking 
the jammer’s energy will help keep 
your DAGR locked on friendly GPS sig-
nals. If the jamming signal is extremely 
strong or extremely near, you must be 
prepared to conduct operations in a 
degraded environment (see TTPs 5 and 

6). If the jamming signal is weak, place 
your body, a vehicle or a terrain fea-
ture between your DAGR and the jam-
mer’s suspected location. If you are 
not sure where the jamming is coming 
from, digging a shallow hole and plac-
ing your DAGR in the hole might pro-
tect your DAGR enough to allow it to 
reacquire the GPS signal.

TTP 4: If you suspect jamming, report 
it up the chain sooner rather than lat-
er. Soldiers tend to dismiss signal loss, 
nonsensical location or elevation read-
ings, or a jammer warning on the DAGR 
screen as equipment errors. These are 
all indications of signal interference. 
Blue-on-blue (unintentional) interfer-
ence is common; many U.S. and allied 
systems (for example, certain radars) 
emit frequencies that can interfere 
with the GPS receivers’ ability to prop-
erly receive signals. In these instances, 
space personnel, in conjunction with 
other staff elements and government 
agencies, will be able to assist 

Figure 2. Spoofing.
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in deconflicting the interference. If an 
enemy is responsible for the interfer-
ence, their jammer may be locatable 
and targetable.

TTP 5: Prepare for a jamming threat; 
train with a map and compass. Knowl-
edge of your position is a necessity, 
and because DAGR and FBCB2 systems 
depend on GPS input, the loss of a GPS 
signal may mean the loss of situational 
awareness. Spoofing is a kind of jam-
ming that intercepts friendly GPS sig-
nals and retransmits them to your re-
ceiver, causing the receiver to lock on 
to the jammer and not the satellites. 
This causes the DAGR to report that 
you are somewhere other than where 
you actually are (see Figure 2). Fire 
support and medical-evacuation sup-
port depend on precision location; a 
false sense of location could lead to se-
rious consequences. Without the avail-
ability of GPS, the map and compass 
are a Soldier’s best bet.

TTP 6: Prepare for a jamming threat; 

train for degraded communications. 
The encryption on your radio is prob-
ably using the time reference provided 
by your DAGR (that is to say, the time 
reference transmitted by the GPS sat-
ellites to the DAGR) to stay synched 
with all the other radios in the unit. If 
the timing in your radios drifts and 
jamming prevents you from receiving 
the time as provided by an accurate 
GPS signal, you may eventually be un-
able to talk in an encrypted mode. If 
your COMSEC is compromised, you 
may need to resort to using a Terrain 
Index Reference System (TIRS) or Grid 
Index Reference System (GIRS), or you 
can assume the risk of operating over 
an unencrypted frequency. Leaders 
must incorporate training for degraded 
operations.

In the United States, we are accus-
tomed to commercial GPS receivers 
that will tell us our location with great 
precision and great consistency, but 
when planning and executing missions 
in austere environments, it is essential 

to understand that GPS does not al-
ways produce a consistent level of pre-
cision. The position your DAGR reports 
may very well be your true position, 
but it could also be off by 100 meters 
or more. The reason we enjoy such ac-
curacy in the United States has less to 
do with the space-based segment of 
GPS than with the ground-based 
benchmarks that augment it. These 
reference emitters know their location 
and never move. A dashboard GPS re-
ceiver, for example, takes the satellite 
input, compares it to the reference 
emitter’s input, and calculates a pre-
cise location for the vehicle by ac-
counting for the difference in the two 
signals. Countries like Afghanistan do 
not have this ground-based infrastruc-
ture, so GPS positioning there depends 
solely on space-based assets, which in-
creases the probability of imprecision.

To complicate the matter, GPS satel-
lites are continually passing overhead. 
Contrary to one common misconcep-
tion, GPS satellites do not remain over 

Figure 3. Favorable satellite geometry. This graphic depicts satellites at varying heights, depths and horizontal distances relative to 
the Soldiers. Satellites arrayed throughout a disbursed volume of sky will provide PNT data that is more accurate than a less dis-
bursed configuration.
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one fixed ground location the way an 
aerostat blimp might. As a result of 
multiple satellites passing overhead 
and dipping below the horizon, DAGRs 
are constantly losing the signal from 
one satellite and reacquiring the signal 
from another. To display a valid four-
dimensional solution (latitude, longi-
tude, elevation and time), a DAGR 
must receive a signal from at least four 
satellites. More satellites in view of a 
receiver means increased precision, 
but the way that the satellites are ar-
rayed in space also affects the DAGR’s 
precision. For example, if you are able 
to “see“ four satellites, but two of 
them are near the horizon, your solu-
tion will be less accurate than if your 
DAGR is receiving signals from four sat-
ellites spaced evenly across the view-
able sky (Figure 3).
Similarly, if your receiver is able to 
“see” four satellites, but they are all di-
rectly overhead or if they are all near 
the horizon, your solution will not be 
as precise as if you have four satellites 
spaced evenly across the viewable sky 
(Figure 4).

Add in the effects of terrain, and the 
solution worsens. If you are in a valley 
surrounded by mountains or in an ur-
ban area full of buildings, for example, 
the terrain is blocking the signals of all 
satellites except those that can “see” 
down into the valley (Figure 5); the sat-
ellite geometry is unfavorable. Thank-
fully, planners can mitigate the nega-
tive effects of the shortcomings in the 
GPS system through an understanding 
of terrain and space support capabili-
ties.

TTP 7: If you suspect a jamming envi-
ronment, request a navigational-accu-
racy (NAVAC) model. Division space-
support personnel use a software pro-
gram called the GPS Interference and 
Navigation Tool (GIANT) to analyze sat-
ellite availability, effects of terrain and 
potential effects of jammers. GIANT 
will model the accuracy of a GPS signal 
at a given location at a given time or 
over a given time period. Commanders 
and planners will be able to wargame 
the operational effects of GPS avail-
ability and jamming activity.

Although a degraded GPS signal will 
probably not stop a patrol, it may in-
form route selection, rehearsals and 
the plan for employing precision-guid-
ed munitions (PGMs). For example, if 
at 11 p.m. the GPS signal will provide 
accuracy only to within 100 meters of 
the desired impact point, a command-
er may choose not to employ a PGM at 
that time. If, however, the satellite ge-
ometry at 11:30 p.m. indicates accura-
cy down to within 10 meters of the tar-
get, it may be prudent to wait the ex-
tra 30 minutes for the more probable 
mission success. The employment of 
Joint Precision Airdrop Systems 
(JPADS), GPS-guided unmanned aerial 
systems (UAS), GPS-aided Joint Direct 
Attack Munitions (JDAMs) or any other 
GPS-dependent system requires simi-
lar consideration.
TTP 8: If you suspect that GPS degra-
dation due to terrain will be a prob-
lem, request a Satellite Tool Kit (STK) 
model. STK, like GIANT, is also a soft-
ware program space-support person-
nel can use to model GPS accuracy, but 
STK’s capability for building models is 

Figure 4. Unfavorable satellite geometry. This graphic depicts satellites with less variance in heights, depths and horizontal distances 
relative to the Soldiers. These satellites are more compactly arrayed than those in Figure 3, degrading the accuracy of the PNT signal.
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vastly more expansive. In STK, for ex-
ample, one can build an animated 
model — a sort of miniature movie —
of an MQ-1 Predator flying through a 
mountain valley in Afghanistan. The 
simulated Predator can be designed to 
include, among other attributes, a 
camera of specified quality, memory 
storage of specified size and a fuel tank 
of specified capacity. Also, because the 
software reads Digital Terrain Elevation 
Data (DTED) data and allows for imag-
ery overlays, the animation is quite re-
alistic and provides an excellent prod-
uct for mission briefs and rehearsals. 
When the GPS constellation is included 
in the model, STK reports will predict 
at what point the UAS will lose the GPS 
signal, and mission planners can adjust 
its flight path and/or timeline accord-
ingly.

A discussion of STK’s full capability is 
beyond this article’s scope. However, 
STK is a very powerful tool that can be 
used to model different sizes or types 
of forces, radio-frequency propagation 

and many other battlefield elements.

Conclusion
Although Soldiers use space-based ca-
pabilities like GPS every day at the tac-
tical level, we often do so without the 
level of understanding necessary to 
maximize the potential of these capa-
bilities. We take capabilities like GPS 
for granted, but our adversaries under-
stand our dependence on space and 
will continue to direct training and as-
sets against them. We must be pre-
pared for their eventual success in de-
nying or degrading our space capabili-
ties.

Currently, the first echelon at which a 
unit has organic space professionals is 
the division (the space support ele-
ment). During deployments, Army 
space support teams will often aug-
ment division and corps staffs, and de-
pending on the organization and the 
issue at hand, space-support requests 
may go through operational (S-3), in-
telligence (S-2) or signal (S-6) channels. 

This construct, however, should not 
deceive us into thinking that space-
based products and services are only 
for use by the upper echelons, nor 
should it discourage a company com-
mander or a battalion planner to re-
quest that support. On the contrary, 
space-based capabilities like GPS were 
developed with tactical operations in 
mind, and a leader or planner at any 
level who understands the military ap-
plications of space systems will enjoy 
greater mission success as adversaries 
become increasingly capable of chal-
lenging U.S. supremacy in the space 
domain.
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neuver Captain’s Career Course, Fort 
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Space Company, 1st Space Battalion, 1st 
Space Brigade, Camp As Sayliyah, Qa-
tar; deputy team leader, Army Space 
Support Team 6, 2nd Space Company, 1st 

Figure 5. Effects of terrain. Naturally occurring or manmade terrain features can block or reflect GPS signals, reducing the number of 
satellites in view and preventing your handheld device from receiving the data necessary to get a good geolocation. Leaders should 
address such potential effects during mission planning.   
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ters and Headquarters Company exec-
utive officer and scout platoon leader, 
1st Combined Arms Battalion, 5th Bri-
gade, 1st Armored Division (Army Eval-
uation Task Force), Fort Bliss, TX.  CPT 
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Space Operations Officer Qualification 
Course. He holds a bachelor’s of sci-
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Acronym Quick-Scan

C/A – coarse acquisition 
COMSEC – communications 
security 
DAGR – Defense Advanced GPS 
Receiver
DTED – Digital Terrain Elevation 
Data
FBCB2 – Force XXI Battle 
Command Brigade-and-Below
GIANT – GPS Interference and 
Navigation Tool   
GIRS – Grid Index Reference 
System  
GPS – Global Positioning 
System 
JDAM – Joint Direct Attack 
Munitions  

JPADS – Joint Precision Airdrop 
Systems
Mhz – megahertz
NAVAC – navigational accuracy
P (code) – precision
PGM – precision guided 
munitions  
PNT – position, navigation and 
timing services
STK – Satellite Tool Kit
TIRS – Terrain Index Reference 
System 
TTP – tactics, techniques and 
procedures
UAS – unmanned aerial 
systems



64
th  Armor regiment

The distinctive unit insignia was originally approved for the 
758th Tank Battalion Feb. 27, 1942. It was redesignated for 
the 64th Tank Battalion April 30, 1952. The insignia was redes-
ignated for the 64th Armor Regiment April 3, 1963. The ele-
phant symbolizes the heavy assault of a tank battalion. He 
was used in ancient times to lead the attack in a manner com-
parable to the present day armored organizations.
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